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Executive Summary 
English Heritage’s “Implementation Plan for Exploring our Past” (English Heritage 1998) highlights 
within Primary Goal D and Primary Goal E that skills and participation in archaeology are central to 
English Heritage’s strategy for the future of archaeology in the UK.  Of particular note within this plan is 
Programme 14: Developing Skills which refers to English Heritage’s desire to “introduce a range of 
measures to promote greater development of the skills base and greater opportunities to transfer skills 
within the broader discipline” 
 
The “Benchmarking Competence Requirements and Training Opportunities related to Maritime 
Archaeology” study commissioned by English Heritage in June 2007 has attempted to relate maritime 
archaeological training to archaeological standards.  The study has sought to identify the range and 
level of skills required and to define competencies required.  It has looked at existing training provision 
and how this could be developed in accordance with the project aims of ensuring that training is fit for 
purpose with sufficient opportunities provided to support the acquisition and importantly maintenance of 
the competencies of those participating in the sector.   
 
This project seeks to contribute to the development of a co-ordinated training provision for maritime 
archaeologists, encompassing the aspirations and needs of both professional and avocational 
archaeologists. This research has built on a number of influential archaeological training related reports 
and articles, produced by other studies (Chitty 1999; Bishop et al, 1999; and Edwards & Aitchison, 
2004). 
 

This project methodology has utilised literature review, targeted interviews with key stakeholders, group 
consultation meetings and a public downloadable questionnaire. This consultation has focused on the 
needs of employers’ and the public interest for specific competencies.  The study has also used four 
practitioner case studies to assess whether the UK National Occupational Standards for Archaeology 
and the National Vocational Qualification in Archaeological Practice are appropriate mechanisms for 
validation of practitioner competency in maritime archaeology. 

 

Recommendations that arise from the study are: 
− Promotion and support for UK National Occupational Standards for Archaeology 
− Encouraging the use of the National Vocational Qualification in Archaeological Practice 
− Creation of a competency scheme to allow verification of practitioners abilities 
− Creation of standards for peer reviewing of archaeological work 
− Future use of the European Qualification Framework to harmonise training standards 
− Need to increase practitioners abilities to work on and understand submerged landscapes and 

industrial archaeological remains 
− A training strategy that incorporates skills acquisition via short course attendance and 

increasing opportunities for experience and mentoring for practitioners through collaborative 
long term research driven training projects to help bridge the gap between academic education 
and vocational skills training. 
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1.      Introduction 
The “Implementation Plan for Exploring our Past” was the first document produced by English Heritage 
(1998) to formally recognise that skills and participation in archaeology were central to the agency’s 
strategy for the future of archaeology in the UK. As the desire was to introduce a range of measures to 
promote a greater development of the skill base and at the same time greater opportunities to transfer 
skills within the broader discipline, Chitty (1999) undertook a review of training in ‘professional’ 
archaeology, but little emphasis was placed on the maritime component of the discipline. This was 
followed by Carter & Robinson’s (2002) project to define professional functions and standards in 
archaeological practice produced in the same year that English Heritage (2002) recognised that rather 
than concentrating on professional or amateur status the discipline should now focus on competence 
(English Heritage 2002).  Unfortunately very little has changed. The Archaeological Training Forum 
(2003) recognised that: 
 

“We can no longer carry on with a situation where anyone can practise as, and call themselves, 
an archaeologist, either as professionals or volunteers. To safeguard the archaeological 
heritage and promote our discipline, we need a way of demonstrating competence in 
archaeological skills – as is done in many other occupations. For the individual archaeologist, 
having recognised standards will make it easier to identify training needs and ways to improve 
his or her skills…...  “  (Archaeology Training Forum 2003: 1) 

 
Following the initial recognition that competency was a priority, in 2004 the Institute of Field 
Archaeologists, now the Institute for Archaeologists (IfA) produced a study “Identifying skills needs in 
Maritime Archaeology” (IfA 2004). Linked to the newly created National Occupational Standards for 
Archaeological Practice (2002), this work was designed to inform the development of a training strategy 
intended to facilitate the transference of experience, skills and training between the terrestrial and 
maritime professions; however to date the strategy has not been forthcoming.   
 
This project (English Heritage Commissions reference 5103) was designed to pick up where the IfA 
study left off.  ‘Benchmarking’ formally began with the development of a Project Outline in April 2006, 
which was followed by a Project Design submitted to English Heritage by the Nautical Archaeology 
Society in December 2006. The submission was a response to ongoing discussions about the training 
of licensee groups working on wreck sites designated under the Protection of Wrecks Act 1973.  Almost 
30 years after Keith Muckelroy first defined ‘maritime archaeology’ as “the scientific study of the material 
remains of man and his activities on the sea” (Muckelroy 1978: 6) it was felt that a formal bespoke 
training programme should be developed (or adapted from existing provision) but that it should be 
based on an assessment of current standards and competency requirements.  Once complete, the 
assessment would be used as the basis for building a training strategy for maritime archaeology 
intended to provide all those working within the discipline (professional and amateur alike) with a 
framework in which they could gain and maintain competency.  
 
Running alongside the Benchmarking project has been another piece of research which is trying to 
relate skills, qualifications and the development of the archaeological profession.  The study entitled, “A 
Vision for Training and Career Development in Archaeology” was commissioned by the Archaeology 
Training Forum (ATF) and written by Kenneth Aitchison of the IfA.  Although at the time of this report the 
paper is still unpublished, it presents a vision of the future of training and career development in 
archaeology, which is: 
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“for archaeology to be a meritocratic profession that is open to all, with archaeologists able to 
gain qualifications that demonstrate their expert skills, competence and knowledge and whose 
capabilities and achievements can be appropriately valued and rewarded”. (Aitchison 
unpublished: 1) 

 
This ATF vision of the development of archaeology parallels the aims and the objectives of the 
“Benchmarking” study.  
 
Another study which has coincided with the “Benchmarking” study has been undertaken by the Creative 
and Cultural Sector Skills Council. Published in December 2008 “The Cultural Heritage Blueprint, a 
workforce development plan for cultural heritage in the UK” this action plan sets out key priority actions 
for the next ten years aimed to develop and improve the cultural heritage sector workforce (Creative and 
Cultural Skills 2008).  Some of the actions from the “Blueprint” parallel the recommendations that arise 
from the “Benchmarking” study. 
 

1.1 Aims and Objectives 
In June 2007 English Heritage commissioned the Nautical Archaeology Society to undertake project 
5103 “Benchmarking Competence Requirements and Training Opportunities related to Maritime 
Archaeology”. Intended to relate training to standards, the project aimed to identify the range and level 
of skills required in maritime archaeology, define and characterise the specific competencies required to 
meet appropriate standards, benchmark training and other opportunities by which both professionals 
and amateurs alike can acquire competency, identify and define how “fit for purpose” training is 
developed in order to meet those standards, and to determine how sufficient opportunities can be 
provided to both gain and maintain competencies.   
 
The specific project objectives are as follows: 

− Characterise the practice of maritime archaeology including the nature and scope of the 
discipline; 

− Characterise the specific competencies including the amount of professional experience 
required to satisfy the needs of the maritime cultural heritage; 

− Determine the level of need for maritime archaeology competencies, as a relative proportion of 
the broader archaeology community and quantified for society’s needs for specific interventions 
in the field of maritime cultural heritage; 

− Assess the suitability of the National Occupational Standards archaeological practice framework 
for the maritime archaeological context; 

− Assess the suitability of the vocational qualification in archaeological practice for the maritime 
archaeological context; 

− Benchmark the capability of the main sources of training currently available in England to 
provide the identified competencies to appropriate levels; 

− Develop case studies based on the experiences of individuals who have taken a variety of 
development routes to gaining competence, using the vocational qualification assessment 
approach to standardise assessment of competence; and 
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− Recommend strategies to build the capability to deliver the training opportunities required to 
help people achieve appropriate levels of competency. 

 
The work can be justified as an aid in defining professional roles and functions within the sector, to help 
in identifying best means to develop and strengthen the skill base, to ensure maritime needs are 
included along with other initiatives, and to contribute to development of training. This document reports 
the results of that work. 
 

1.2 Methodology 
As described in the Project Design (NAS 2006) (Appendix 1), the research has primarily been 
undertaken by a Project Officer based within the Nautical Archaeology Society. The project employed 
four experts with specific experience in training, maritime law, archaeology and maritime training 
international practice. In accordance with the Project Design (NAS 2006), the Society’s Training and 
Education Advisory Board (TEA Board) has provided support for the project. In order to provide a 
balanced representation of interested parties, the TEA Board is comprised of representatives drawn 
from a wide range of archaeology and related organisations.  
 
The research methods used to undertake the project have consisted of a range of approaches that have 
allowed broad consultation with a variety of stakeholders. A flexible approach to data gathering was 
adopted to ensure that the research was as effective and comprehensive as possible. These 
approaches have included: 
 
1. Desk based research e.g. reviewing legislation, working through National Occupational 

Standards/vocational qualification etc – informed by consultation with experts and by their review of 
preliminary findings.  

 
2. High level consultation establishing frameworks for the study and expanding contacts.  This has 

been done using personal interviews (not a structured format) as each interview needed to be 
specific to the particular expertise of the person consulted.  This also included consultation with 
previous researchers.  

 
3. Group consultation with experts and stakeholders via NAS Training and Education Advisory Board 

meetings held in July 2007 and January 2008. 
 
4. Consultation with training providers using a structured questionnaire and interview format. Although 

using standard questions there has been an opportunity for follow-up (unscripted) questions on 
points raised.  These have been carried out face-to-face and via telephone. 

 
5. Consultation with stakeholders through group consultation meetings held in Sydney (Australia), 

London, Edinburgh, Plymouth, and Swansea.  
 
6. Publication of an interim report (available in January 2008 through the NAS website, email and hard 

copy distribution). This provided the framework for the research, and invited feedback through a 
questionnaire which could be downloaded from the website and returned. The questionnaire was 
not intended as the primary means of gathering data, but as a means of giving a “voice” to those 
who had not been personally contacted and who had not been able to attend one of the stakeholder 
meetings.  While this only generated twelve responses, which is not a statistically relevant sample, 
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more than 400 contacts were generated through the consultation process. These included 
professional archaeologists, amateur archaeologists, training providers and heritage curators. 

 
7. Individual case studies developed using the vocational qualification assessment approach to 

illustrate the different approaches to gaining competence – through formal education at the start of a 
career, through mature entry, and through experience on the job. 

 
8. Drawing together the results of the different approaches in order to synthesise the final report and 

make recommendations. 
 

1.3 Key Project Stages 
This data gathering exercise was designed to: characterise the practice of maritime archaeology and 
the competencies required, determine the level of “need” for competencies, assess the National 
Occupational Standards (and the accompanying National Vocational Qualification) framework for the 
maritime context, benchmark sources of training provision, assess this using a series of case studies, 
and ultimately recommend strategies for delivery of training to help gain and maintain competency 
within the discipline.   
 
The approach has been progressive with each stage building on, and refining the output of the previous 
stage; a process that began with the output of the Project Design (PD).  The stages consisted of: 
 

− Desk based assessment and preliminary consultation with experts and key stakeholders:  The 
first stage of the project involved desk based assessment using literature search and review of 
the documents identified by the PD.  The four consultant experts each provided preliminary 
input covering their own specialities.  The PD was discussed with the NAS Training and 
Education Advisory Board at a meeting on 10th July 2007.  This discussion provided additional 
sources of input and guidance on the approach.  Experts and key stakeholders were also 
individually and collectively consulted via email and by personal meetings.  This confirmed that 
the UK’s National Occupational Standards and the Vocational Qualification in Archaeological 
Practice provided the only existing framework for benchmarking competence.  A monitoring 
report with preliminary output was provided to English Heritage in August 2007.  The output of 
this phase was later developed into the Interim Report, covering the definition of maritime 
archaeology, the legislation and professional obligations, frameworks for benchmarking and a 
first draft of the skills. 

 
− Second stage consultation:  Stage Two of the project broadened participation through a series 

of meetings and presentations.  A number of controversial aspects of the study, identified in 
Stage One, were explored. These included concerns about the benchmarking process and 
archaeological ethics. The skills list was refined, and the interim report prepared along with the 
development of the two questionnaires for use in the final stage of consultation. One 
questionnaire was for general use, to provide a voice for those who had not been personally 
consulted and could not attend the stakeholder meetings, and the other was for training 
providers.  The material in the questionnaires stemmed from both areas of consensus that 
emerged from the consultations (giving respondents the opportunity to join or disagree with this 
consensus), and areas where a range of variables had been identified (such as the range of site 
types, drivers for change, and categories of skills, where the questions provided respondents 
with the opportunity to indicate their opinions across a range of factors.  It is therefore not 
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surprising that the results of the questionnaire (as analysed in the final stage) show consistency 
with the findings from the other consultations.  Progress was discussed at a meeting of the 
Training and Education Advisory Board on the 29th January 2008. 

 
− Final stage consultation and case studies:  The final stage of consultation involved stakeholder 

workshops, publication of the general questionnaire,  interviews with training providers, utilising 
the training providers’ questionnaire, and the development of four case studies designed to test 
the use of the National Vocational Qualification in Archaeological Practice (NVQ) in a maritime 
context.   

 
− Synthesis of results into final report:  As has already been stated, the process of the project was 

one of progressive refinement, nevertheless, the final stage of consultation generated a 
significant amount of material that needed to be synthesised into the final report.  While many of 
the recommendations emerged implicitly from the consultations, the recommendation for the 
development of training strategy needed to be defined to balance the potentially conflicting 
issues.     
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2. Defining Maritime Archaeology 
Consensus from the consultation is that maritime archaeology is ‘the scientific study of the material 
remains of humans and their relationship with, and activities in, on, around and under the sea’. Like 
Roman archaeology, ethno-archaeology, and prehistoric archaeology, maritime archaeology is thematic 
archaeology, i.e. archaeology with a maritime theme. Maritime archaeologists are not, and it is 
recommended should not, be bound or defined by the environment in which they work, but by the 
thematic subject they study.  They will however need to be equipped with the skills required to 
competently work in the environments encountered.   
 
Although this definition is acceptable to the discipline (an overwhelming majority of survey respondents 
either agreed or strongly agreed with it as a definition – see Question 1.3 in Appendix 2) it is important 
to state that there is no “legal” definition of either “archaeology” or “maritime archaeology” in either 
United Kingdom statute or case law. There are various phrases in international conventions, United 
Kingdom Acts and case law (Section 3 - International, Legal, and Curatorial Obligations) which a court 
may use as guidance to arrive at a definition, but until such time as either a court or Parliament should 
need to formulate such a definition, no legal definition of “maritime archaeology” will be available. 
Although a reasonable prediction of what such definitions might comprise can be arrived at, it is unlikely 
that a legally recognised profession will be created. 
 
The reason for this is that there are no legal parameters to the “profession” of archaeologist (or maritime 
archaeologist); indeed there is no “profession” of archaeology (or maritime archaeology) as such in a 
legal sense. Certain activities can only be carried out legally if a person has membership of a stipulated 
“professional” body and is authorised by that body to carry out the regulated activity. The only basis 
upon which archaeology could become a legally defined profession, with associated restrictions on the 
use of the term and undertaking of the activity, would be to obtain statutory regulation of these matters. 
 
Legal input suggests it is highly unlikely that such regulation will ever occur. Generally members of the 
public do not engage archaeological services.  Such services are usually only engaged by the public or 
commercial sectors and these sectors are well equipped to determine the level of competence in 
general terms of those whom they are engaging to carry out archaeological work. Consequently, there 
is no perceived need for such regulation within Government, nor is there any widespread evidence that 
the lack of regulation is causing any financial or cultural loss.  Indications to date are that competency 
for the purpose of undertaking archaeological work will continue to be judged purely by those either 
engaging services for such work or those who have a statutory duty to authorise such work, i.e. the 
heritage agencies in each of the home countries, rather than by statutory provision as to admission into 
a “profession” and the licensing of accredited practitioners. 
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3.  International, Legal and Curatorial Obligations  
Given that there is no legal recognition of an “archaeological profession” it is not surprising that there is 
little stipulation as to what constitutes archaeological competency in law. The law does recognise that 
there is a need for archaeological competency but is silent as to what constitutes such competency. 
Recognition for the need for competency in undertaking archaeological operations or other operations 
that could include aspects of archaeology work can be found in:   
 
UK Wide 
 - Protection of Wrecks Act 1973 

 
International 

- International Salvage Convention 1989 / Merchant Shipping Act 1995 
- Case law on salvage 
- European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage Convention  
 (revised) 1992 
- UNESCO Convention on the Protection of Underwater Cultural Heritage 2001 
- ICOMOS International Charter on the Protection and Management of Underwater Cultural   
 Heritage 1996 

 
England Only 

- Draft Heritage Protection Bill 2008 
- Marine and Coastal Access Bill 2008 
 

3.1 Protection of Wrecks Act 1973 
Under s.1(5)(a)(i) the Secretary of State may grant a licence for salvage operations in respect of a 
wreck designated under the Act to persons who appear to him to be “…competent, and properly 
equipped, to carry out salvage operations in a manner appropriate to the historical, archaeological or 
artistic importance [of the wreck] …”. The Protection of Wrecks Act (PWA) 1973 does not refer to any 
criteria by which such competence is to be determined. Even more surprisingly, the requirement for 
competence relates only to “salvage operations”.  A licence may also be granted “…for the doing in the 
[designated] area that which can only be done under the authority of a licence”. Such a licence is 
granted for activities such as visiting, monitoring and survey. For these activities no requirement of 
competence is required by the PWA, despite the fact that monitoring and survey arguably require as 
great a degree of archaeological competence as salvage (excavation). 
 

3.2 International Salvage Convention 1989, Merchant Shipping Act 1995 & Case Law         
The International Salvage Convention (ISC) defines “salvage” as “… any act or activity undertaken to 
assist a vessel or any other property in danger in navigable waters or in any other waters whatsoever” 
and  “Property” is defined as “… any property not permanently and intentionally attached to the 
shoreline …”.  
 
While archaeology is not necessarily focused on the recovery of material, where recovery of any 
property falling within the above definition occurs then the person recovering the material will be a 
‘salvor’ and he/she will be conducting a salvage operation.  That the recovery of material of a past age 
in an archaeological exercise constitutes a salvage operation is indisputable following the decision in 
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Morris v. Lyonesse Company, where the recovery of material from the 1707 wreck of the Association 
was regarded by the court both as an archaeological operation and a salvage operation. Consequently, 
it is recommended that any comprehensive “legal” definition of “Marine Archaeology” should encompass 
the recovery (salvage) of marine property, as well any study of material, in situ or otherwise. 
  
Where it is intended that recovery (salvage) of archaeological material that falls within the ISC/ 
Merchant Shipping Act (MSA) 1995 will, or is, taking place then the archaeologist will also have 
assumed the legal character of a “salvor” and will be under the legal duties imposed upon a salvor. 
Since the objective of salvage is to return the material to the mainstream of commerce, these duties are 
designed to ensure that the economic, rather than the cultural, value of the material is preserved and 
not diminished by the negligence or misconduct of the salvor. Consequently, where the material, or part 
of it, has little or no economic value the duties on the salvor are minimal, if indeed they are existent at 
all, notwithstanding that the cultural value may be significant. The duty on the archaeologist (salvor) is to 
take “due care”. The standard is subjective; that is to say the duty of care will be judged in relation to the 
experience and competence of the salvor (with differing standards for avocational as opposed to 
professional salvors), and the surrounding circumstances e.g. whether the salvage is ‘rescue 
archaeology’, the physical context etc. Given that the objective is to preserve the commercial value of 
the salved material, the duty imposed upon a salvor is unlikely to provide a satisfactory competence 
threshold for archaeological objectives. Indeed, it does little more than provide a minimum standard of 
competence in terms of the economic value of recovered shipwreck. 
 

3.3 European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage (revised) 1992  
The United Kingdom is a party to the European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological 
Heritage (revised) 1992 (the “Valletta”’ Convention), which at the time of writing has been ratified or 
acceded to by 35 other countries. The UK has elected to apply the Convention up to 12 nautical miles 
from the UK’s baselines, i.e. within UK territorial waters, but not beyond.  
 
Valletta requires that excavations and other potentially destructive techniques are carried out only by 
“qualified” persons. No further guidance is given as to what qualifications are envisaged, and it is left to 
the individual States to determine what standards to apply. It may be significant, however, that the 
expression “qualified” is used, as opposed to the term “competent”.  The latter term is used in the PWA 
1973. Competence goes to ability, whereas the term “qualified” suggests that some formal process of 
assessment of the individual has been undertaken and successfully completed. In other words one may 
be “competent” but not necessarily “qualified”. The Valletta Convention therefore seems to envisage 
only persons who have successfully completed a form of assessment should carry out excavations or 
destructive techniques.  To the extent that these two terms differ in this sense, it would seem that the 
1973 Act, which only requires competence, does not comply with the Valletta Convention, at least in 
principle.  Administratively, the UK probably does comply to a degree with the Valletta Convention; it 
would be unusual for the relevant cultural authority to grant a licence to excavate on a designated wreck 
site to a licensee unless the excavation was supervised by a person with formal archaeological training 
to at least higher education levels.  
 
Not all cultural heritage is protected by the 1973 Act, whereas the Valletta Convention does apply to all 
of the archaeological heritage within the UK’s territorial limits. To that extent the UK will not comply with 
the Valletta Convention, until such time as “blanket protection” for underwater cultural heritage is (if 
ever) introduced to UK territorial waters.  This raises issues of cultural policy and legal reform beyond 
the remit of the present study.  For immediate purposes it may be sufficient to note, at least from a legal 
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perspective, the desirability of aligning the Valletta Convention and the PWA 1973 by introducing a 
requirement for qualification, rather than competence, when determining whether a person should be 
granted a licence under the 1973 Act.  It would also be desirable to indicate the level of competence 
required for the differing licensed activities, preferably in secondary legislation or on a non statutory 
basis, so that periodic amendment could be easily achieved. 

3.4 UNESCO Convention on the Protection of Underwater Cultural Heritage 2001 
The UNESCO Convention on the Protection of Underwater Cultural Heritage 2001 (the “UNESCO” 
Convention) is concerned with “the protection and preservation of underwater cultural heritage” and 
calls for international co-operation and assistance to achieve this (Article 19).  
 
The UNESCO Convention does not define “Maritime Archaeology”. It defines the term “Underwater 
cultural heritage’ as “… all traces of human existence having a cultural, historical or archaeological 
character which have been partially or totally underwater, periodically or continuously, for at least 100 
years such as: 

(i) sites, structures, buildings, artefacts and human remains, together with their  archaeological 
and natural context; 
(ii) vessels, aircraft, other vehicles or any part thereof, their cargo or other contents, together 
with their archaeological and natural context; 
(iii) objects of prehistoric character. 
 

This definition is somewhat narrower than that provided by the Valletta Convention both by reason of 
the requirement for the passage of 100 years and in the terminology used i.e. it refers only to cultural 
heritage located underwater and not maritime heritage generally. Nevertheless, it is a very 
comprehensive definition. The United Kingdom is not a party to the UNESCO Convention but in 2008 
indicated that it intends to abide by the “principles” of the Annexe to the Convention. 
 
 “…the Government's maritime heritage policy recognises the Annex to the 2001 UNESCO Convention 
as best practice for underwater archaeology and have advocated adherence to the principles of this 
where this has been compatible with existing United Kingdom legislation. English Heritage is the 
Government's statutory adviser on the historic environment of England and English coastal waters. 
Their new technical guide on assessing risk to English Designated Wreck sites, which was published in 
November 2008, refers to the Annex, and the fact that the issuing of Licences by the Secretary of State 
to carry out activities specified in the 1973 Protection of Wrecks Act on designated sites is also carried 
out with regard to the general principles of the Annex. Although English Heritage's “Protection of Wrecks 
Act: Guidance for Divers and Archaeologists”, which was published in 2007, does not specifically refer 
to the Annex, it reflects the principles within it” (Hansard 26th November 2008). 
 
 
 The Annexe requires that: 
 

(i) “Prior to any activity directed at underwater cultural heritage a Project Design must be 
developed and submitted’. This Project Design must include ‘the qualifications, responsibilities 
and experience of each team member”.  Again, in relation to excavation of designated wrecks 
under the PWA 1973 it is likely that the UK currently complies on an administrative basis but 
there is no compliance in respect of underwater cultural heritage not governed by designation 
under the PWA 1973. 
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(ii) “Activities directed at underwater cultural heritage shall only be undertaken under the 
direction and control of, and in the regular presence of a qualified underwater archaeologist with 
scientific competence appropriate to the project”. No definition of the envisaged qualifications 
nor the scientific competence for such activities is indicated. However, the use of the term 
“qualified” as opposed to an expression envisaging merely “competence” may be significant 
and, as argued above, it seems unlikely that the current PWA 1973 system fully complies with 
the Annexe. 
 
(iii) “All persons on the project team” (of a project directed at underwater cultural heritage) ‘shall 
be qualified and have demonstrated competence appropriate to their roles in the project’. Again 
no indication is given as to what qualifications are envisaged nor how such competence is to be 
demonstrated, nor indeed what constitutes such competence. 

 
It is interesting to note that a distinction is drawn between “qualification” and “competence” and that the 
two are clearly not treated as synonymous within the Annexe, and that the Convention itself refers also 
to record-keeping, curation, research and education (Article 22).  
 
Rule 2 of the Annexe states that “The commercial exploitation of underwater cultural heritage for trade 
or speculation or its irretrievable dispersal is fundamentally incompatible with the protection and proper 
management of underwater cultural heritage”.  Although the UNESCO Convention is not concerned with 
archaeology per se, but with the protection of underwater cultural heritage, it has been suggested that 
this type of exploitation constitutes an unethical behaviour that is “unprofessional” (i.e. incompetent), 
and as such anyone behaving in this manner is no longer considered to be engaging in the practice of 
archaeology. 
 

3.5 ICOMOS International Charter on the Protection and Management of Underwater                  
Cultural Heritage (1996) 

The United Kingdom is not a signatory to the ICOMOS International Charter on the Protection and 
Management of Underwater Cultural Heritage (1996) (“ICOMOS” Charter). Like the UNESCO 
Convention, and with effectively the same directives, the ICOMOS Charter provides a framework for 
archaeological practice and is operationally (in the UK at least) a guide to best practice. The ICOMOS 
Charter lacks legal power and is designed with the intention of encouraging, (not obligating) the 
protection and management of underwater cultural heritage in inland and inshore waters, in shallow 
seas and in the deep oceans. Focusing on specific attributes and circumstances of cultural heritage 
under water, the ICOMOS Charter should be understood as a supplement to the ICOMOS Charter for 
the Protection and Management of Archaeological Heritage 1990 (see further reading). In spite of its 
shortcomings, many practising archaeologists recognise an ethical or professional obligation to maintain 
the scientific standards as laid out in both the ICOMOS Charters and the UNESCO Convention. 
 
 
3.6  Draft Heritage Protection Bill 2008 
In April 2008, as this report was being prepared, the UK government published the Heritage Protection 
Bill (DCMS 2007) which proposed new legislation to enable revision of current law that protects the 
historic environment in England and Wales out to the 12 mile limit.  Currently the Heritage Protection Bill 
is in draft form and not being taken forward by the UK Government.  Naturally being in draft form the Bill 
has the potential to change before it became statute.  However, if the draft were to become law, it could 
replace the Protection of Wrecks Act 1973, in that it has the capability to protect all of the existing 
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protected wrecks, and in addition would be applicable to a broad range of “heritage assets” similar to 
what will be able to be protected on a terrestrial site (including collections of assets and prehistoric 
remains).  As for the Protection of Wrecks Act 1973, it can make diving and commercial salvage illegal 
(unless licensed) on a protected site, although the draft bill allows a site to be designated as suitable for 
unlicensed non-intrusive diving.  The draft bill also requires that surveying the sea-bed would need to be 
licensed on a protected site.  The draft bill has similar provisions to the Protection of Wrecks Act in 
respect of competence.  Article 196 subsection 5 states: 
 

5.  Any person named by the licence…must be a person who appears to the licensing authority 
either:- 

 
a) to be competent, and properly equipped, to carry out diving or salvage operations in a way 
appropriate to the special historic, archaeological, architectural or artistic interest of the 
registered marine heritage site; or 
b) not to fall within paragraph (a) but to have a legitimate reason for carrying on in that site the 
activities permitted by the licence 

 
 
3.7  Marine & Coastal Access Bill 2008 
The Marine & Coastal Access Bill was published in April 2008 as this report was being drafted.  The 
main aspects of the Bill are to create new management systems for the marine environment, fisheries, 
licensing of development and other actives and integrated coastal zone management.  It also amends 
existing legislation (the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 and the Countryside 
and Rights of Way Act 2000) in order to provide coastal access. 
 
Heritage, in the sense of cultural heritage, is explicitly mentioned in the Bill only twice, as follows: 

− The new Marine Management Organisation which will deliver many of the objectives of the Bill 
will be comprised of three groups of people representing economic, environmental and social 
interests.  Heritage is mentioned as an example of social interests. 

− DCMS (representing marine heritage as well as recreation and tourism) will be part of a cross-
government steering body for the MMO 

 
It is mentioned elsewhere in explanatory material contained in the Bill: 

− Heritage is mentioned several times in the Impact Assessment, for example in Section 3 Part B, 
heritage is quoted as an example of an activity with little or no adverse impact on the marine 
environment which will be subject to a lighter administrative burden. 

− Heritage is mentioned in Annex 3 in Marine Nature Conservation – Valuing the Benefits as one 
of the aspects estimated in Marine Conservation Zones. 

− Heritage is mentioned twice in the impact assessment for the coastal access - Sensitivity of 
heritage is to be taken into account in designing routes for the coastal access paths and in 
estimation of impact/benefits. 

 
The Bill itself therefore does not directly impinge on issues of standards and competencies, and its main 
effect should be for the new marine management systems, information systems and centres of 
expertise to work in conjunction with the licensing and information requirements of the (draft) Heritage 
Protection Bill.  Coastal access may impact the discovery, access to and protection of heritage assets, 
but should not raise any additional issues that have not been previously encountered in considering 
heritage assets when access land was opened up by the Countryside and Rights of Way Act. 
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Other considerations include: 
 
3.8 Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 
The Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act (AMAAA) 1979  provides for the scheduling of 
‘monuments’, which encompasses buildings, structures or work, cave or excavation, vehicle, vessel, 
aircraft or other movable structure, regardless of whether the structure is on land or under water. In 
order to be eligible for scheduling, a “monument” must be of national importance.   

Once a “maritime” ancient monument has been scheduled, public access to it is not currently restricted. 
It is, however, an offence to demolish, destroy, alter or repair it without “scheduled monument consent”. 
Effectively, diving on maritime scheduled monuments is permitted on a “look but don’t touch” basis. It is 
for this reason, that only suitably robust sites are likely to be scheduled, such as the remains of the 
German High Seas Fleet at Scapa Flow. The 1979 Act would be repealed by the possible future 
enactment of the Heritage Protection Bill. 

3.9 Protection of Military Remains Act 1986  
Not specifically designed to protect underwater cultural heritage, the Protection of Military Remains Act 
(PMRA) 1986 makes it an offence to interfere with the wreckage of any crashed, sunken or stranded 
military aircraft or designated vessel without a licence. This is irrespective of loss of life or whether the 
loss occurred during peacetime or wartime.  All crashed military aircraft receive automatic protection, 
but vessels must be individually designated. At the time of publication of this report there are 58 vessels 
protected under this Act, both in UK waters and abroad, and it is likely that the Ministry of Defence will 
designate more vessels in the future.  Interestingly from the results of the public consultation 22.2% of 
respondents indicated that there existed gaps in training/knowledge for dealing with seaplanes or 
crashed aircraft.   

3.10 Bi- and Multi-lateral Agreements 
The multi-lateral agreement for the RMS Titanic between UK, USA, Ireland, Canada, and France (the 
‘Titanic’ agreement) need also be considered. Based on the rules of the ICOMOS Charter, the Titanic 
agreement will be used to govern future archaeological research on the RMS Titanic. The agreement 
provides legal obligations which imply that competency is a factor, but neither the Titanic agreement or 
the ICOMOS Charter specifically defines either the standards or competencies required. Only signatory 
countries to the Agreement will be obligated by its conditions. At the time of writing, the agreement has 
not entered into force.  Although the agreement is currently undergoing the legislative process 
necessary for the USA to sign, the UK is the only signatory to date. Two (of the five) countries are 
required to sign it before it enters into force. 
 
3.11 Curatorial Obligations 
The question of dispersal (and consequently curatorial) policies must also be considered. However 
good the intentions of an archaeological project, long-term curation is rarely within its “competence”, 
whether scientifically or logistically.  It is asserted that curation is the role of conservators and museums. 
The volume of material from recovered from underwater sites which need expensive conservation 
means that few museums are prepared to make the necessary long-term commitment and only national 
institutions are likely to have the facilities and be able to absorb the costs involved.  
 
Naturally the biggest group of curatorial obligations are those upon heritage agencies that result from 
enforcing legislation.  An example would be an obligation to monitor and license archaeological 
activities on sites protected by the Protection of Wrecks Act 1973.  It is likely that the curatorial 
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obligations of heritage agencies will be impacted by the Marine Bill and any heritage protection reform.  
From the research undertaken it is clear that museums are under no curatorial obligation when it comes 
to accepting material from maritime archaeological sites.  However it is apparent that as part of their 
curation strategies museums do use guidance documents such as the Museums’ Association Ethical 
Guidance for Disposal, and the associated Disposal Toolkit (Museums Association 2007), along with 
that produced by other organisations such as the Society of Museum Archaeologists (Society of 
Museum Archaeologists 1995), the Archaeological Archives Forum (Brown 2007), the Institute for 
Archaeologists Maritime Affairs Group (Satchell & Ransley 2007), and supported by the Archaeology 
Data Service, the heritage agencies and royal commissions. Although several comments were received 
regarding employer hiring practices producing curatorial obligations, this unfortunately is an area 
overlooked by both survey respondents and participants in the stakeholder meetings.  
 
The professional competence of conservators and museum staff should be able to be relied on through 
their own professional qualifications and organisations (NVQs for technicians, degrees and 
postgraduate qualifications for more responsible posts; museum qualifications are validated by the 
Museums Association; other associations such as the Society of Archivists also run or validate training 
courses and continuing professional development). The maritime archaeologist should only need a 
basic competence in this area (raising the question of what is “basic competence”), involving an 
understanding of first-aid for finds, suitable storage conditions and materials, and liaison with the 
receiving curatorial staff. The skills required will involve organisation and tact, and a willingness to learn, 
as much as anything more definable. 
 

3.12 Summary of legal, professional and curatorial obligations 
In short, the United Kingdom’s present statutory provisions in respect of underwater cultural heritage do 
not fully comply with the Valletta Convention, to which the United Kingdom is a party, in respect of the 
requirements for qualifications or demonstrated competence.  Neither United Kingdom law nor these 
international conventions provide any guidance as to what qualifications or levels of competence are 
required.  Standards are maintained and defined informally through peer pressure, and more formally 
through professional bodies, such as the Institute for Archaeologists, although membership is not 
mandatory.  
 
Practically, it has been suggested that, in light of the above, the only way competence can ultimately be 
demonstrated and recognised is by peer review of academic publications (if indeed an archaeologist 
publishes his/her work, which at this point is still voluntary).  It could be asserted that an incompetent 
archaeologist is unlikely to run a successful project, nor would such a person produce a comprehensive 
publication.  Competence in archaeological practice, at least within a small project, should be mirrored 
by competence in presentation of the results, both in academic terms and for the wider public. Only 
within a large project might it be possible for incompetence to be disguised in the final product. And 
while such presentations might be initially plausible, serious study would expose the gaps, poor 
decisions, poor background information, and other demonstrations or results of incompetency. 
 
An issue with this is, however that many forms of practical archaeology, especially excavation, are 
destructive, and that in allowing an incompetent archaeologist to direct a project, the cultural heritage 
may have been destroyed before an assessment of competency can be made. One suggestion to 
counter this risk would be a compulsory licensing system, where the judgement regarding competency 
is made before permission is granted, and work commences.  But it is recognised that that may not be 
the best solution. 
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4. Core Skills  
According to the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority and the Scottish Qualifications Authority (2008) 
core skills are essential if individuals are to meet both their personal needs, the needs of society, and 
more specifically the needs of a job role, workplace, profession or discipline.  

4.1 Core skills of a Maritime Archaeologist  
A significant portion of the public consultation focused on the definition of core skills for maritime 
archaeology.  Responses indicate that core skills fall within four main areas.  
 
4.1.1 Intellectual skills 

- scholarly background of the history, languages, and culture of the period and area/site in which 
one works;  

- understanding sequence, relation, association, chronology, observation; 
- selection of archaeological approach (methods to be used); 
- synthesis, interrogation and interpretation; 
- site / significance assessment;  
- site identification and source identification; 
- understanding and applying ethics; and 
- understanding and responding to the context in which archaeological work is conducted. 

 
4.1.2 Technical / Practical skills  

- diving (for those working under water); 
- diving supervision (for those leading work under water); 
- understanding of geophysical / prospection methods;  
- theoretical and physical techniques of data collection and retrieval, including 

· survey, recording;  
· photography; 
· illustration / drawing; 
· sampling;  
· excavation; and 
· pre-excavation and post-excavation data analysis. 

- historical / archival and topic-based research; 
- first aid for finds and basic understanding of preliminary / materials conservation; and 
- understanding of scientific methods. 

  
4.1.3 Administrative / Managerial skills 

- unit / organisational management; 
- project management (where appropriate); 
- (field) record management; 
- logistics (including diver logistics); 
- information management; and 
- computer skills. 

 
4.1.4 Personal qualities 
Additionally, the following Personal qualities have been identified as necessary: 

- common sense; 
- awareness / understanding of spatial relationships; 
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- communication skills; 
- ability to learn; 
- attention to details; 
- source criticism; 
- analytical ability; 
- ability to formulate argument; 
- balance, judgement, transparency, objectivity;  
- interviewing skills (esp. for ethno-archaeological investigation); 
- honesty;  
- integrity; 
- dissemination skills (publication, display, report-writing, editing, presentation);  
- team working; 
- time management; 
- leadership; and 
- responsibility 

 
In the National Vocational Qualification (NVQ) assessment method these personal qualities are not able 
to be assessed in the same way as the intellectual, technical or management/administrative skills, but 
are instead verified by questioning by the NVQ assessor during the required skills assessments.  
 
Although several consultees have commented that this comprehensive list would create a 
“superarchaeologist” able to “walk on water and not work underneath it”, what is important is the level of 
skill required to undertake specific tasks.  At “practitioner” level, for example, an archaeologist would 
need a good “understanding” of the practical/technical skills, and a basic ability to apply them, even 
though on many occasions a professional specialist in each particular skill would be brought in to form 
part of the team and apply those skills at a technical level.  
 
Many of the skills listed are shared with archaeology generally.  Recognition of this will go a long way to 
breaking down many of the perceived barriers between “maritime” (or at least the underwater 
component) and “terrestrial” archaeology.  Many of the so-called “transferable” skills will also be shared 
with a wide range of other professions requiring a combination of practical and intellectual skills, e.g. 
medicine, and as a result the teaching / learning methods applied in these contexts can be adapted and 
applied.  
 

4.2 International consensus on core skills  
Data gathered from the general questionnaire (Appendix 2), indicates that more people thought that 
achieving an international consensus on core skills was “impossible” or “somewhat impossible” than 
those who thought it “somewhat possible” or “entirely possible”. This is supported by the views of 
several of the international consultees who expressed concern about the possibility of achieving such 
consensus, namely because each educational program (internationally) has its own regional focus that 
addresses the needs of the market being served. Even within the UK, the survey of the UK training 
providers showed the widely different foci of tertiary courses (University College London for example, 
focuses on theoretical archaeology, Nottingham University on freshwater archaeology, Bristol University 
on historic maritime archaeology, Bournemouth and Southampton University on ships and boats, and 
the University of Ulster on submerged landscapes).   
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Further comments received at the stakeholder meetings (Appendix 3) support the belief that 
international agreement is indeed desirable (for example to support free movement of people between 
countries and to enable knowledge to be derived to consistent standards throughout the world), despite 
doubts about achievability. 
 
With the introduction of the European Qualification Framework (Appendix 4), it is likely that in the future 
there will be much more harmonisation of and consensus on skills and training standards across 
Europe.  Consensus is necessary if the discipline wants to establish itself as fully functioning on a global 
scale. This report recommends that further work should continue to gain international consensus. 
 

4.3 Frameworks to define / assess core skills  
There was agreement amongst consultees that one of the basic tests for competency assessment could 
be academic education, i.e. university degree.  Competency assessment of a project could be 
undertaken through the evaluation of the quality of the subsequent publication, which can be assessed 
through peer review.  However, it is not sufficient (however useful) to simply create a list of core skills. 
These must be couched within a framework used to define the level/depth of skills required for the 
various job roles within the discipline, and to provide a method of assessing those same skills.  
 
Consultation suggests that the most appropriate “frameworks” include: 
 

- National and International Standards - Input from consultees suggested that there are no 
universally accepted standards of practice and consequently indicators of competence for 
archaeology. However this result failed to recognise the UK National Occupational Standards 
for Archaeological Practice, discussed in Section 5, or the Archaeology subject benchmarks 
discussed in Section 7.1.   

 
- Formal education and training i.e. education/academic programmes – although not the case in 

maritime archaeology in the UK, a doctorate is a prerequisite for the granting of an excavation 
permit in many countries. Undergraduate archaeology degrees are themselves benchmarked in 
the UK (Section 5), and although masters degrees are benchmarked across the sector, 
archaeology masters are not (see Section 7.1 for comment on the wide range of aims of the 
maritime masters courses), and it is impossible to benchmark a PhD due to the highly original 
nature of the research.  PhD theses are however peer reviewed to ensure that consistent 
standards are maintained.   

 
- Peer review - Traditionally peer review of publications has been widely recognised as the best 

way to assess archaeological investigation. The consultations explored whether peer review 
should be restricted to review of publications, or extended to project review, skills review or the 
assessment of project designs, and project reports produced as grey literature?  In many 
instances a post-project approach to assessment is detrimental to the archaeological record.  
As many investigations (especially excavation) are destructive, waiting until the physical record 
has been destroyed may be unacceptable. Instead, it has been suggested that skills of the 
principal investigator  are assessed before a project gets to publication, as happens through the 
licensing process of designated sites.  Of course, there are very few designated UK maritime 
sites.  This project’s archaeology expert has suggested a compulsory licensing system, that 
ensures that the both the project design and skills of the principle investigator are peer reviewed 
prior to commencement of the project, and then an interim report and project review is 
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undertaken at key stages throughout the investigation, allowing for the work to be assessed 
against the NOS and other relevant standards and guidance. This is similar to the ‘Gate Review’ 
in civil service run projects.  But of course compulsory licensing is not necessarily acceptable to 
the discipline or practical to implement.  Peer review of the publication would remain, but it has 
often been the case in the maritime sector, that full publication, if it occurs at all, only occurs 
after an extended timescale.  All this could be tied in with the development and implementation 
of peer reviewed national standards that support the objectivity of the peer review system; such 
a system that has worked well in the Netherlands. 
 

- Professional membership of organisations such as the Institute for Archaeologists or the 
Association of Archaeological Illustrators & Surveyors, both of which have their own 
professional codes of conduct, continuing professional/personal development programmes, 
offer informal learning opportunities, short courses and conferences.  This is an effective way of 
maintaining currency in a discipline that is widely recognised by other professions.  Professional 
membership is only obtained through validation of qualification and experience, and carries the 
responsibility to operate in accordance with the code of conduct, with a framework for 
disciplinary action if that conduct is breached.  However, neither organisation is currently set up 
to address itself to the avocational sector (Section 5.3). 

 
Individually, each of these “frameworks” is not without its faults. A combination of these will be 
recommended (Section 10) as the best way to ensure that competency is both gained and maintained 
within the discipline.  
 
 
 

5. Standards  
 
5.1 The European Qualifications Framework 
In February 2008, the European Council formally adopted a common reference framework allowing 
qualifications in different member countries to be linked together (European Commission 2008).  The 
immediate impact for the UK is likely to be small, as the National Qualifications Framework is already 
consistent with that of the European Qualifications Framework (EQF).  However, the intention of the 
framework is to facilitate the transfer and use of qualifications across different countries and education 
and training systems, and it is expected that Member States will relate their national qualifications 
systems to the EQF by 2010 and that their qualifications contain a reference to the EQF by 2012.   In 
the medium to long term, therefore, it should help to facilitate consensus on competence standards 
across Europe. 
 
The framework has eight reference levels described in terms of learning outcomes (see the archaeology 
degree benchmarks described in section 5 for examples of this type of approach).  Descriptions in terms 
of learning outcomes are used because it: 

- “Supports a better match between the needs of the labour market (for knowledge, skills and 
competences) and education and training provisions; and 

- Facilitates the validation of non-formal and informal learning” (European Commission 2008).   
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5.2 National Occupational Standards (NOS) 
In the UK the primary National framework is that of the National Occupational Standards. National 
Occupational Standards (NOS) define the competences which apply to job roles or occupations in the 
form of statements of performance, knowledge and the evidence required to confirm competence.  They 
cover the key activities undertaken within the occupation in question under all the circumstances the job 
holder is likely to encounter. 
 
According to the Occupational Standards Directory (UK Standards 2008), occupational standards can 
be used to: 
 

- describe good practice in particular areas of work;  
- set out a statement of competence which bring together the skills, knowledge and 

understanding necessary to do the work;  
- provide managers with a tool for a wide variety of workforce management and quality control;  
- offer a framework for training and development; and 
- form the basis of National Vocational Qualifications (NVQs), Scottish Vocational Qualifications 

(SVQs) and Vocationally Related Qualifications (VRQs).  
 
Currently the only NOS in existence for archaeology are the NOS in Archaeological Practice, which 
contains standards for the following: 
 

A. Plan, develop and agree requirements 
B. Develop guidance and set policies 
C. Recover Data 
D. Interpret and test findings 
E. Conserve material evidence 
F. Manage information 
G. Manage collections 
H. Promote an understanding  
I. Manage the organisation 
J. Control quality and standards  

 
The NVQ in archaeological practice which is formed from these units is discussed in Section 6. 
 
Although launched in 2002, the UK National Occupational Standards for Archaeological Practice have 
not achieved widespread acceptance. For example, excluding those NAS staff currently engaged in this 
project, when asked, not a single individual at the maritime session at the recent IfA 2008 Conference in 
Swansea knew of the existence of the National Occupational Standards, nor was applying them.  This is 
a disturbing result given that these standards were developed by the IfA, but one that is reflected in our 
survey results. Just over half of respondents to the survey (Question 3.2) indicated that published 
standards, such as the National Occupational Standards were “not relevant at all” in defining what they 
do when carrying out archaeological activities.  However the remainder did consider these positively 
relevant.  

 
 

5.3 QAA Subject Benchmarks – Archaeology 
The Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA) is an independent body funded by, and 
providing quality assurance services to, Universities and Colleges of Higher Education. The QAA 
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provides reference points that helps to provide clear and explicit standards and reviews standards and 
quality.  The QAA has produced a series of subject benchmarks, describing the characteristics and 
learning outcomes in each subject for the qualification of bachelor degree with honours.  This enables 
Universities and Colleges to ensure that their courses are to consistent and high standards. 
 
The Subject Benchmarks for Archaeology were first drafted in 2000, but has undergone a series of 
reviews since (see Appendix 5).   
 
The Foundation of the Archaeology degree is determined to be a liberal view of education and learning, 
in which practical application is used to explore the application of theories and methods.  The 
Foundation of the degree is divided into four contexts: 
 

− Historical and Social Context 
− Ethical and Professional Context 
− Theoretical Context 
− Scientific Context 

 
Degree programmes are expected to vary in their emphasis, between a triangle of complementary 
archaeologies of humanities, sciences and professional practice.  Benchmarks of the learning outcomes 
are determined in terms of knowledge and skills, with benchmarks being set at the minimum threshold 
standard and at the typical standard.  Benchmarks also indicate the teaching and learning methods and 
the assessment methods. 
 

5.4 Personal and Professional Standards 
The range of definitions for competence, from the references that were consulted in the course of this 
project broadly agree that competence is a combination of knowledge, skills and behaviours (or 
performance) and experience.  One must therefore consider the question of ethics.  In considering 
ethics, one is primarily referring to one of the key philosophies of archaeologists, that archaeology’s 
purpose is primarily the creation of knowledge for public benefit and understanding and not for financial 
gain. Therefore should an archaeologist who sells artefacts be deemed incompetent, when in selling 
artefacts s/he has stepped outside archaeology?  If ethics are a standard to be adhered to (a 
demonstrable behaviour) like any other, can one be competent and unethical, or is unethical practice by 
default incompetent?  
 
Several consultees have suggested that one can be both competent (technically) and unethical 
(incompetent archaeologically).  Similarly it is accepted by many consultees that “ethics” should simply 
be a standard to be defined and adhered too.  One consultee asked why the study is even considering a 
definition of "ethical", when any purposeful destruction of the past is unethical unless there is a 
compelling reason for it.  If however, the discipline agrees that the sale of artefacts doesn’t constitute 
archaeology, but salvage, and if it is agreed that “ethical behaviour” is simply a standard that needs to 
be defined and adhered, and that selling artefacts is not ethical or archaeology, then the discipline must 
consider whether such behaviour is that of an archaeologist, let alone a competent one. 
 
Here the distinction between technical competency and archaeological competency becomes an 
important one. Certain individuals may be competent at finding and recording sites and recovering 
material, but not interpretation. They may be technically competent at prospection or artefact recovery, 
but not competent at archaeological interpretation. Hence it may be necessary to draw a distinction 
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between technical and professional competency, and define standards for each. In the Netherlands 
such a distinction has been made.  
 
One consultee observed that salvors may indeed be competent in the many technical skills required of 
this discipline, but asked whether they should be deemed as conducting archaeological investigation if 
artefacts are being sold. Perhaps this perception of said individuals as competent has more to do with 
the definition/use of competency, than it does with archaeological practice? 
 
This question was extensively discussed at the NAS Training and Education Advisory Board meeting in 
January 2008, which unequivocally supported the position that ethical standards are intrinsic to carrying 
out archaeology, and that activities that are inconsistent with such ethical standards are not 
archaeology. 
 
When considering sources of standards, (Questions 3.3 and 3.4, Appendix 2) a third of respondents to 
the survey indicated that unit or organisational standards were ‘important’ in defining their work but over 
half said they were “not relevant” (although this proportion includes a significant avocational component, 
who are presumably not part of a unit or organisation). A strong majority indicated that personal 
standards were “important” when carrying out archaeological work, with not a single respondent 
indicating that personal standards were “not important”, however, a small proportion gave a neutral 
response.  
 
Interestingly however in the survey (Question 3.5, Appendix 2), over a quarter of respondents indicated 
that continuing personal/professional development was of the “utmost importance” in maintaining 
standards, and almost half thought that this was “generally important” with no respondents giving a 
negative response, which may be explained by the explicit belief that keeping skills up to date is simply 
part of being a professional, and is therefore not formally considered, or by the experience from the 
avocational and recreational diving sector of the necessity of diving skills. 
 
Just over a quarter of respondents indicated that membership of a professional body such as the IfA 
was “generally important” in maintaining standards. However over a third gave a neutral response, and 
a similar proportion indicated that membership was “not important at all”.  More work will be required to 
determine if this negative response is a reaction to the IfA itself (which was the view expressed at 
several of the stakeholder meetings) or whether it is the concept of professional membership which 
itself is not considered useful.  
 

5.5 Implications of defining standards and competence 
In any attempt to introduce standards, the potential impact of such standards, both positive and 
negative, should be considered.  There is always the potential for standards to have a constraining and 
limiting influence.  Such constraints may be desirable, where this limits bad practice, or undesirable, for 
example where it constrains innovation or disproportionately discriminates against individuals or groups, 
or particular activities.  For maritime archaeology, and heritage generally, there is an inevitable tension 
between public access/participation and conservation (or study) of the resource for future generations.  
But the fact that standards are inevitable was also recognised by the consultees.  Maritime Archaeology 
is now practised in a world very different to the one in which terrestrial archaeology established itself. It 
is a world driven by standards, efficiency and objective measures of performance. It is a world also with 
a shortage of competent maritime archaeologists. 
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There is a suspicion asserted by some in the sector that bureaucrats would rather see a site 
disintegrate than be excavated, but the reality that is recognised by the majority is that all heritage 
agencies are constrained in their activities. Cost, resources, conservation and long-term curation are 
key factors taken into consideration when licences are issued.  If the discipline is able to define what is 
good work and what is not, who is competent and who is not, then agency staff will be able to manage 
the risk of destroying a site (excavation by its very nature is a destructive process), in the process of 
fulfilling research aims.  Moreover, if there were objective performance standards for competence, and 
defined acceptable qualifications, it would facilitate the determination of who would meet the criteria for 
undertaking the work and who would not meet the required criteria.  This process would then enable the 
UK to more fully meet its international obligations under the Valletta Convention.  However the issue is 
not simply about who is competent to excavate and who is not.  Even if there were many more 
competent excavators, that in itself would not be justification for issuing more excavation licences. The 
long term protection of the cultural heritage and limited resources are factors that will always be present 
whether formal standards are established or not.  
  
It is hoped that the establishment of standards, the process of benchmarking against these, and the 
training of individuals to gain and maintain high standards, will therefore support those with the power to 
authorise work in ensuring that competent individuals and teams can and do deliver high quality work, of 
good (objective) measure, undertaken with good reason, and published accordingly, thereby allowing 
archaeology to achieve all of its potential.  Standards will also help new entrants to the discipline, as 
they provide guidance as to what one needs to learn, and the quality of that work, providing a 
framework for education and training agencies to develop effective, relevant, and practical output based 
syllabi and assist individuals in their personal competence development and career progression, where 
appropriate.  
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6. Competence  
Competence has been defined by Epstein and Hundert (2002: 227) as the, “habitual and judicious use 
of communication, knowledge, technical skills, clinical reasoning, emotions, values, and reflection in 
daily practice for the benefit of the individual and community being served”.  Competence (as opposed 
to qualification) is the combination of knowledge, skills and behaviours that creates an ability to do a 
task. There are foundational elements required for competence, which include knowledge and skills as 
well as elements best conceptualised as professionalism (e.g. reflective thinking). Competence also 
presumes integration of multiple competencies. In turn, competencies are conceptualised as elements 
or components of competence, that is, discrete knowledge, skills, and attitudes (Kaslow et al, 2004). 
Qualification or accomplishment may contribute to competence but it is not demonstrable of 
competence in itself.     
 
Interestingly, although no objective definition of competence has been set in the UK for maritime 
archaeology, the survey respondents (Question 2.6, Appendix 2) very strongly indicated that the need 
for competent people would either increase or significantly increase within the next five years. Less than 
a third of respondents felt that there would be no change in the number of competent people required 
within the next five years.  Over the longer term, an even larger majority indicated a need for more 
competent people and nobody thought there would be no change in the number of competent people 
needed.  However, a small number felt that the need for competent people would fall within the next five 
years, and this grew more pessimistic over the longer term. This increase in pessimism is though to 
stem from the view held by many of the consultees (mainly amateur/avocationals) that the amount of 
maritime archaeological investigation undertaken would fall over the same period. 
 
Not surprisingly, this is reflected in the responses for changing skills needs, with a majority of 
respondents suggesting that the need for skills will increase or significantly increase within the next five 
years.  About a quarter of respondents suggested that the demand for skills will neither increase nor 
decrease and a small proportion indicating that the demand for skills will fall.  
 

6.1 National Vocational Qualification (NVQ) 
National Vocational Qualifications are developed from National Occupational Standards based on 
typical job responsibilities within an industry.  Each Standard is an individual unit of competence. The 
unit describes an area of an individual's job role and the industry standard that is required.  NVQs are 
effectively modular (starting with Level 1 and finishing at Level 5) work-based qualifications that assess 
an individual's competence to do a job, and differ from more traditional qualifications in the following 
ways: 

- There are no formal entry requirements; learners are not required to have any prior 
qualifications to achieve the NVQ 

- Learners are principally assessed on their ability to do the job, rather than by means of 
examinations 

- Assessment is via a portfolio of evidence 
- They can be gained in a variety of ways 
- They take account of previous experience 
- They allow individuals to work at their own pace 
- Assessment is undertaken, where possible, in the work environment 
- Each unit can be achieved individually as a Unit of Credit; the full NVQ is awarded when the 

required number of units has been achieved 
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- The NVQ is based on the National Occupational Standards and is recognised by the relevant 
industry. 

 
Assessment is the process used to judge competence at work. NVQ assessment is carried out by 
trained and qualified assessors who make judgements on a candidate’s work, and how it compares with 
the national standard. The “Assessor” will ask the candidate questions based on the knowledge 
required to do the work to establish the candidate’s understanding of the job role. Once a candidate has 
completed all of the required units and the assessor is satisfied that the candidate has met the national 
standard, a recommendation for certification will be made. 
 
An “Internal Verifier” who is responsible for the quality assurance of NVQs will review the candidate’s 
portfolio during the assessment process and again once the process is complete, and an “External 
Verifier” who is appointed by Education Development International (EDI) will verify the assessment and 
internal verification decisions involved in the development of the portfolio.  They quality assure the NVQ 
process, which ensures that the certification of the NVQ is reliable, consistent and to the national 
standard. 
 
Each of the units of the NVQ achieved by a candidate will appear on the NVQ Certificate. If a candidate 
does not complete the full NVQ requirements, s/he can be awarded a Unit Certificate for those units in 
which competence has been demonstrated.  The Evidence Requirements help both the candidate and 
assessor identify relevant, tangible, evidence demonstrating competence in both the knowledge 
specification and performance criteria. Examples of the types of evidence provided to prove 
competence include: 

- Record of observation of performance in the workplace 
- Product evidence (e.g. implementation plans, correspondence, work records) 
- Work-based projects 
- Testimony from senior colleagues/clients 
- Personal report of actions and circumstances 
- Accreditation of Prior Learning/Achievement (APL/A) 
- Special projects, assignments or simulations 
- Records of questioning. 

 
The evidence records are useful, as they give some indication of the evidence or validation required for 
the training strategy recommended as a result of this report.  
 

6.2 NVQ in Archaeological Practice 
In archaeology, the NOS in Archaeological Practice are linked to a National Vocational Qualification 
(NVQ) in Archaeological Practice, in which standards have been set for both Level 3 and Level 4 
qualifications. A standard at NVQ Level 5 has been defined but has yet to be put forward to the 
Qualifications and Curriculum Board, as a smaller need for this higher-level qualification was deemed 
necessary at this time.  As this is the only relevant framework available in the UK, the NVQ framework 
has been used to define the competence levels in the Benchmarking study.  When the NVQ was 
designed, no standard was deemed necessary below Level 3; although a technical level (Level 2) could 
be implemented.  
 
The Level 3 qualification is likely to be recognised by the Institute for Archaeologists (IfA) as being the 
equivalent level of competence necessary for the ‘Practitioner’ grade membership in the IfA.  This is the 
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lowest professional category of membership, and would typically recognise the competence of someone 
with an archaeological degree and at least 6 months vocational experience.  
 
The absence of a Level 2 standard has meant that using the NVQ framework for the benchmarking 
study leaves a gap at the lower end of the competence scales.  This affects both assessment of 
competence of individuals (see discussion in Section 6.5 relating to case studies) and of training 
provision.  Some of the existing training (particularly short courses) is not targeted at Level 3 or 4 but 
would be admirably suited to a missing Level 2 standard.  Many Continuing Professional Development 
(CPD) courses for example, rather than aiming to create a fully capable practitioner, will aim to give an 
awareness of issues in some new technology or specialised archaeological domain.  
 
Both EDI (the accrediting body who submitted the Vocational Qualification in Archaeological Practice to 
the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority) and the Institute for Archaeologists (IfA) have been 
consulted about the development of Level 2, and seem open to the idea. Pursuing this is one of the 
recommendations of this report.  
 

6.3 Assessing Competence 
The survey asked respondents about the most reliable methods for assessing competence of 
individuals (Questions 8.1, 8.3, and 8.4, Appendix 2), and also of teams (see Section 0). 
 
In Question 8.1 ‘Personal experience of them’ was indicated to be the best method, with almost half the 
respondents indicated that this gave “total reliability”, while the remainder indicated “good reliability”.  
Next most useful were “reference or recommendation” or “interview and questioning about competence” 
to which there were mainly “total reliability” or “good indicator” responses but a minority had a neutral 
response.  The “list of publications” and “portfolio of experience of competence” received positive 
responses overall, but there were some negative responses.  “Dive log”’ received mostly neutral 
responses, with a slight balance for its positive indicators, and “CV showing level and amount of 
experience” on balance received responses in favour of it as a positive indicator, but there were almost 
as many giving negative responses.  The “CV showing level and amount of responsibility” was slightly 
less favoured than the “CV showing level and amount of experience”.  “CPD record” received positive 
and negative responses in approximately equal amounts and “qualifications” received an overall 
negative response.  “Grade of membership of IfA or other body” received mostly neutral responses and 
no positive responses.  There was one response for “other” having “total reliability”. 
   
Question 8.3 asked about the usefulness of the Vocational Qualification and the NOS in assessing the 
competence of others.  The only aspect to which respondents gave an overall positive response was 
“candidate’s portfolio of evidence of competence” (which could presumably be scrutinised and explored 
during the interview which was favoured in question 8.1).  The “NVQ qualification – Level 3 
(Practitioner) or Level 4 (Supervisor)” and the “Defined NOS standards to set required job 
competencies”, received negative responses from just over half of respondents.  “Assessment by a 
qualified assessor of units and elements” received mostly neutral responses, but with more negative 
responses than positive.  There were no responses to “other”.  This has implications for competence 
management strategies, in that respondents indicated that it is the portfolio of evidence, rather than any 
qualification element that is the more useful part.  Archaeologists, both professional and avocational, 
could be encouraged to keep such a portfolio, irrespective of whether they are engaged on a formal 
qualification process. 
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Question 8.4 asked about methods used to assess competence and was targeted at methods suitable 
for assessment of fellow team-members, employees or self-assessment.  Generally most of the 
methods received a large number of neutral responses.  There were just two responses to “other” both 
of which scored this positively. The most favoured method was ‘feedback from peer review of 
publications’ for which over half of respondents thought that this was a “good indicator”.  ‘Professional 
development using other criteria’ also received no negative responses, although only a small number 
gave it a positive response.  “Achieving additional qualifications” and “feedback from presentation at 
conferences etc”’ received overall positive responses, with about half of respondents indicating that 
these were “good indicators”.  Next favoured was “Personal development review using own criteria” and 
then “Ability to meet the criteria of advertised positions” for which there were more positive responses 
than negative (but with a majority giving a neutral response).  “Professional development review using 
NOS” received just one response that it was a “good indicator” counter-balanced by a response that it 
was “Not reliable or misleading”. “Personal development review using NOS” scored even less well with 
an overall negative response.  Least favoured of all was “Grade of professional membership of IfA (or 
other professional body)”, for which there were no positive responses at all. 
 

6.4 Competence of Teams 
Many of the consultees made the point that it was not necessary for every member of a team to 
possess every one of the skills.  This is also recognised by the rules of the Annex of the UNESCO 
Convention, which requires a project design which “must include the qualifications and experience of 
each member of the team” and that: 
 

“All persons on a project directed at underwater cultural heritage are required to be qualified 
and have demonstrated their competence appropriate to their role in the project”. 

 
All of which is: 

  
“under the direction and control of ‘qualified’ underwater archaeologists with scientific 
competence appropriate to the project”. 

 
It is clear therefore, that the composition of skills in the team, and the leadership applied to the team, 
are key issues in how well the archaeological research will be carried out. 
 
Question 8.2 of the survey asked respondents how they assessed the competence of organisations.  
None of the methods were indicated to have total reliability.  However, all of the respondents indicated‘ 
‘reference or recommendation’ and for “personal experience of working with the team” as good 
indicators.  Ranked next was the “Quality of project design” for which a majority indicated “good 
reliability”; there was some neutral response, but no negative responses.  “List of publications” and 
“Case studies from previous projects” were seen by the majority to be good indicators, but a minority 
marked these as weak indicators.  There were mixed responses to “qualifications of team members”, 
“competence management within the organisation” and “meeting with the archaeological director”, and 
overall, slightly negative responses to “CVs of key individuals” and “Registered Archaeological 
Organisations from IfA or equivalent body”.  No respondents responded with other methods. 
 
Similar considerations should be appropriate when work is carried out by avocational teams, and this 
has implications for strategies for licensee groups.  The individual qualifications or CVs of team 
members is not thought to be as good a guide to competence of the team as the previous experience 
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(personal experience preferably, failing that list of publications and case studies) of the team.  This 
suggests that strategies should be followed that sustain, encourage and support teams to work together 
over a long period of time.  Competence management schemes and training and qualification schemes 
for individuals should be seen as a means to an end to raise competence levels, rather than being seen 
as a means of producing qualifications that indicate the suitability of that person (and hence the team) 
for a project.  Since the project design is also a good indicator, peer review schemes that involve the 
assessment of a project design before work commences are also desirable. 

 

6.5 NVQ Case Studies 
The project utilised four case studies to explore the appropriateness of the NVQ for the maritime sector. 
The candidates have been drawn from different spheres of archaeological work and at different stages 
in their careers. The candidates include a curator/heritage manager drawn from one of the UK heritage 
agencies, a commercial/contracting archaeologist drawn from one of the largest contracting units, an 
“amateur/avocational” archaeologist, and a Protected Wreck licensee. One of the candidates was drawn 
from Scotland, one from Wales and two from England. Candidates have been assessed in accordance 
with the National Occupational Standards, and against National Vocational Qualification criteria at both 
Level 3 (the amateur and the licensee) and Level 4 (the heritage manager and the commercial 
archaeologist). 
 
Four case studies were used to explore the appropriateness of the NVQ for the maritime sector. The 
candidates have been drawn from different areas of archaeology and from different “levels” in their 
careers. The candidates include: 
 

− a curator/heritage manager drawn from one of the UK heritage agencies 
− a commercial/contracting archaeologist drawn from one of the largest contracting units 
− two “amateur/avocational” archaeologists who also act as licensees on wrecks designated 

under the Protection of Wrecks Act 1973 
 
It is worth noting that the assessments were based on discussions with the case studies of the type of 
evidence that could be produced to meet the NVQ criteria should they wish to gain the Qualification.  It 
is important to reassert that no-one has produced an actual portfolio so the quality of the evidence has 
not yet been identified.  No award could be given without the presentation of a fully cross-referenced 
portfolio with each individual element referenced against the criteria, and all knowledge and evidence 
ranges identified as to page and evidence type using the record sheets. 
 
6.5.1 Case Study 1: Curator/Heritage Manager 
Case Study 1 was assessed against the Level 4 Mandatory units: 
 
Unit 1- Research and analyse information to achieve objectives 
Unit 2 - Maintain compliance with archaeological requirements 
Unit 3 - Contribute to advances in the body of knowledge and archaeological practice 
Unit 4 - Develop your own resources and protect the interests of others 
 
And on the Level 4 optional Policy Units: 
Unit 5 - Develop public relations strategies and monitoring arrangements 
Unit 6 - Establish plans and monitor policy implementation 
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Unit 7 - Provide guidance on, and process applications for, resource support 
Unit 8 - Devise and implement methods to resource a cultural heritage organisation 
 
The result of the assessment was that the candidate could pass the NVQ Level 4, but will need some 
time to build a portfolio in which all of the criteria are evidenced. Once completed this candidate would 
have a substantial portfolio. 
 
6.5.2  Case Study 2: Commercial/Contracting Archaeologist 
Case Study 2 was assesses against the Level 4 Mandatory units (as above) and on the Level 4 optional 
Project Management Units 
 
Unit 11 - Propose and agree project methods. 
Unit 13 - Estimate resources and develop programmes 
Unit 19 - Oversee project costs, quality and progress 
Unit 20 - Prepare for potential disasters 
Unit 21 - Reduce risks to health and safety in the workplace 
Unit 22 - Manage the performance of teams and individuals 
 
The result of the assessment was that the candidate could meet the objectives of the NVQ Level 4, but 
would need time to get his portfolio put together. During the course of the assessment many concerns 
were raised by the candidate and the assessor regarding the relevance of parts of the NVQ criteria. Of 
particular note are the views that conducting research is a level below his job specification; that Unit 20 - 
Preparing for potential disasters, is quite extraordinary, and that further definition is needed to identify 
what a disaster is.  It was also felt by the candidate and the assessor that Unit 22 was a simple “cut and 
paste” lift from a Management NVQ and has not been examined in its relation to archaeology. Many 
individuals in archaeology are graduates, and Unit 22 would not slot into commercial unit work very 
easily. 
 
6.5.3 Case Study 3 – an Amateur / Avocational Archaeologist and Licensee 
Case Study 3 was assessed against the Level 3 Mandatory units: 
 
Unit 1 - Research and analyse information to achieve objectives 
Unit 2 - Contribute to health and safety in the workplace 
Unit 3 - Develop your own resources and protect the interests of others 
 
Optional Units chosen were units 5 and 6 
Unit 5 - Contribute to non-intrusive investigations 
Unit 6 - Contribute to intrusive investigations 
 
The result of the assessment was that the candidate had access to the appropriate evidence to support 
his Level 3 NVQ.  However, he recognised how much work would be needed to put his portfolio 
together, and had serious reservations about the amount of work needed in comparison to the extra 
benefit of having the NVQ qualification. It was also interesting to note that a great deal of the evidence 
presented during the assessment for Units 5 and 6 came from his work on other sites in the UK and 
overseas rather than on the protected site that he is currently the licensee of. 
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6.5.4 Case Study 4 - an Amateur / Avocational Archaeologist and Licensee 
Case Study 3 was assessed against the Level 3 Mandatory units (as above) and on the optional Units 5 
and 6 (as above) 
 
The result of the assessment was that the candidate could produce the evidence needed to get his NVQ 
Level 3 in Archaeological Practice. He would need time to collate his file, and make sure he can 
produce evidence for each of the sections needing proof, and that he needs to spend time to produce 
the referencing needed for the award.  
 
It is worth noting that in assessing the candidate’s evidence it became apparent that he has invested a 
great deal of his own money (rather than that of his employer) to developing his archaeological skills 
and knowledge. Among his activities are: NAS Part 1 and 2 and 3; Post-graduate Diploma in Maritime 
Archaeology; RYA Coastal Yachtmaster; RYA Ocean-going Yachtmaster; has attended 20 conferences 
and is undertaking a distance learning MA. He commented that he is always keen to obtain peer review 
and seeks feedback on his archaeological performance from his archaeology mentor in the UK and his 
academic performance from his university tutor. 
 
Both the candidate and the NVQ assessor felt that the criteria for the Level 3 award are quite rigorous, 
and considerably more detailed than other NVQ’s with which they are familiar. However, when related to 
the Level 4 criteria it appears to be pitched appropriately. It was concluded that there is a definite need 
for a Level 2 that would allow more individuals to obtain the Qualification. It was stressed that the 
competences must be demonstrated in the work arena, not in an educational framework, and therefore 
the introduction of a Level 2 should be considered. 
 

6.6 Evidence of competence  
Through the consultations, questionnaires and case studies, the project explored both how competence 
was developed, and how evidence of competence could be provided. 
 
In the survey, questions were asked about the role of education and training, and also informal learning 
in developing competence (Section 0.3).  A question also asked about the usefulness of education and 
training in providing evidence of competence (Question 4.4, Appendix 2). 
 
Overall over half of respondents indicated that the evidence provided as a result of their learning 
activities was important in demonstrating competence (question 4.4). About a third responded that this 
was of no or little importance, while a smaller proportion gave a neutral response.  
 
Education and training is seen to be most useful in demonstrating competence in intellectual and 
archaeological skills and historical and topic research skills.   
 
The sources of evidence referred to here for the demonstration of competence could include a degree 
certificate (intellectual), a published paper, research or survey report such as an NAS Part 2 report 
(historic research), a pre-disturbance survey report (non-intrusive) or artefact drawings (finds handling & 
material culture).   
 
Perhaps because of the perceived lack of evidence generated, the response to the role of education 
and training in demonstrating competence in project management, intrusive fieldwork, non-intrusive 



 

 - 34 - 

fieldwork, personal and professional behaviour, team and interpersonal skills and in publication and 
disseminations skills was mixed, with no majority in either direction.  This lack of generated evidence 
could easily be rectified by adopting the NVQ method of generating a portfolio of evidence within which 
personal recommendations, references and other witness testimony can be included. In developing a 
training strategy (Section 10), it is also important to consider the types of evidence that should be 
produced as a result of the training undertaken. 
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7. Qualification 
There are many methods of qualification, including University degree (undergraduate, post graduate, 
doctorate), national vocational qualifications, other vocational qualifications (such as NAS Training to 
diploma level), and short courses (Appendix 6). In the survey, questions were asked about the role of 
formal education such as degrees (Question 4.1, Appendix 2), formal training such as short courses 
(Question 4.2, Appendix 2) and informal learning (Question 4.3, Appendix 2) in developing competence. 
 
A majority of survey respondents saw the primary objective of their education and training (0.4) as 
developing vocational archaeological skills; a smaller number saw it as developing academic and 
research rigour, with just one response to developing transferable skills.   
 
The wide range of sites was highlighted during stakeholder meetings as a potential difficulty for any 
qualification of competence management system.  In the questionnaire, respondents were asked to 
indicate what range of site types they thought were in the scope of maritime archaeology (see Section 
0), and also to indicate what sites types their formal education and training had covered (Question 4.7), 
and what site types they had experience of (Question 1.2, Appendix 2).  The responses to all three 
questions are presented together under Question 1.1 in Appendix 2.   
 
The overall picture from the responses was that the majority felt that all of the site types were within 
scope of maritime archaeology.  The experience of the different site types fell below the identification 
that site types were in scope, and for almost all site types, respondents had experience of a wider range 
of site-types than had been covered by their formal education and training.  In other words, in general 
each respondent recognised that there were site types in maritime archaeology that s/he personally had 
no experience of, and each respondent had experience of site types that had not been covered by 
his/her formal training and education. The only exception was submerged landscapes, for which there 
were more respondents who indicated that it had been covered in their formal education and training, 
than indicated they had experience of this site type.  This presumably reflects the fact that all maritime 
archaeology bachelors and masters courses cover submerged landscapes theoretically, but do not 
necessarily conduct any practical sessions on these sites, and also reflects the preponderance of ‘ships 
and boats’ as recognised archaeological sites in UK waters.    
 

7.1 University programmes 
The earlier comments about international consensus have been reflected in the training provider’s 
interviews. All universities teaching “maritime archaeology” were contacted. With one exception 
(Bournemouth University) all “maritime” programmes are taught at Masters level.  Each masters course 
specifies an undergraduate degree in archaeology or a “closely related discipline” as prerequisite for 
entry, as it teaches the core skills outlined in the Quality Assurance Agency Subject Benchmark 
Statement for Archaeology (Appendix 5), This statement sets out both the minimum achievement and 
that which an average student will have demonstrated before she/he is awarded an Honours degree in 
archaeology. The range and depth of the skills acquired by an archaeology graduate will vary according 
to the location of the degree programme within the humanities-science-practice triangle and the number 
of archaeology modules taken.  
 
The course at University College London (UCL) for example is highly theoretical, designed to provide a 
broad based education with transferable, academic, vocational skills biased toward the development of 
intellectual and research skills and heavily focused on personal and professional behavioural skills that 
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through a mix of formal and informal teaching is intended to produce very ethically informed graduates.  
Oxford University consultee agreed that universities have the responsibility of teaching transferable 
skills, and that post graduation CPD is crucial to staying current, and that most employers will deliver in-
house training to new graduates.  
 
All training providers indicated that informal learning was the best method for imparting field skills. It was 
felt that the best way to benchmark ephemeral informal learning was through the use of a CPD log or 
report to show competence in the field.  
 
Not surprisingly, competence was determined through the use of assessment criteria. At UCL, 
assessment was primarily via written reports comprising 30,000 words across 2 semesters plus a 
15,000 word dissertation. Consistent across all masters programmes was the use of a minimum of two 
internal and one external markers, and all agreed that if the students were well chosen that they were 
unlikely to fail.  
 
The tertiary training providers recognised the following barriers: 

- An inflexible nature of the university set up (all masters students are expected to produce the 
same kind of written work, which is designed to fit with funding cycles); and 

- Costs (British students pay £3,000 to £4,000 per year with international fees up to £12,000 per 
year with UCL being the most expensive university when considering fees)  

 
Geography was not considered a barrier to university study, but from the university’s perspective it may 
be an issue for fieldwork, as access to sites is not always very easy. 
 
The lack of a diving qualification was not perceived to be a barrier as diving is not really necessary for 
maritime archaeology, just to work under water. It was also recognised that these qualifications and 
skills could be acquired elsewhere. 
 
UCL recognised that most of their students have practical experience already (which is why they have 
chosen a theoretical course) so it was felt there were no opportunity barriers, as the students already 
have a network of contacts allowing them to obtain fieldwork opportunities through other organisations 
or institutions. 
 
Each of the courses has up to 25% international students. All indicated that they do not modify the 
course to cater for foreign students, but that they do teach international content (the core course at UCL 
for example, is ‘Global Issues’) more to reflect the global nature of discipline than the student makeup.  
 
All tertiary providers commented that the most likely change in provision will be the introduction of a 
two-year course.  UCL recognises that for the Institute of Archaeology, this will occur sometime within 
the next 5 years, however the rest of Masters courses in Britain will probably alter within 5 to 10 years 
and in all likelihood will include the European Scientific Diving qualification.  The European ‘Bologna’ 
process is likely to be a factor influencing such changes. 
 
Training providers also commented that they expect that in the broadest sense, maritime archaeology is 
expected to be more in demand in next 5 to 10 years due to changing sustainable energy needs – also 
the key drive for change - and most of the energy development expected to occur in the marine zone.  It 
is thought that regardless of the economic recession, energy development will not slow and the result 
for maritime archaeology may be an increase in work and consequently jobs.  Tertiary providers were 
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uncertain whether barriers will change in the future. It has been suggested that funding for masters 
programmes is not expected to alter, so cost barriers will remain.   
 
Regardless of institution, quality is assessed in a similar way, through student feedback. This usually 
occurs through the use of a course assessment sheet given to lecturers at the end of each course. At 
UCL, students are contacted for a follow up after the masters programme has been completed, in order 
to make a statement about how they felt the programme went. Likewise, student feedback from UCL 
mostly focuses on the requirement for more contact time and additional fieldwork opportunities. 
 
Unfortunately all tertiary providers (notably Oxford, UCL and Bristol) agreed that very few graduates go 
on to work in maritime archaeology. Similarly, not one of the tertiary training providers said that 
consideration was given to external standards. UCL for example has its own standards for education, 
and benchmarks against external higher education requirements, but not against external archaeology 
standards.  It has also been suggested by many of the Masters course coordinators that they may only 
consider National Occupational Standards when the government requires tertiary institutions to do so. 
Feedback indicates that the same is true of IfA membership, as most academics don’t see that the IfA 
itself has any relevance to archaeology. One provider suggested that colleagues were also against 
heritage management in principle as it only takes money away from ‘understanding the human past’. 
  
From the survey (Question 4.1, Appendix 2), formal education such as a university degree 
(undergraduate or postgraduate was not stipulated) was “important” or “very important” in developing 
competence in intellectual archaeological skills (see Section 4.0) for a significant majority and over half 
thought it was “important” or “very important” in developing competence in finds handling analysis.  But 
a majority thought it was not important for project management, personal and behaviour skills, team and 
interpersonal skills.  This is perhaps because these skills could be developed informally through 
practical application and experience.  Project Management is well recognised across differing industries 
as being a practical skill underpinned by organisational theory. The response to the role of formal 
education in non-intrusive fieldwork, intrusive fieldwork and in publication and disseminations skills was 
mixed, with no majority in either direction. 
 
The high number of individuals who consider that a degree is “not important at all” may reflect the 
avocational nature of respondents, with a majority having listed themselves as either 
amateur/avocational or not an archaeologist.  This same sentiment was repeatedly expressed in all but 
two of the stakeholder meetings, those two meetings being attended by professional archaeologists, 
while the remainder were again dominated by amateur/avocational participants. 
 

7.2 Short Courses 
A slight majority overall judged that formal training such as short courses were “important” or “very 
important”, but over a third suggested that short courses were of “little importance” or “not important at 
all” (Question 4.2, Appendix 2).  
 
The top three skills best learned via short course were considered to be non-intrusive investigation, and 
finds handling and material culture, and intellectual skills / interpretative ability, with a noticeable 
majority selecting the first two as “important” or “very important” and just over half indicating that formal 
training was “important” or “very important” for intellectual skills.  This may reflect a bias of avocational 
respondents plus respondents from related disciplines, for whom short courses provide an accessible 
route to these skills, or the usefulness of short courses and seminars in continuing professional 
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development by providing access to new areas of knowledge.  There was a negative response to the 
role of short courses in developing personal and professional behaviour (i.e. including the application of 
ethics), and team and interpersonal skills.  The response to the role of formal training in developing 
competence in project management, historical topic research skills and in publication and 
disseminations skills was mixed, with no majority in either direction. 
 

7.3 Informal learning  
From both the survey responses and stakeholder meetings, consensus seems to be that a university 
education (in any subject) seems to be considered the best (even if not the only) mechanism for 
developing intellectual skills, while informal learning via continuous fieldwork experience is most 
important in getting practical skills, notably non-intrusive and intrusive investigation.  This in itself has 
important ramifications for the development of a training strategy.  
 
Informal learning, such as practical experience, seems to have been favoured by survey respondents as 
the best method of gaining skills (Question 4.3, Appendix 2).  Almost two-thirds of respondents 
indicated that informal learning was either “important” or “very important” in generating skills, with the 
remainder mostly neutral, rather than considering this of “little importance” or “no importance”. This is a 
strategy strongly supported by both the NAS and UNESCO in developing regional centres of 
excellence. 
 
Compared with formal education and training informal learning was overwhelmingly seen as “more 
important” or “significantly more important” in skills for intrusive fieldwork and non-intrusive fieldwork.  
There was also a bias in favour of informal learning for project management/administrative skills, 
intellectual archaeological skills, historical and topic research skills and also for personal and 
professional behaviour and team and interpersonal skills, with a very slight bias in favour of informal 
learning for public and dissemination skills.  
 
Of the respondents who judged informal learning negatively (as opposed to neutral or positively) when 
compared with formal education and training, practical experience was thought to be least pertinent to 
the development of professional and personal behaviour skills (including the application of ethics), 
publication and dissemination skills, and interpersonal communication and team working skills.  
 
Question 0.3a (Appendix 2) in the survey asked respondents to indicate from their experience the most 
important methods of informal learning.  The majority determined that the following were ‘most 
important’ or ‘significantly most important’ (in rank order from most important): 

− Fieldwork under supervision (overwhelming majority) 
− Personally directed fieldwork 
− Mentoring 
− Personal desk based research 
− Libraries and archives 
− Networking 

 
These responses will be brought together to form part of the recommendation for appropriate research 
driven training opportunities in Section 8 and Section 10. 
 
There were small majorities of respondents who believed that informal learning via journals and visits to 
archaeological sites was “less important” or “significantly less important” and a mixed response to the 
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value of informal learning via conferences and seminars, internet, and heritage events and museums. 
Tertiary training providers have however indicated that the best methods of informal learning are 
journals, networking, conferences, fieldwork, and generally being aware of resources including heritage 
museums and libraries.  The Bristol University representative indicated that mentoring helps student 
development, but less so for those individuals / students with less drive and determination than others.  
Many tertiary training providers have indicated that a student’s own personally directed fieldwork was 
much less important in developing field skills than that supervised by a competent archaeologist, as the 
learning experience can’t be controlled and directed.   
 
An obvious implication of these responses is the low level of responses to experience of submerged 
landscapes.  With the opportunity for a wider range of site types to be designated should the provisions 
of the draft Heritage Protection Bill become statute, and with the current interest in the resource for 
prehistoric archaeology presented by the remains either under the sea, or subject to erosion of the 
coast by the sea (as determined by the rapid coastal assessments e.g. Johns, Larn & Tapper 2004), a 
programme to increase practical competence of these site types is recommended. 
 

7.4 Shifting emphasis on formal training  
Interestingly, the suggested increase in demand for more competent people is reflected in the answers 
regarding shifting emphasis on formal training (Question 4.5, Appendix 2).  Overall half of respondents 
specified that “more” or “significantly more” emphasis will be on formal training and education in 
maritime archaeology within next 5 years.  About a third specified no change in emphasis, with only a 
small proportion saying less emphasis on formal education was required.  
 
Question 4.5 (Appendix 2) explored how education and training should change over the next five years.  
A significant majority wanted more emphasis on (in rank order): 

- Publication and dissemination skills 
- Intellectual, archaeological skills 
- Intrusive fieldwork 
- Non-intrusive fieldwork 
- Historical and topic research skills 

 
These training gaps are addressed in the recommendation for appropriate training for archaeological 
practitioners in Sections 8 and 10. 
 
On balance the response was towards more rather than less emphasis on project management and 
finds handling analysis but with views in both directions. The bipolar opinion about project management 
skills is interesting. It perhaps simply reflects the combination of practical and theoretical aspects of 
project management, and the preference in learning styles by individual respondents.  Those requesting 
more emphasis reflect the NAS’s experience in receiving requests for formal project management 
training, and perhaps recognition of the formalisation of the process for applying for a protected wreck 
license, and /or funding to work on maritime sites in general. 
 
The majority of respondents were neutral on personal and professional behaviour skills and team and 
interpersonal skills, but more responded recommending “significantly less emphasis” than responded 
“more emphasis” or “significantly more emphasis”. 
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Demand from participants was the favoured response to the question of the primary driver for provision 
of education and training (Question 4.6, Appendix 2), and presumably therefore as the driver of these 
changes.   
 

7.5 Barriers to Training Provision 
Overall, almost half of all those who responded indicated that there were “frequently” or “always” 
barriers to accessing skill development training. Just over a third specified either no barriers or low 
barriers, and a smaller proportion was neutral.   
 
Overwhelmingly “cost” and “other” are the most significant barriers to development. The geographic 
location of training providers (colloquially feedback indicates that this is in specific reference to the NAS 
bias of running courses on the south coast), was ranked next followed by a general lack of opportunity.  
 
The perceived need for a degree and the perceived requirement for an HSE approved diving 
qualification were not identified as presenting little or no barrier.  
 
Breaking “cost” down, the cost of archaeological education and training and the cost of fieldwork were 
the largest barriers. The cost of diver training and low pay for archaeologists were not really seen as 
barriers.  Again this may be the result of the high avocational/amateur response to the questionnaire, in 
that many participants were divers first, and therefore did not consider this a barrier to the development 
of archaeological competence.  
 
The results do however suggest that if heritage agencies were to implement or support a training 
strategy for maritime archaeological practitioners, cost is a significant issue.  It is worth noting that from 
the responses at stakeholder meetings, participation, especially for volunteer teams working under the 
Protection of Wrecks Act 1973, this training should be free of charge.  
 
Other barriers are seen to be: 

− lack of opportunity to progress beyond basic fieldwork  
− lack of opportunity to receive coaching and supervision in the field 
− lack of opportunity to undertake fieldwork 
− lack of supervision  
− lack of mentors. 

 
Of these, the strongest responses (in the sense of “always” or “frequently” a barrier) were a lack of 
opportunity to progress beyond basic fieldwork, and a lack of opportunity to receive coaching and 
supervision in the field, followed by lack of opportunity to undertake fieldwork. Over half the respondents 
indicated that the lack of supervision, and lack of mentors were both “always” or “frequently” a barrier. 
 
Hence in Section 10, this report recommends the provision of training based around supervised 
fieldwork on a research driven training project, and that a mentoring should be considered as 
fundamental to the success of the proposed training strategy.  
 

7.6 Gaps in Training Provision 
Following the 2004 Institute for Archaeologists study “Identifying skills needs in Maritime Archaeology” 
(IFA 2004), this piece of research wanted to look again at what gaps existed in training provision for 
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maritime archaeology. Section 3 of the 2004 report that dealt with training provision and providers 
stated that that “the perception is that there is insufficient training available in most areas of maritime 
archaeology. Some of the skills areas enquired about are not unique to maritime archaeology; 
nevertheless, the perception was that there are insufficient training opportunities in all skills areas” 
(Edwards and Aitchison 2004:8).  Four years on and this would appear to still be the case. 
 
Questions 7.1 and 7.2 (Appendix 2) of the survey explored whether there were gaps in the provision of 
training considering site types and skill development respectively.   
 
None of the respondents thought that there was adequate training provision for seaplanes / crashed 
aircraft (for which over half thought there were gaps, and the remainder didn’t know), or for inland 
waterways and flooded caverns (for which slightly less than half thought there were gaps, but over half 
didn’t know).  These responses are consistent with the responses to Questions 1.2 and 4.7 (Appendix 2 
in which respondents were asked to indicate the site types that they had experience of, and those which 
had been covered by their formal education and training. 
 
One respondent thought that the question on site-types was inappropriate as a good archaeological 
education should prepare the archaeologist to adapt to different sites.  However, from the aspect of 
practical skills it is to be hoped that training would be available on at least safety issues for different 
types of site (underwater versus foreshore) and for more extreme environments (such as flooded 
caverns and wells).   Also from the training providers’ survey, it is clear that those setting courses 
believe that it is important that the thematic issues for very different types of site (ships and boats 
versus submerged landscapes for example) are addressed in the university courses. 
 
Overall, just under half indicated there were gaps in training provision for specific skills, with a third 
indicating that this wasn’t relevant or they didn’t know. 
 
Overwhelmingly respondents felt there were gaps in provision of training for intrusive investigation, 
followed by technical and personal skills for historical and topic based research and non-intrusive 
investigation.  
 
The majority of respondents either didn’t know, or thought that gaps were not relevant for personal and 
professional skills and for team and interpersonal skills – the remainder were relatively evenly split 
between thinking there were gaps in provision, or no gaps.  There was also a relatively even split for 
heritage skills and publication skills.  For project management, non-intrusive investigation and 
intellectual skills, there was a preponderance of respondents indicating there were gaps, but there were 
also significant numbers of respondents who thought there were no gaps.  This split between a 
significant number indicating that there are gaps, and others indicating that there is adequate provision 
is thought to be the result of adequate availability of university education for maritime archaeology.  
 

7.7 Quality and Fitness for Purpose of Training 
Methods for assessing the effectiveness of vocational training recognise four levels of evaluation: 

(i) The recipient’s reaction to the training including issues of quality assurance of the training 
delivery process 

(ii) What the recipient learnt from the training 
(iii) The extent to which the recipient transfers the learning into the workplace 
(iv) The benefit obtained in the workplace from the enhanced skills of the training recipient 
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These levels of evaluation are in increasing difficulty of assessment, and also of increasing usefulness 
for the employer of the training recipient (or procurer of archaeological services).  It is generally only 
practicable for the training provider to assess levels (i) and (ii) and the workplace to evaluate levels (iii) 
and (iv). 
 
In the survey, Question 9.1 (Appendix 2) asked the respondents about methods of assessing the quality 
and fitness for purpose of training programmes, and Question 9.2 (Appendix 2) asked about the 
reliability (in terms of quality and fitness for purpose) of information available before the course takes 
place. 
 
Survey respondents (Question 9.1, Appendix 2) indicated that the best methods of assessing quality 
and fitness for purpose were (in rank order): 

− Feeling of engagement and interest in the topic; 
− Experience of whether able to apply the training afterwards; 
− Confidence to undertake the task after training (equal with item above); 
− Quality of delivery; and 
− Review if the training delivered the stated learning objectives. 

 
The remaining methods in rank order were: 

- Review if the training delivered the stated learning objectives (a majority indicated this had “total 
reliance” or was a “good indicator”; 

- Review or measure of the difference that applying the training makes to carrying out 
archaeology (no negative responses but a majority neutral); 

- Review if the training achieved objectives consistent with NOS; and 
- Contribution to improvement in career opportunities. 

 
The responses to Question 9.2 (Appendix 2) showed that the best methods (in rank order) to assess the 
quality and fitness for purpose of training before the course takes place are: 

- Judgement based on previous experience of named tutor/trainer (a significant majority indicated 
this was a “good indicator” and there were no negative responses); 

- Assess the learning objectives against job need; and 
- Judgement based on previous experience of training organisation. 

 
The remainder of methods received a mixed response and the ranking is less clear but in approximately 
the rank order: 

- Judgement based on reputation of training organisation; 
- Assess Learning objectives against personal development plan; 
- Assess Learning objectives against strategic objectives; 
- Description of how the learning will be delivered; 
- Other accreditation of training course; and 
- IfA or ATF accreditation of training course. 

 
There were slightly negative overall responses (but with a majority neutral) to the reliability of: 

- Assess learning objectives against National Occupational Standards; and 
- Judgement based on reputation of named tutor/trainer. 
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8. Training Strategy Development 

8.1 Training Strategy Development 
A key part of the research as identified in the Project Design (NAS 2006, Appendix 1) is the 
recommendation of a strategy to build the capability to deliver the training opportunities required to help 
people achieve appropriate levels of competency.  
 
As already stated in Section 1 this research has built upon the study carried out in 2004 entitled 
“Identifying Skills Needs in Maritime Archaeology” (Edwards & Aitchison 2004). The 2004 project was 
carried out to inform the development of a training strategy for maritime archaeology in the UK that 
would enable the transferable experience, skills and training to flow between maritime and terrestrial 
professions.  Some of the conclusions that arose out of the 2004 report were that formal standards of 
underwater work are needed to improve quality of training and practices and that insufficient training 
was available in most areas of maritime archaeology.  Evidence from the 2007-08 consultation would 
appear to show that 5 years on these problems still exist. 
 
A conclusion that can be drawn from the stakeholder consultation carried out as part of this research is 
that the most common method of maritime archaeology training in the UK is course attendance, in both 
short course format (Section 7.2) and longer BA or MA/MSc courses (Section 7.1).  Course attendance 
is certainly felt to be a worthy undertaking and “important” or “very important” in developing competence 
and in intellectual archaeological skills and should continue to be supported.  It is recommended that all 
UK training providers and academic institutions offering short courses should map their syllabi against 
the National Occupation Standards.  Short course topics that should be supported in the future include 
those that address gaps identified in Section 7.6, namely on intrusive investigative techniques, historical 
research and desk based assessment, on seaplanes / crashed aircraft, inland waterways and well as 
submerged landscapes and industrial archaeology including the significance of 20th century shipwrecks. 
 
It has been demonstrated from the individual competency case studies (Section 6.5) that neither short 
courses or longer academic courses will provide the depth of learning required to build the technical 
skills or the administrative and managerial skills required of archaeologists in the 21st century – whether 
professional or avocational. 
 
It has been deemed from the consultation that a method that could address this gap in training provision 
would be the support for long-term “research driven” training field schools, similar to that carried out in 
the Sound of Mull between 1994 and 2005 (Robertson 2008).  It is believed that such field schools  
could be carried out at any site or area, but should be linked in to either national or local research 
agendas including the research agenda being developed for England’s maritime and marine historic 
environment by the University of Southampton (Centre for Maritime Archaeology 2008).  Alternatively 
projects could be matched against the list of protected wrecks deemed to be “at risk” by English 
Heritage   This register indicates that 22% (10) of England’s 45 protected wreck sites are at high risk 
from damage, decay or loss (English Heritage 2008). 
 
Naturally the development and delivery of such long-term research field schools would be scoped 
separately and may include projects already being undertaken.   It is suggested that new project 
proposals should include some of the following criteria to ensure that opportunities for knowledge and 
skills acquisition by professionals and amateur / avocationals are optimised. 
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− Projects would be delivered by a partnership of organisations with appropriate archaeological 
experience and training / educational experience. 

− Projects would be partly funded with core funding from the relevant agencies to prevent it being 
a barrier to competency (Section 7.5). 

− Access to subsidised training would be prioritised based on an assessment of individual / team 
need and site needs.     

− An initial assessment of the individual / team learning needs would be undertaken. 
− Project directors would be supported by specialist trainers and other individuals as required. 

The project director would make an assessment of the individuals against the list of 
skills/competencies, determine where weaknesses lay, and the focus of the research project 
tailored accordingly. 

− Projects would be carried out with a focus on skill development as much as research outcomes. 
This will allow the individuals and teams to apply the skills learned in training courses, under 
direction so that the informal learning opportunity is a controlled one. This will also ensure that 
the archive for the site or area selected is enhanced.  

− The timescale of the projects would be determined after the initial assessment of competency 
and research needs has been undertaken and would then be agreed with the individuals / team. 

− Upon completion learning objectives would be reviewed and deliverables would be set including 
production of an Annual Report (to specified standards) for submission to the heritage agencies 
as part of their documentation and dissemination commitment. 

− That individuals / project teams be allocated a mentor (may or may not be the project director, 
and would be dependant on availability) to assist with this process. 

− Reports and/or other deliverables would be assessed by the mentor, the project director and the 
heritage agencies as demonstrating evidence of competence of the individual or team. These 
reports could be used to compile individual competency logs which could be used as evidence 
needed to obtain an NVQ in Archaeological Practice. 

 
This proposal recognises that most higher education bodies already have their own field school 
activities, which are often part of longer term research.  But unfortunately these learning opportunities 
are not normally accessible to others from outside the institution.   In order to provide opportunities to 
the avocational sector and for Continuing Professional Development, that fulfill the same academic 
standards and criteria, a range of field schools could be developed.   
 
In order to make this feasible there must be a mechanism that ensures that each field school meets the 
required standards. The Register of Professional Archaeologists (RPA) system in the United States 
could serve as a useful model.  Some of the key points are that the field schools are accredited by a 
recognised archaeological body (RPA) they are subject to an application process and guidelines and 
criteria; are committed to maintaining ethical and professional standards; training is the primary aim of 
the project; the Principal Investigator must be a member of and comply with RPA's code; the field school 
is part of a Project Design and has a stated educational curricula (from RPA website).  It is feasible that 
a body in the UK such as the Institute for Archaeologists (IfA) or perhaps the Archaeology Training 
Forum (ATF) could fulfill a similar function for archaeological field schools in the UK. 
   
8.2  Factors affecting the Training Strategy 
The philosophy that underpins the results of this consultation is that maritime archaeology is simply a 
thematic branch of archaeology.  It follows therefore that the maritime sector should try to harmonise 
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where practical with what is done in the rest of archaeology, accepting however, that there may be 
some areas that need special treatment. 
 
In this respect the draft of the ATF vision (see Section 1.1) is to be welcomed, as its recommendations 
harmonise with the needs of the maritime sector identified through this study.  The draft Heritage 
Protection Bill if it became statute could also be a positive step in harmonising heritage protection for 
maritime assets with those of terrestrial assets. 
 
The expectation of this study, therefore, is that maritime archaeology will be in line with mainstream 
archaeology in promoting the use of the NOS and NVQ, and in encouraging the sector to treat seriously 
the issue of developing, and providing evidence for, competence.  It is believed that this will assist the 
heritage sector to operate an effective regime for the protection and understanding of heritage, in line 
with the UK’s international obligations. 
 
There are a number of factors that are expected to increase the need for people who are competent in 
maritime archaeology, and also factors likely to demand increased competence from those wishing to 
be involved in the subject. 
 
Climate change, resulting in increased storminess and coastal erosion, is expected to increase the need 
for rapid assessment, and mitigation of damage and threat to exposed heritage assets.  It is not 
expected that there will suddenly be additional public resources to fund this, so it is likely that the 
avocational sector will need to play a key role. 
 
Marine development on the other hand, and especially the development, of renewable energy schemes, 
such as wind farms, tidal barrages and more experimental forms of energy farms, are likely to need 
assessment and mitigation, and this should be commercially funded and be carried out by career 
archaeologists. 
 
If the research training projects are to be developed and supported, there are two elements to consider 
with relation to the current UK legislative system.  The first is the appropriateness of the 1973 Act 
licensing system and whether licensees should be trained as archaeologists or rather acting as 
curators/stewards of the heritage assets?   This training method is based on the system where 
licensees are working as archaeologists with the implication being that they may have considerable and 
ongoing training needs. 
  
The secondly consideration related to the 1973 Act is whether or not the training process should be tied 
to the licensing system, if the licensee or licensee team opts not to be involved, or if the individuals fail 
to develop the competency required, should the licence be revoked?   It is not impossible to envisage a 
licence being held by someone incompetent archaeologically, providing the work is carried out by those 
that are. 

 
This is not to say that the “archaeology for all” principle is ignored. There is a role for everyone in 
working on a licensed site; however the role should be competency based.  
 
Interest from the public in heritage is to a certain extent influenced by the sector.  If the sector is active 
in promoting why maritime heritage is important, then public interest will follow.  This has implications for 
whether the Marine and Coastal Access Bill, which includes provision for coastal access and for marine 
conservation zones, will make a significant impact in practice.  Public pressure could be significant for 
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the inclusion of sensitive heritage assets within the protection of marine conservation zones, and 
coastal access could provide the opportunity for interpretation of coastal heritage assets. 
 
The draft Heritage Protection Bill, if it becomes law, should provide opportunities to improve the 
management of marine assets.  It will allow for a broader range of maritime assets to be protected (for 
example groups of assets, fish-traps, remains of submerged landscapes and maritime structures of 
other types).  It will also allow for lighter weight regulation by removing the requirement for a separate 
statutory instrument for every designation, and by allowing sites to be designated as suitable for 
unlicensed non-intrusive diving. 
 
It is in this context of the future of the sector, that the recommendations and especially those for the 
development of a training strategy are made. 
 



 

 - 47 - 

9. Early Dissemination  
The interim consultation document (Appendix 6) brings together information gathered through the desk 
based assessment, interim consultation, expert input, and international consultation. This was used to 
inform the public (group) consultations. The report was uploaded to the NAS website on the 18th 
January 2008, and disseminated separately to approximately 400 individuals (in the UK and abroad) for 
comment. Distribution included all the project team, the project experts, individuals invited to the group 
consultation, those who attended one-on-one meetings, as well as international consultees.  
 
Additionally, the benchmarking project was presented in the following forums:  

1. New Ground Australasian Archaeology Conference, Sydney (September 2007) 
2. British Archaeological Jobs Resource Conference, York (September 2007) 
3. NAS Training and Education Advisory Board meeting, London (January 2008) 
4. Annual Licensees Meeting, London (February 2008). 
5. Institute of Field Archaeologists Annual Conference, Swansea (March 2008)  
6. 3rd International Congress on Underwater Archaeology, London (July 2008) 
7. NAS 2008 Annual Conference, Portsmouth (November 2008). 

 
A report will be included in the ACHWS Annual Report 2008, and Proceedings of the 3rd International 
Congress on Underwater Archaeology, estimated to be published in 2009 or 2010. 
 
 



 

 - 48 - 

10. Recommendations and Project Evaluation 

10.1 Recommendations 
Recommendations for further work following the “Benchmarking Competency” study are: 

− Promotion and support for UK National Occupational Standards for Archaeology 
− Using the new National Vocational Qualification in Archaeology 
− Creation of a competency scheme to allow verification of practitioners abilities 
− Creation of standards for peer reviewing of work 
− Use of the European Qualification Framework to harmonise training standards 
− Increasing opportunities for practitioners to work on and understand submerged landscapes 

and industrial archaeological remains including 20th century shipwrecks 
− Support for courses that specially target gaps in current provision 
− Support for opportunities for knowledge acquisition and skills training 

 
10.1.1 Promotion and support for UK National Occupational Standards for Archaeology 
As has already been stated in Section 5.2 the National Occupational Standards (NOS) in Archaeological 
Practice were first prepared in 2002 and subsequently restructured (although their content has not been 
changed) by the Creative and Cultural Skills Council in 2006. These NOS were created to be the 
benchmarks of performance, setting out what tasks skilled practitioners need to be able to undertake in 
order to demonstrate their competence in the workplace.  These skills include technical and 
archaeological skills as well as the other, generic, workplace skills that are needed by archaeologists. In 
the 21st century world driven by standards and efficiency the NOS should provide the required objective 
measures of performance. 
 
However at present the NOS are little used and little understood by most archaeological practitioners. 
The reason being that few are even aware of their existence and the role that the NOS can play in their 
workplace or their career development.  It recommended therefore that more work be done to proliferate 
the NOS into archaeology.  All training providers including universities and the NAS should ensure that 
their short courses and their academic programmes are easily measured against the NOS units to 
demonstrate that courses are “fit for purpose”.  Since January 2009 the NAS has undertaken this on all 
its NAS Part 3 short courses delivered in the UK.  Other organisations such as the Archaeology Training 
Forum and the Institute for Archaeologists Professional Training Committee have a crucial role to play in 
the promotion of the NOS within the sector. 
 
The acceptance of the standards, the process of benchmarking archaeological work and archaeological 
training against these, will support those with the power to authorise work in ensuring that competent 
“archaeologists” can and do deliver quality work, of good (objective) measure, and published 
accordingly.  It is believed that standards will also help new entrants to the discipline, as they can 
provide a framework for education and training agencies to develop “fit for purpose” syllabi and assist 
individuals in their personal competence development and career progression. 
 
10.1.2 Using the new National Vocational Qualification in Archaeology 
Following on from the acceptance and proliferation of the NOS, a recommendation of the 
“Benchmarking” study is the use of the competency units of the NVQ in Archaeological Practice as a 
method to provide the benchmark of competence; the benchmark which the profession currently lacks. 
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Although still in its infancy, the Qualification is generating interest amongst both career and avocational 
archaeologists.  Naturally all new NVQ’s will take time to embed within a sector and will evolve as 
candidates begin to undertake the qualification (Trevor Meakin, EDI, pers. comm.), but in order for the 
qualification to become embedded in the discipline it needs to be fully supported and promoted.  For 
maritime archaeology it is recommended that training providers undertake the necessary procedures to 
become NVQ Assessment Centres who would then be able to assess NVQ candidates whose 
“workplace” (whether paid or voluntary) was within the maritime archaeological sphere. 
 
As stated in Section 6.2, the NVQ Level 3 and 4 frameworks have been used to define the competence 
levels in the “Benchmarking” study.  The absence of a Level 2 standard has meant that using the NVQ 
framework for the study leaves a gap at the lower end of the competence scales and that this has 
affected both assessment of competence of individuals and of training provision.  Some of the existing 
training is not targeted at Level 3 or 4 but rather at a Level 2 standard.  Many Continuing Professional 
Development (CPD) courses for example simply aim to give an awareness of issues in a new 
technology or a specialised archaeological domain.  
 
It is recommended that the development of a Level 2 NVQ in Archaeological Practice be considered and 
pursued. Both EDI (the accrediting body who submitted the Vocational Qualification in Archaeological 
Practice to the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority) and the IfA have indicated their interest in this 
recommendation. 
 
10.1.3 Creation of a competency scheme to allow verification of practitioner’s abilities 
In Section 6.6. of this report it was stated that a “candidate’s portfolio of evidence of competence” was 
viewed by consultees and training providers as an appropriate measure of evaluating the abilities of an 
archaeological practitioner. This has implications for competence management strategies, in that 
respondents indicate that a portfolio of evidence is more important in verifying competency, rather than 
any specific qualification. 
 
It is therefore a recommendation of this study that archaeologists, both professional and avocational 
could be encouraged to keep such a portfolio, irrespective of whether they are engaged on a formal 
qualification process and that a freely available template be formulated to allow maritime archaeologists 
to illustrate skills in appropriate competency areas. Downloadable templates would help people 
understand what to record, how to record it and would help to encourage consistent recording.   
 
Candidates pursuing an NVQ, and those applying for professional membership of IfA are already 
required to assemble a portfolio, but archaeologists should be encouraged not just to see this as a one 
off, and training providers of all forms need to be ensuring (and explaining how at enrolment), their 
students develop good habits in keeping such a portfolio or competency record – with the actual 
evidence (witness statements), and an indexed log.  It is envisaged that such a portfolio of evidence 
could be used for licence applications for protected wrecks under the 1973 Act and for professional 
membership of the IfA.  It is believed that this would be an inexpensive way to demonstrate 
competence. 
 
Section 6.4. has suggested that a similar scheme could also be appropriate when work is carried out by 
avocational teams, where the individual qualifications or CVs of team members is not thought to be as 
good a guide to competence of the team as the previous experience of the team.  This suggests that 
strategies should be followed that sustain, encourage and support teams to work together over a long 
period of time. 
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10.1.4 Creation of standards for peer reviewing of work 
The consultation carried out as part of this study has demonstrated that a popular method of 
competency assessment by the academic sector is the process of peer review.  In fact, within most 
heritage agency funded work peer review is already commonplace.  Within English Heritage 
commissioned work, peer review is applied to the Project Design, to progress reports as well as 
publication.  Peer review, if managed well, is a good way to transfer skills (as commented by 
consultees), and feedback from peer review was favoured by consultees as a choice of assessment.  It 
is therefore a recommendation of this study that maritime archaeologists are  encouraged to seek peer 
review (even where not mandatory), and it is recommended that public funds be used to supporting a 
framework for providing positively critical mentors to undertake such peer review. 
 
Section 7.3 proposed the development and implementation of peer reviewed national standards that 
support the objectivity of the peer review system; such a system has worked well in the Netherlands, 
and may  find acceptance in the UK.  It is therefore a recommendation that UK archaeological bodies 
consider a similar approach to support the peer review system. 
 
10.1.5 Use of the European Qualification Framework to harmonise training standards 
This study has for the first time attempted to establish whether it is possible to achieve an international 
consensus on what constitute the core skills of a maritime archaeologist.  Many of the individuals 
consulted on this issue raised doubts about the achievability, whilst the majority felt it desirable in order 
to support free movement of people between countries and to enable knowledge to be derived to 
consistent standards throughout the world.  As Section 5.1 states the introduction of the European 
Qualification Framework, should mean that in the future there will be much more harmonisation of skill 
requirements and training standards across Europe.  This report recommends further work be 
undertaken to try to gain international consensus and that training providers use the European 
Qualification Framework to benchmark their courses. 
 
10.1.6 Increasing practitioners abilities to work on and understand submerged landscapes  
 and industrial archaeological remains 
The consultation exercise has illustrated that for many practitioners the level of understanding and 
knowledge of submerged landscapes is low.  Many have had no experience of working on submerged 
landscape sites and therefore it is recommended that a programme be instigated to increase practical 
competence of working on these sites. 
 
Equally, with the increasing interest in industrial archaeology, it seems that there is a potential resource 
in inland waterways and man-made lakes that is not being explored by maritime archaeologists. 
 
10.1.7 Supporting opportunities for knowledge acquisition and skills training  
One of the key conclusions of the research undertaken as part of the “Benchmarking” study has been 
that “qualified does not equal competent”.  Whilst this simple statement might sound obvious it as been 
backed by English Heritage (Roberts & Trow 2002) and the Archaeology Training Forum (2003) and 
supported by input by consultees.  These ranged from qualified archaeologists for whom their lack of 
practical skills has hindered their careers and also from avocational practitioners who have felt their 
practical experience and skills did not give them a theoretical grounding in archaeology.  It is therefore 
the recommendation of this study that various measures be supported that would help address the 
weaknesses in the system. 
 
The report has suggested that a range of measures should include: 
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− Short course topics that address gaps in knowledge and skills for intrusive investigative 

techniques, historical research and desk based assessment, on seaplanes / crashed aircraft, 
inland waterways, submerged landscapes and industrial archaeology including the significance 
of 20th century shipwrecks. 

− Support for groups undertaking work on nationally protected sites following assessment of 
training needs and skills gaps.  

− Support for long-term research based training field schools that should be tied into local or 
national research frameworks or potentially to the “Heritage at Risk Register” (English Heritage 
2008) that maximise learning opportunities and are accredited by a recognised UK body.  

 

10.2 Project Closure 
The agreed closure date for Benchmarking Competence Requirements and Training Opportunities 
related to Maritime Archaeology Project (English Heritage Commissions Project Number 5103) was the 
14th April 2008. The initial report was submitted to the English Heritage’s nominated Project Officer, 
Mark Dunkley on the 14th April 2008.  Following subsequent review and editing and an authorised 
extension the final report was submitted to English Heritage on the 30th April 2009. 
 

10.3 Challenges  
There have been a number of challenges faced by the “Benchmarking” project team. These have 
included: 

− A general suspicion by many practitioners over the reason for or the agenda behind the 
research. 

− A feeling of apathy by many stakeholders who saw little progress after the publication of the 
“Identifying skills needs in Maritime Archaeology” study (IfA 2004). 

− Trying to pull together the wide variety of views and concerns raised by a large number of 
consultees. 

− Attempting to gain consensus on issues such as core skills and competency assessment. 
− Dealing with the lack of, or perceived lack of objective standards in archaeology. 
− The NAS as a training provider itself, trying to remain objective during the course of the project. 

 

10.4 Lessons learned 
The most valuable lesson learned during the course of the project has been one of public relations. In 
maritime archaeology, in particular there exists a divide and a tension between amateur and 
professional archaeologists.  This divide naturally lead to an initial suspicion amongst many 
stakeholders regarding the agenda behind this research.  Whilst the project team endeavoured to 
provide information regarding the aims and objectives of the research more time and energy could have 
been put into engaging with all stakeholders to alleviate fears and promote the value of the research. 
 

10.5 Post-Project Evaluation Plan 
It is the view of the project team that the value of the Benchmarking project should be evaluated when, 
and if, any of the recommendations presented are taken up by the discipline of maritime archaeology 
and by organisations such as the heritage agencies, employers and the training providers. The research 



 

 - 52 - 

achieved the aims and objectives stated in the project design although it is worth noting that some of the 
objectives, particularly international consensus and the development of the training strategy still require 
further work. 
 
The structure of the project team included a Project Officer, Project Manager, Project Executive, 
administrative support, four Project Experts and an NVQ assessor. Considering the size of the project 
and the timescale for delivery it is probable that a second Project Officer would have been a valuable 
asset to aid in the consultation process. The skills set of the project team were sufficient for a project of 
this scale, although an opportunity arose for the Project Officer to undertake additional training in 
meeting facilitation. This training was undertaken to ensure maximum efficiency during the limited time 
available at the group consultation meetings. 

The risk analysis carried out by the project team highlighted that the biggest risks to the success of the 
project were firstly a general conflict in personnel time and resources (both internally within the project 
team and the external project experts) and secondly lack of participation in consultations and especially 
the inability to locate willing case study candidates for NVQ assessment.  The second issue did not 
transpire, and the number of consultees significantly exceeded the estimates used for planning.  
Strategies were put in place to try and prevent the time conflict. Overall the time spent and therefore 
resources allocated to the project actually exceeded what was calculated in the Project Design and the 
NAS is very grateful to all the project team who contributed more than what was asked. 
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Appendix 1. - Project Design 5103 
 
 
Benchmarking competence requirements and training opportunities 
related to Maritime Archaeology.  
 
1. Introduction 
The reports and articles consulted during the development of this Project Design illuminate a number of 
key themes; most notably, that training can help to raise standards of archaeological work and the need 
to provide training that adequately prepares the professional archaeologist for employment.  The 
questions of which educational bodies should be responsible for providing vocational training and the 
range and level of skills which should be included remain without consensus. 
 
There are a number of additional, important factors associated with the provision of training, such as the 
cost of training and who pays, regional availability of training; lack of nomenclature in describing posts; 
validation of training and the debatable benefits of undertaking training, given the relatively poorly paid 
career structure within the profession.  The majority view is that a system is required that provides 
training that is fit for purpose, is recognised and is accepted by the profession.  
 
Few of the previously commissioned reports, (the Institute for Archaeologists (IfA) ‘Identifying Skills 
Needs in Maritime Archaeology”, is an exception) (Edwards & Aitchison, 2004) refer in any detail to the 
needs, aspirations or opinions of the non-professional sector (generally referred to as either 
avocationals, volunteers or amateurs). In general the assumption appears to be made that the priority is 
to develop professional training.  However as maritime archaeology retains a strong input from non 
professionals, most notably as licensees and team members on designated sites and through the 
Nautical Archaeology Society (NAS) Adopt a Wreck scheme, it is important that a study for the maritime 
sector avoids becoming exclusively focused on professional interests.  
 
This proposed research will identify specific maritime issues, but in considering this one sector in detail, 
it will also inform and move forward the overall archaeological training development process.  
 
This project will relate training to standards; identifying the range and level of skills required, defining 
competencies; defining how training is developed that is fit for purpose to meet those standards and 
identifying how sufficient opportunities can be provided to gain and importantly maintain competencies.   
 
One objective that has to be considered, and is arguably key to training provision is to establish whether 
or not there are currently enough maritime practitioners and whether more or less will be required in the 
future. As part of the consultation, the opinion from employers, cultural resource managers and others 
with a strategic perspective will be sought in order to help to identify how to develop training provision 
that is fit for purpose – in quantity as well as quality. 
 
1.1. Background 
English Heritage’s “Implementation Plan for Exploring our Past” (English Heritage 1998) highlights 
within Primary Goal D and Primary Goal E that skills and participation in archaeology are central to 
English Heritage’s strategy for the future of archaeology in the UK.  Of particular note within this plan is 
Programme 14: Developing Skills which refers to English Heritage’s desire to “introduce a range of 
measures to promote greater development of the skills base and greater opportunities to transfer skills 
within the broader discipline” 
 
English Heritage’s initial policy on the management of maritime archaeology in England (English 
Heritage 2002) states in section 5.6., that, maritime archaeology should; “rather than concentrating on 
professional or amateur status,(it) should now focus on competence”.  For this purpose it is necessary 
to determine what both “competence” is and what “maritime archaeology” is.  
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The most recent published strategy for English Heritage’s research themes and programmes for the 
next ten years “English Heritage Research Agenda: An Introduction to English Heritage’s Research 
Themes and Programmes (English Heritage 2005b) clearly demonstrates English Heritage’s 
commitment to developing national partnerships in standards and training for archaeology (Theme G).  
 
1.2. Description of the project 
This project will seek to contribute to the development of a co-ordinated training provision for maritime 
archaeologists, encompassing the aspirations and needs of both professional and avocational 
archaeologists. This research will build on a number of influential training related reports and articles, 
produced during the late 1990’s (Chitty 1999; Bishop et al, 1999; Aitchison, 1999), that outlined many of 
the issues relating to the development of such a system, but in most cases omitted to take into account 
specific maritime issues; subsequent developments and initiatives of the Archaeological Training Forum 
(ATF) also need now to be taken into account.  
 
This research will therefore aim to define those issues specific to what is broadly described as maritime 
archaeology to enable the integration of maritime issues into the on-going development of a training 
system for archaeology that is fit for purpose.  In addressing the specific needs of the maritime sector, it 
is anticipated that the project can be used as an exemplar for other specialised sectors. 
 
 
1.3. Previous work 
A range of reports (Chitty 1999) will be consulted to provide an insight into the range of issues that, 
being common across archaeology in general, also apply to maritime archaeology.  
 
More specific to maritime archaeology, is the English Heritage commissioned project entitled “Identifying 
Skills Needs in Maritime Archaeology” (Edwards & Aitchison 2004) was carried out to inform the 
development of a training strategy for maritime archaeology in the UK that would enable the 
transferable experience, skills and training to flow between maritime and terrestrial professions.  Some 
of the conclusions that arose out of this report were that formal standards of underwater work are 
needed to improve quality of training and practices and that insufficient training is available in most 
areas of maritime archaeology.  
 
 
1.4. Reason for and circumstances of the project  
There is increasing emphasis across all professions on being able to demonstrate that individuals are 
competent to carry out professional tasks, and consequently on providing routes for individuals to obtain 
competence to appropriate standards.  However, establishing appropriate frameworks against which 
such competences and provisions can be assessed is a non-trivial task, particularly in the field of 
archaeology, where, despite the relatively small size of the profession, the breadth of competencies 
required is extensive (Carter & Robinson 2002a,b).  For maritime archaeology, which has a smaller 
number of dedicated professionals, but potentially has the same breadth of skill and knowledge 
requirements as archaeology as a whole, ensuring fit for purpose training is likely to be even more 
challenging.  Indeed, as noted in the previous section, recent research has shown that insufficient 
training is available in most areas of maritime archaeology (Edwards & Aitchison 2004).  Edwards and 
Aitchison in 2004 also identified that: “Assessment of currency of knowledge and competency in skills is 
difficult, but this can be addressed by IfA membership and CPD”, however, while this is potentially an 
appropriate solution for full-time archaeologists, it is not necessarily a solution that is wholly appropriate 
for avocational archaeologists (who generally work only part-time and are unpaid). 
 
In parallel with the study for maritime archaeology (Edwards & Aitchison 2004), the key partners under 
the auspices of the ATF, continued to study issues relating to training and competence development for 
archaeologists in general. National Occupational Standards in Archaeological Practice have been 
published culminating in the submission, in 2006 to the sector skills council, of definitions for Level 3 
and Level 4 vocational qualifications. 
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The European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage (1992) (also known as the 
Malta Convention or the Convention of Valletta), to which the UK has acceded, places an obligation on 
European states to protect and to manage their archaeological resource, and this obligation includes the 
need to ensure that those who undertake archaeological investigation are competent to do so.  
Competence could reasonably be assessed based on National Occupational Standards, but these have 
not been specifically assessed against the needs of the Maritime sector. 
 
Furthermore, the proposed Marine Bill, for which there has recently been consultation, is a response to 
the rapidly increasing development pressures on Maritime areas.  This development pressure, coupled 
with the potential for a more regulated planning regime, consistent with that applicable for land sites, 
means that there could be a greater need for maritime archaeologists in the future. 
 
The Creative & Cultural Skills Council has initiated a research project working with the Cultural Heritage 
industry on education solutions for the next ten years.  The Cultural Heritage Skills Advisory Panel, 
chaired by Jane Glaister has been formed to advise and support Creative & Cultural Skills on how a 
successful Cultural Heritage workforce can be developed. The work will attempt to bridge the gap 
between the training that people receive in schools, colleges and the workplace, and what the industry 
actually needs and will, it is hoped, eventually result in the completion of the first-ever comprehensive 
Sector Skills Agreement between employers and practitioners, government and education. It will shape 
the long-term provision of skills in each of the UK’s creative and cultural industries. Research into the 
key issues is being undertaken by TRB economics and the consultation process with organisations in 
the sector has just begun. 
 
It is therefore timely that training in maritime archaeology is considered now and factors specific to 
maritime archaeology are integrated into the broader national, and international training and 
competence initiatives. 
 
 
2. Primary aims 
The primary aims of the project are to: 

• Define the scope of maritime archaeology;  
• Identify the range of specific skills within the discipline,  
• Characterise the specific competencies required to meet appropriate standards for archaeology 

in the UK 
• Benchmark the training and other opportunities by which professional and avocational 

archaeologists can acquire these competencies. 
 
 
2.1. Aims and Objectives of the research 
In meeting the overall aims of the project it will be necessary to address the following research 
questions: 
 
1. What constitutes maritime archaeology, as opposed to nautical, marine or 
underwater archaeology? 

 
Maritime and other related terms, are used to describe the various aspects of the overall scope of non-
terrestrial archaeology. The terms are sometimes used interchangeably and the distinctions are not 
always clear. Although to more established archaeologists the mixture of terms is less important, for 
those wishing to learn more about the scope of the subject the mixture of terms can be confusing. This 
is particularly relevant for those wishing to undertake initial archaeological training that encompasses 
maritime archaeology, for training providers and for those wishing to develop personal CPD 
programmes to enhance career potential in a particular direction related to maritime archaeology. 
 
In addition to clarifying terminology, the aim is to characterise the nature and scope of maritime 
archaeology and to identify future trends, so as to inform the remainder of the study as to whether the 
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need for maritime archaeologists (or particular specialisms within it) is likely to stay the same, decline or 
grow. 
 
 
2. What are the international, legal, curatorial and professional obligations that 
define key thresholds of competence?  
 
Domestic archaeological legislation such as the Protection of Wrecks Act 19731, and the European 
Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage (Valletta 1991)2 to which the UK is a 
signatory, make specific reference to the need for archaeological work to be carried out by ‘qualified’ 
and ‘competent’, personnel.  

  
Although the UK is not a signatory to the UNESCO Convention on the Protection of the Underwater 
Cultural Heritage, the Convention is beginning to have some influence on archaeological decision 
making, particularly related to standards, and to specific cases, such as the multilateral Titanic Treaty. 
Article 21 of the Convention encourages States to co-operate in the provision of training in underwater 
archaeology, (in techniques for the conservation of underwater cultural heritage and, on agreed terms, 
in the transfer of technology) relating to underwater cultural heritage3.  

 
Rules 104, 225 and 236 of the Annex to the Convention are also specific about the need for qualified and 
competent team composition, with the important qualifier, being that this experience should be 
appropriate to their roles in the project.   
 
This research will help cultural resource managers to develop frameworks that can accurately measure 
the competencies of archaeologists and ancillary workers engaged on sites in order to comply with 
legislation.  
 
 

                                                 
1 The Protection of Wrecks Act 1973 states: 5) “A license granted by the Secretary of State for the purposes of 
sub-section 3 above shall be in writing and – a) the Secretary of State shall in respect of a restricted area grant 
licenses only to persons who appear to him either – i) to be competent and properly equipped, to carryout 
salvage in a manner appropriate to the historical, archaeological, or artistic importance…” The second part of 
this clause relates to activities other than salvage (archaeological investigation) of the wreck site.  The 
implication is that for any investigation of protected wrecksites, minimum standards should apply. 

2 Article 3 of the European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage (Valletta 16th January 
1991) states that signatory states should consider the following: To preserve the archaeological heritage and 
guarantee the scientific significance of archaeological research work, each Party undertakes: ii. to ensure that 
excavations and other potentially destructive techniques are carried out only by qualified, specially authorised 
persons; 

3 UNESCO Convention Article 21 – Training in underwater archaeology: 
“States Parties shall cooperate in the provision of training in underwater archaeology, in techniques for the conservation of underwater 
cultural heritage and, on agreed terms, in the transfer of technology relating to underwater cultural heritage” 
4 Rule 10 of the Annex to the Conventions states: The project design shall include:  
(f) the composition of the team and the qualifications, responsibilities and experience of each team member; VII. Competence and 
qualifications 
5 Rule 22. Activities directed at underwater cultural heritage shall only be undertaken under the direction and control of, and in 
the regular presence of, a qualified underwater archaeologist with scientific competence appropriate to the project. 

6 Rule 23. All persons on the project team shall be qualified and have demonstrated competence appropriate to their roles in the 
project. 
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3. What frameworks exist to define archaeological skills and training needs and 
how far are they tailored to different users/stakeholders or to encompass all of 
them? 
 
National Occupational Standards in Archaeological Practice have been published, and Level 3 and 
Level 4 vocational qualifications have been launched in April 2007. 
 
The skills areas used in the IFA survey (Edwards & Aitchison 2004) were related to the National 
Occupational Standards in Archaeological Practice developed by the ATF.  The main skill divisions were 
also used in the 2002–03 Profiling the Profession survey (Aitchison 1999) of the archaeology profession 
as a whole.  However, subsequent work on the vocational qualifications (which attempts to define levels 
of competence, as well as to identify skills areas which are generic to multiple professions), has not 
looked specifically at maritime archaeology.  It is the experience of the accreditation body for the 
proposed vocational qualification, that the tailoring guidance is key to the successful implementation of 
vocational qualifications.  Thus it is important for work to be done to relate training standards and needs 
within maritime archaeology to National Occupational Standards (and the vocational qualifications), as 
well as to integrate specific maritime themes into an overall strategy for archaeology. 
 
 
4. What frameworks for benchmarking already exist and how well developed are 
they in informing external bodies what a qualification means in terms of 
practical competence?  
 
This research will select several professions, such as teaching, legal and engineering, which have 
established vocational training schemes, to investigate their methodologies for informing external bodies 
and their possible application to archaeology.   
  
 
5. What training provision is currently available and planned in the academic, 
avocational and professional sectors and what range and level of skills are 
these existing training opportunities designed to help maritime archaeologists 
develop? 
 
Using existing sources of information such as those held by the Council for British Archaeology, and by 
consulting directly with providers this study will aim to characterise the current provision of maritime 
archaeological training, and divide the opportunities into academic, vocational and informal training. 

 
Building on the identification of frameworks and consensus for competencies and skills, and on 
frameworks for benchmarking, the study will seek to establish whether it is possible to determine the 
equivalencies, complementary and supplementary aspects of these training opportunities. 
 
 
Q 6. To what extent are informal training opportunities available and how can 
this provision be benchmarked? 
 
This study will seek to define ‘informal training opportunities’ and to attempt to categorise what 
constitutes genuine development opportunities that can substitute, or complement, formal training 
systems.  
 
 
Q 7. Are there obvious gaps in the training provision in relation to skills 
needed? 
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In order to address this it will be necessary to identify the future skill (5 years) needs of the discipline, to 
enable training providers to develop programmes to match the identified needs.  This will be established 
through consultation with organisations with a strategic view, including the national curators and the 
commercial organisations that carry out the work. 

 
In addition, using sources such as the IfA report, Identifying Skills in Maritime Archaeology and taking 
into account the current views of maritime stakeholders, this study will aim to compare the existing 
training provision with the currently identified need.   
 
Q 8. To what extent is it possible to get international consensus as to what 
constitutes the core skills for a maritime archaeologist? 
 
Through the auspices of the Advisory Council of Underwater Archaeology (ACUA), the Register of 
Professional Archaeologists in the USA is seeking to determine to what extent it is possible to get 
consensus as to what constitutes the core skills for a maritime archaeologist, so as to establish a 
degree of similarity in field school syllabi. Collaboration with the ACUA will aim to determine to what 
extent there is broad agreement between the two studies.  The skills as referred to by the ACUA 
specifically relate to field skills, including field-notes. 
 
Similar collaboration with a range of international archaeological bodies will help define the 
characteristics of the discipline and to what extent there is consensus in what constitutes core skills.  In 
an increasingly international employment market it will be helpful to establish a system that allows for 
non-UK training standards to be recognised and accredited, and visa versa. As NAS has already a 
number of international training partners it is well placed to consult with other international bodies and to 
promote the international adoption of training and standards. 

 
There is also some evidence that the logistical issues in working in underwater archaeology, unlike 
other areas of archaeology, require a field worker to have at least a minimum set of core vocational 
skills, which includes possession of a recognised diving qualification (preferably Health and Safety 
Executive (HSE) surface supplied qualification), without which employment options become more 
limited. 
 
Rather than focusing purely on current needs, the study will consider the question of competencies 
likely to be needed in the future. 
 
 
Q 9. What practical techniques are there to measure levels of competence to 
meet academic, professional and technical requirements? 

Informally, competence is often judged based on significant experience listed on a CV, with the recency 
of such experience being a factor in whether this experience is still relevant.  

This research will investigate and identify what structured methods are currently being used to assess 
competency such as: certified training, academic qualification, employer assessed performance, and 
development appraisals, professional recognition, and competence qualification using the vocational 
qualification route. 

Q 10. How do training and education providers seek to establish the standard of 
their programmes to suit the needs of: 

 
• individual participants  
• employers 
• curators,  
• other bodies? 
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Several of the reports and articles referred to, made the point that vocational skills training providers 
failed to match the requirements of employers or workers. This study will identify to what extent this 
remains true in relation to the maritime sector: and to investigate ways which will help training providers 
to meet the expectations of prospective course participants and the needs of employers.  
 
Q 11. How can the scope and quality of training be demonstrated to be fit for 
purpose in a range of academic, professional and avocational scenarios?  

 
• What do users think is the best way forward to help benchmark their training against needs? 
• What do providers think is the best way forward to help benchmark their training against 

needs? 

This study will aim to establish a framework, related to the National Occupational Standards, so that 
potential recipients, service procurers and employers can judge the suitability of training provision to 
meet their needs.  Training providers could define explicit learning objectives that relate to National 
Occupational Standards, and take steps to monitor that the course actually delivers its learning 
objectives,  The transference to the workplace and the benefit in the workplace are influenced by factors 
beyond the control of the training provider (such as whether the skills learnt are relevant to the 
workplace).  

The study will develop case studies using a selection of individuals who have taken different routes to 
gaining their competence (e.g. first degree in archaeology, mature entry to degree course, learning ‘on 
the job’) using assessment against the vocational qualification to explore the equivalencies and 
differences in these different approaches.  

Recommendations will be made as to how to ensure that the opinions expressed by service procurers 
and employers, training providers and recipients can be coordinated. 

3. Objectives 
1. Characterise the practice of maritime archaeology including the nature and scope of the discipline.  
 
2. Characterise the specific competencies including the amount of professional experience required to 

satisfy the needs of the maritime cultural heritage.  
 
3. Determine the level of need for maritime archaeology competencies, as a relative proportion of the 

broader archaeology community and quantified for society’s needs for specific interventions in the 
field of maritime cultural heritage. 

 
4. Assess the suitability of the National Occupational Standards archaeological practice framework for 

the maritime archaeological context. 
 
5. Assess the suitability of the vocational qualification in archaeological practice for the maritime 

archaeological context. 
 
6. Benchmark the capability of the main sources of training currently available in England to provide 

the identified competencies to appropriate levels. 
 
7. Develop case studies based on the experiences of individuals who have taken a variety of 

development routes to gaining competence, using the vocational qualification assessment approach 
to standardise assessment of competence. 

 
8. Recommend strategies to build the capability to deliver the training opportunities required to help 

people achieve appropriate levels of competency.  
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4. Products 
1. Definition of what constitutes the scope of maritime archaeology. 
 
2. Identification of the extent to which curators have a responsibility to establish standards, training and 

competencies as required by domestic legislation and relevant international conventions.  
 
3. Identification of suitable frameworks within which the range and levels of skills can be measured. 
 
4. A framework within which it will be possible to establish broad equivalencies, between higher 

educational study, independent vocational courses, experience, or a mixture of all three. 
 
5. Identification of the core skills required by a maritime archaeologist. 
 
6. Identification of the range of opportunities, by which maritime archaeologists can acquire core and 

ancillary skills, and to maintain and enhance them through recognised, academic, higher education, 
vocational courses or other experience based learning opportunities. 

 
7. An assessment of the degree of consensus over what constitutes the core skills of a maritime 

archaeologist. 
 
8. A framework within which training providers can develop courses that are fit for purpose. 
 
9. A framework that identifies the quality, level and validity of the available training.  
 
10. Integration and referencing of the issues specific to maritime archaeology to those identified within 

studies of archaeology in general. 
 
11. A model for carrying out a maritime archaeological practitioner skills audit, using relevant vocational 

qualification units.  
 
12. An opportunity for maritime archaeology stakeholders to contribute to the development of a 

coordinated system of training, which will help provide a sense of ownership, a crucial component in 
establishing stakeholder acceptance.  

  
 
5. Potential contribution of the Project to other research  
This project will: 
 
1. Inform the ATF of the maritime perspective in-line with a number of the recommendations for further 

strategic initiatives made to the ATF by Chitty in the report: Training in Professional Archaeology: A 
Preliminary Review (Chitty 1999).  A key recommendation from this study was for further project 
work to be done in defining professional roles and functions across the archaeological sector, it also 
recommended  that ATF  
 
• initiate a project for a comparative study of professional qualifications in related fields as the 

basis for developing a suitable model for the archaeological profession. 
 
• work with the IfA and with the active involvement of other relevant professional associations 

towards the design of a professional qualification for practice in archaeology. 
 
• work with other organisations assessing training and development needs in archaeology, 

including IfA and ADS,  to direct future resources for training to areas where skill shortages 
and the priority for professional update are clearly defined. 
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• work with CBA and other relevant bodies, including the HLF, to identify the best means to 
develop and strengthen the skills base of the independent and voluntary sector in 
archaeology. 

 
2. Inform the wider debate in archaeology of the specific needs of maritime archaeology. 
 
3. Promote archaeology as a profession in-line with other professions. 
 
4. Provide input to the research commissioned by the Creative and Cultural Sector Skills Council on 

development of a cultural heritage workforce. 
 
5. Develop training, standards and competencies in maritime archaeology. 
 
6. Contribute to the overall development of archaeology in-line with the following quote from, The 

future of archaeological training and career development: Roles and Skills in Archaeology. ATF 
leaflet7. 

 
“Colleagues, clients, funding bodies and course providers will increasingly rely on 
archaeologists to demonstrate that they have agreed standards for archaeological practice. 
Among employers, UK, Scottish, Welsh governments and in the European Union there is a 
growing requirement for professions to have recognised standards.” 
 
“We can no longer carry on with a situation where anyone can call themselves an archaeologist, 
either as professionals or volunteers. To safeguard the archaeological heritage and promote our 
discipline, we need a way of demonstrating competence in archaeological skills – as is done in 
many other occupations. For the individual archaeologist, having recognised standards will 
make it easier to identify training needs and ways to improve his or her skills.”  

 
 
6. Publication and presentation 
It is intended that dissemination of the project will be achieved through a number of media: 
 
1. Presentation of the preliminary results to representatives of the major interest groups in the form of 

a seminar. 
 
2. Presentation by public presentation, e.g. IFA Conference, Swansea 2008 
 
3. On-line publication via the NAS and the English Heritage web site, (also IFA, ATF, or other as 

required). 
 
4. Printed report, accompanied by electronic version in pdf format 
 
5. Awareness raising articles, e.g. The Archaeologist (IfA), Nautical Archaeology (NAS), British 

Archaeology (CBA) etc. 
 
 
7. Signposting 
The Project will be signposted using, e.g. OASIS (Online AccesS to the Index of archaeological 
investigationS) website, http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/project/oasis. 
 
 
8. Methods statement 

                                                 
7 http://www.archaeologists.net/modues/icontent/index.php?page=41 
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The study will build on existing work on competencies in archaeology in general by English Heritage, 
the ATF, the Creative and Cultural Sector Skills Council and the Institute of Field Archaeologists.  This 
work includes the trials of the National Occupational Standards with employers in the sector and the 
Vocational Qualification (Level 3 and 4) in Archaeological Practice.   

It will also utilise the output of the IFA study [Edwards & Aitchison 2004] into the skills needs of maritime 
archaeology.  The 2004 study was conducted by means of a questionnaire based survey of interested 
individuals including recreational divers, practising maritime archaeologists and students and others 
wishing to become maritime archaeologists. 

This project will also draw on the long practical experience of the NAS in delivering specific training in 
archaeology at a wide range of levels, and that of higher education bodies offering specialist courses in 
maritime archaeology in the UK and overseas.   

This project will utilise targeted interviews with key stakeholders, focusing on the needs of employers’ 
and the public interest for specific competencies, and using the National Occupational Standards to 
relate these needs to training provision. 

The general methodology for gathering information will be through interview, using a variety of methods, 
face to face, telephone and questionnaire. The Project Team will select an appropriate method, 
dependent on the complexity of the information being gathered and will conduct both structured and 
non-structured interviews. For example high level consultation with experts in relation to developing 
frameworks will be through non-structured face to face meetings, whereas gathering information relating 
to what constitutes the core skills of a maritime archaeologist will be through questionnaire or telephone 
interview. A flexible approach to the data gathering tasks will as far as is reasonably possible ensure 
that the research is as effective and comprehensive as is possible. 
 
The project will make an interim report available through the NAS website, giving the framework for the 
research and inviting feedback through an on online questionnaire.  While this is not expected to 
generate a large response suitable for statistical analysis, it is considered essential for eventual ‘buy-in’ 
to the results to enable individuals to feel that they have had a chance to comment and for their views 
and experiences to be considered. 
 
It is expected that stakeholders may have vested interests in the outcome of the project.  For example, 
training providers, including NAS, have an interest in promoting their training courses, and recipients 
have an interest in ensuring that the final recommendations will ensure that their future training needs 
will be met.  For this reason, the benchmarking project is being conducted against objective standards. 
 Training provision will be benchmarked against the National Occupational Standards which form the 
basis of the Vocational Qualification in Archaeological Practice and have been adopted by the ATF as 
the basis for determining whether or not individual archaeological training courses provide appropriate 
learning objectives.  In addition, the assessment of individual case studies will be carried out in 
accordance with National Vocational Qualification standards for assessment.  The presentation of 
project results will need to ensure that primary survey data, project conclusions and recommendations 
are transparent so that they can be effectively reviewed by the Project Board.  The Project Board is 
drawn from a wide range of organisations in order to provide a balanced representation of interested 
parties. 
 
 
8.1. Justification for the selected  
A combination of telephone and face to face interviews has been selected to provide an effective means 
of gathering data from targeted stakeholder groups. Consultation by letter has at this point been 
discounted due to the relatively low response rate by comparison with the chosen methods. Follow-up 
contact will be considered where appropriate. 
 
All interviews will by prior arrangement to give the best chance of a considered and uninterrupted 
response. 
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8.2. Outline of the components 
• High level consultation establishing frameworks for the study and expanding contacts.  This will 

use personal interviews (not a structured format) as each interview will be specific to the 
particular expertise of the person consulted.  This will also include consultation with previous 
researchers.   

 
• Group consultation with experts and stakeholders via workshop with position papers in advance 

– preferably as Training and Education advisory board in July 2007 
 

• Desk based research e.g. reviewing legislation, working through National Occupational 
Standards/vocational qualification etc – informed by consultation with experts and by their 
review of preliminary findings  

 
• Consultation with stakeholders (principally providers) using structured interview format, 

(developed/refined by steps 1 and 2).  Although using standard questions there will be 
opportunity for follow-up (unscripted) questions on points raised.  This will be face-to-face or via 
telephone (i.e. by dialogue not postal/internet survey). 

 
• Consultation with experts and stakeholders, including recipients through preliminary review of 

findings (material posted/emailed out for comments).  
 

• Opportunity for the general public and interested parties to read about the study and to 
complete an on-line questionnaire on the NAS website. 

 
• Individual case studies developed using the vocational qualification assessment approach to 

illustrate the different approaches to gaining competence – through formal education at the start 
of a career, through mature entry, and through experience on the job. 

 
 
8.3. Resources and programming  

1. Project Team (definitions taken from MoRPHE, English Heritage 2006B) 
 
Project Executive 
The Nautical Archaeology Society will assign a Project Executive as the sponsor for the project with the 
Society.  The Project Executive will have overall responsibility for the successful completion of the 
Project in accordance with the Project Design.  The Project Executive will take responsibility for Project 
Assurance including monitoring of progress, budget and alignment with the Aims and Objectives. 
 
Project Management 
The Nautical Archaeology Society’s Project Manager will be responsible for the day to day management 
of the Project and will maintain regular contact with the Project Officer and with other members of the 
Project Team as is required. 
 
Project Officer 
The research will be mainly carried out by an assigned Project Officer.  The Project Officer will report 
regularly to the Project Manager and will coordinate the input of the experts as well as other 
stakeholders as is necessary. 
 
Project Board 
The NAS Training and Education Advisory Board will provide support for the Project, as well as 
monitoring the project’s progress, in accordance with the Aims and Objectives of the Project Design.  
The Project Board will also serve to ensure that the project conclusions and recommendations are 
transparent. The Project Board is drawn from a wide range of organisations in order to provide a 
balanced representation of interested parties. 
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Project Experts 
Experts with specific experience in maritime training, standards and education in the UK and 
internationally (Chris Underwood), in maritime legislation (Mike Williams), in the field of 
maritime/nautical archaeology (Paula Martin), in training, standards and education in archaeology 
generally (John Collis / Tim Darvill) will provide input and expert review throughout the project.  Kenneth 
Aitchison, Head of Professional Development at the IFA will also act as a Project Expert. 
 
Administrative support 
The NAS Administration Assistant will provide support at the NAS offices in Fort Cumberland, 
Portsmouth 
 
8.4. Location 
Due to the nature of this project the Project Officer will be required to travel to various locations to 
consult directly with individuals and organisations that form a substantive part of the research.  
Consultation via email and telephone can be carried out irrespective of location.  When necessary 
representatives of the project team will generally meet at the Society’s offices in Portsmouth. When 
required teleconferencing facilities are available at the Society’s office for Project Experts unable to 
make meetings.  The meetings of the Training and Education Advisory Board will take place at suitable 
venues, including at the Institute of Archaeology, University College London. 
 
8.5. Identified tasks related to individual team members 
For details of the specific task allocation refer to the Table 1: Summary of Tasks; for a detailed 
breakdown of identified tasks relating to team members see Table 2: Breakdown of Tasks.    
 
8.6. Organisations to be consulted 
8.6.1. UK-wide and England 

• English Heritage maritime team, and training and standards personnel  

• Archaeology Training Forum (ATF) 

• Advisory Committee on Historic Wreck Sites (ACHWS) 

• Association of Local Government Archaeological Officers  (including Maritime Sub-committee) 

• Avocational groups, such as, South West Maritime Archaeology Group (SWMAG), Malvern 
Archaeological Diving Unit (MADU), London Maritime Archaeology Group (LOMAG), Cornwall 
and Isle of Scilly Maritime Archaeology Society (CISMAS) and NAS Adopt a Wreck groups 

• Council for British Archaeology (CBA) 

• Creative and Cultural Skills Sector Council 

• Department  for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) 

• Designated wrecks licensees, team members and nominated archaeologists 

• Education Development International plc (EDI) 

• Health & Safety Executive (HSE) 

• Institute of Field Archaeologists & IFA Maritime Affairs Group 

• Joint Nautical Archaeology Policy Committee (JNAPC) 

• Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) 

• The National Trust  

• Nautical Archaeology Society (NAS) members  
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• Professional units undertaking maritime archaeology projects – Wessex, Museum of London 
Archaeological Services (MoLAS), Hampshire and Wight Trust for Maritime Archaeology 
(HWTMA), Maritime Archaeological Research Consultants (MARC), etc 

• Recreational diving agencies  

• Academic establishments teaching maritime/marine archaeology in UK 

• Standing Committee for Archaeology (SCFA) 

• Standing Committee of Archaeology in Continuing Archaeology (SCACE) 

• Standing Committee of Archaeology Unit Managers (SCAUM) 

• Society of Museum Archaeologists (SMA) 

• Selected international academic establishments teaching maritime/marine archaeology 

• TRB Economics (experts to Creative and Cultural Skills Council) 

8.6.2. Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland 

• Historic Scotland 

• Cadw 

• Department of Environment Northern Ireland 

• Association of Regional and Island Archaeologists 

• Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historic Monuments of Scotland (RCAHMS) 

• Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historic Monuments of Wales (RCAHMW) 

• The Scottish Crannog Centre 

8.6.3. International 

• Australian Institute of Maritime Archaeology (AIMA)  

• Advisory Committee of Underwater Archaeology (ACUA) 

• European Archaeological Congress (EAC) 

• International Committee on Underwater Cultural Heritage (ICUCH) 

 
 
8.7. Materials and equipment required 
The project officer will be provided with: 

• A laptop computer to facilitate data capture and presentation of material while visiting 
interviewees.   

• A dedicated mobile phone so that there is a dedicated project telephone number and the project 
officer can be reached irrespective of location 

• A tablet entry/handwriting recognition system and a dictaphone to facilitate accurate capture of 
transcripts of interviews 

 
Project costs will also include stationary, postage etc. 
 
8.8. Additional professional input 
8.8.1. Website development 
 
Communication through the NAS website will be part of the study.  Website development will include: 

• Dedicated web pages giving information about the project and contact details 
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• The interim report giving the framework for the detailed survey 
• The on-line survey 
• Publication of the final report 

 
8.8.2. NVQ Lead Assessor 
To ensure that the case studies are assessed in accordance with NVQ standards the NAS will contract 
an experienced Assessor to supervise the assessments and verify that the judgements of competence 
derived from various training routes are to nationally accredited standards. 
 
 
8.9. NAS HSE Policy 
This policy of the Nautical Archaeology Society (NAS) is written in accordance with the Health and 
Safety at Work Act 1974 and with specific reference to the Diving at Work Regulations 1997. The policy 
is included as Appendix A of this project design 

 
8.10. Data Protection Policy 
The policy is included as Appendix B of this project design 
 
 
8.11. Education Policy 
The policy is included as Appendix C of this project design 
 
 
8.12. Details of Premises 
Fort Cumberland, Fort Cumberland Rd, Eastney, PO4 9LD, Hampshire. 
 
 
9. Programming 
The projected start date for the project is the 18th June 2007 with completion of the project on the 29th 
January 2008. The breakdown of the project phases is detailed in the attached Gaant chart, but broadly 
consists of : 
 

• Expert consultation phase – 18th June 2007 – 3rd August 2007 
 
• Interim consultation phase – 10th July 2007 – 22nd August 2007 

 
• Survey phase – 23rd August 2007 – 21st November 2007 
 
• Dissemination phase – 22nd November 2007 – 29th January 2008 

 
9.1. Monitoring Points 
The completion of each of the phases outline above would present suitable project monitoring points. 
 

• Monitoring Pont 1 – 3rd August 2007 
• Monitoring Point 2 – 22nd August 2007 
• Monitoring Point 3 – 21st November 2007 
• Monitoring Point 4 / End of project – 29th January 2008 
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Appendix 2 - Analysis of Survey Questionnaire 
 
As described in the methodology statement for the project, the project adopted a phased approach in 
which a progressive series of consultations resulted in the refinement of a set of questions that could be 
provided as a questionnaire to give voice to those who had not personally participated in consultations 
and to test the consensus and range of opinions that had been observed in the workshops and 
individual consultations. 
 
This questionnaire was made available from the NAS website with email notification to interested parties 
to ensure that anyone who wanted to take part in the consultation had the opportunity to do so.  The 
interim report was also provided on the website to provide contextual information to potential 
respondents.  Completing the questionnaire should have taken no more than 30 minutes.  
Questionnaires were returned by post or by email.  All of the responses to the questionnaire were 
treated anonymously.   
 
The rubric of the questionnaire requested that where the questionnaire used the term maritime, 
respondents were asked, in relation to their experience, involvement or expectations, to interpret the 
term in a broad sense, even if respondents would refer to themselves by other terms such as an 
underwater, nautical or marine archaeologist. 
 
This Appendix lists the questions that were posed and analyses the responses using Microsoft Excel 
charts.  As the questionnaire was not the primary route for carrying out the consultation and a large 
number of the community who were potentially interested in the consultation had already been 
personally contacted or had attended a workshop session, it is not surprising that only a small number 
of people felt that they needed, or wished, to input to the consultation via this route..  The number of 
questionnaires returned (12), means that statistical correlation of responses to different questions is not 
meaningful.  The results should not be taken to be a representative sample of the maritime archaeology 
(or wider community).   
 
The results are presented using the Rubrik of the questionnaire as the template for the analysis. 
 
The questionnaire consisted of: 

− Section 0 – Questions are mainly intended to characterise the respondents in case certain 
issues were biased to the background of the respondents or nature of involvement in maritime 
archaeology.   

− Section 1 -  Defining the Scope of Maritime Archaeology 
− Section 2 – Predicting changes in Maritime Archaeology 
− Section 3 – Good practice and standards 
− Section 4 – Training provision 
− Section 5 – Barriers to competence development 
− Section 6 – International consensus 
− Section 7 – Gaps in provision of training 
− Section 8 – Assessment of competency 
− Section 9 – Quality and fitness for purpose of training 
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0 PERSONAL BACKGROUND 
 
Questions in this section were mainly intended to characterise the respondents in case certain issues 
were biased to the background of the respondents or nature of involvement in maritime archaeology.   

 
  0.1 In what role do you currently participate in archaeology? 
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 0.2 Please complete this questionnaire from the perspective of one of the following: 
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0.3 What level of training and education in archaeology do you have? 

Training and Education of Respondents
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0.3(a). If informal learning ticked in 0.3 above, from your experience what are the most important 
methods of informal learning (as compared with attending courses)?  

 
Majorities determined that the following were ‘most important’ or ‘significantly most important’ (in rank   
order from most important): 

− Field work under supervision (82%) 
− Personally directed fieldwork 
− Mentoring 
− Personal desk based research 
− Libraries and archives 
− Networking (55%) 

 
In the recommendations to this report, these factors are brought together in a recommendation for 
appropriate training for licensees. 
 
There were small majorities (55%) that informal learning via journals and visits to archaeological sites 
was ‘less important’ or ‘significantly less important’ and a mixed response to the value of informal 
learning via conferences and seminars, internet, and heritage events and museums. 
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Most Important Methods of Informal Learning
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*Sample size 12 

 0.3(b) Which of those items ticked on 0.3, do you feel is most beneficial, and why? 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

  0.4 What do you see as the primary objective of the training and education specified in 0.3 (b)    ?  
A majority (55%) of survey respondents saw the primary objective of their education and training as 
developing vocational archaeological skills; a smaller number (36%) saw it as developing academic and 
research rigour, with just one response (9%) to developing transferable skills. 
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0.5 Over what length of time have you been involved in archaeology?  

Length of Time Involved in Archaeology
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*Sample size 12 

 
 

0.6 On average how much of your time are you currently involved in archaeology? 

Proportion of Time Devoted to Archaeology
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0.7 How do you regard yourself as an archaeologist? 

Nature of Involvement
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0.8 In what nation or region do you mainly practice archaeology? 

Region Where Respondents Mainly Carry out 
Archaeology
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1.0 Defining the scope of Maritime Archaeology 
Questions in this section were intended to contribute to the objective of defining maritime archaeology.  
Questions addressed the range of site types and the degree of agreement with the definition derived 
from earlier consultation phases. 

1.1 What types of sites do you consider to be within the scope of Maritime Archaeology  

 
 
A range of working environments and site types were identified and articulated in Question 1.1.  The 
same site types were listed in questions 1.2 (In which of the following site types do you have 
experience?) and in question 4.7 (what site types were covered by your formal education and training?).  
The results to all three are presented in this chart for comparative purposes.  
 
The overall picture from the responses was that the majority felt that all of the site types were in scope 
of maritime archaeology.  The experience of the different site types fell below the identification that site 
types were in scope, and for almost all site types, respondents had experience of a wider range of site-
types than had been covered by their formal education and training.  In other words, in general each 
respondent recognised that there were site types in maritime archaeology that s/he personally had no 
experience of, and each respondent had experience of site types that had not been covered by his/her 
formal training and education. The only exception was submerged landscapes, for which there were 
more respondents who indicated that it had been covered in their formal education and training, than 
indicated they had experience of this site type.  This presumably reflects the fact that all maritime 
archaeology bachelors and masters courses cover submerged landscapes theoretically but do not 
necessarily conduct any practical sessions on these sites, and also reflects the preponderance of ‘ships 
and boats’ as recognised archaeological sites in UK waters.    
 
In question 1.1, although a broad range of environments and site types were provided, a majority of 
respondents ticked most of these, with only ‘flooded caverns’ and ‘moats, ponds and wells’ being 
selected by less than half of the respondents.  ‘Underwater sites’, ‘foreshore sites’, ‘submerged 
landscapes’, ‘coastal settlements’ and ‘ships and boats’ were selected by all of the respondents.  This 
response supports the position from the individual and stakeholder consultations that maritime 
archaeology is archaeology with a particular theme, rather than archaeology carried out in a particular 
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environment.  Indeed this theme leads archaeologists to work in a broad range of environs and site 
types.  
 
1.2 In which of the following site types do you have experience? 
In rank order, the site-types of which most respondents had experience of were: 

− Underwater sites (all but one respondent) 
− Ships and boats 
− Ports, harbours and docks 
− Foreshore sites, 
− Coastal settlements (equal with foreshore sites) 
− Cargoes and traderoutes over water (equal with foreshore sites) 
− Rivers and riverbanks (equal with foreshore sites) 
− Submarines 
− Sites in man-made lakes (equal with submarines) 
− Crashed aircraft underwater 
− Inland waterways (equal with crashed aircraft underwater) 
− Submerged landscapes 
− Seaplanes 
− Moats, ponds and wells (equal with seaplanes) 
− Flooded or underwater caverns (equal with seaplanes) 
− Other (equal with seaplanes)  

 
An obvious implication of these responses is the low level of responses to experience of submerged 
landscapes.  Equally, with the increasing interest in industrial archaeology, it seems that there is a 
potential resource in inland waterways and man-made lakes that is not being explored by maritime 
archaeologists. 
 
4.7 From the list below, please indicate which site types were covered in your formal education 
and training? 
For site types covered by formal education and training, the majority (67%) indicated ‘ships and boats’ 
followed by ‘underwater sites’ (58%).  Half or fewer respondents indicated (in rank order): 

− Cargoes and trade routes over water 
− Foreshore sites 
− Submerged landscapes (equal response as to foreshore sites) 
− Coastal settlements (equal response as to foreshore sites) 
− Ports, harbours and docks (equal response as to foreshore sites) 
− Rivers and riverbanks 
− Submarines 
− Flooded or underwater caverns 

 
There was also one response to other.   
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No respondents indicated that their formal education and training had covered: 
− Seaplanes 
− Crashed aircraft underwater 
− Sites in man-made lakes 
− Moats, ponds and wells 
− Inland waterways 

 
Three respondents (25%) indicated ‘none of the above’ either because they were archaeologists but not 
from the maritime sector or were from a related discipline. 
 

1.1. 1.3  What is maritime archaeology?   

1.2 Maritime Archaeology has been defined as “the scientific study of the material remains of humans and 
their relationship with, and activities in, on, around and under the sea, rivers, lakes and adjacent locales”. 
To what extent do you agree with this definition? 

  

If you disagree, or only partly agree with this definition please explain why? 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Agreement with Definition of Maritime 
Archaeology
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agree

 
 
An overwhelming majority of survey respondents (92%) either agreed or strongly agreed with this 
definition 
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2. 2.0 Future Trends in Maritime Archaeology 

3. 2.1(a). What timeframe do you use for near term planning of archaeological work? 

Near Term Planning Time Frame
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2.1 (b).  What timeframe do you use for strategic planning of archaeological work?  
 

Strategic Planning Timeframe
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2.2(a) How do you predict the amount of funding for (maritime) archaeological work will change 
over the short term i.e. within the next 5 years?  

And  

2.4 Compared to now, how do you see the funding for maritime archaeological work changing  in 
the longer term i.e. the next  5 to 10 years?  

Question 2.2 and 2.4 of the survey explored how respondents predicted funding would change in the 
short term (the next five years) and long term (5 to 10 years) respectively.  In each case a small majority 
thought there would be less funding (either ‘very substantially less funds available’ or ‘less funds 
available’), although some gave a neutral response ‘neither more or less funds available’ or an 
optimistic response ‘more funds available’).  There was more optimism in the longer term than in the 
short term. 
 

Prediction of How Funding Will Change
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2.2(b) How do you predict the application of funding for (maritime) archaeological work will 
change over the short term i.e. within the next 5 years? Will more or less funds be applied to 
outreach  or non-intrusive investigations, for example? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 
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2.3 What do you see as the main drivers for a change in funding in the short term i.e. within the 
next 5 years?  

 

Questions 2.3 and 2.5 asked about the drivers for these changes in the short and long term 
respectively.  The top three drivers for less funds were (in rank order) 

 

Top three drivers for less funds in the 
Short term (0-5 years): 

 Top three drivers for less funds in the 
Long Term (5-10 years): 

Competing demands for public funds  Competing demands for public funds 
Commercial activities directed at cultural 
heritage 

 Built environment on the coast 

Heritage industry and interest by the 
public 

 Access to Maritime heritage by 
recreational users 

 
The top three drivers for more funds were (in rank order) 

Top three drivers for more funds in the 
Short term (0-5 years): 

 Top three drivers for more funds in the 
Long Term (5-10 years): 

Marine energy development  Heritage industry and interest by the 
public 

Climate change and sea shore change  Climate change and sea shore change 
Heritage industry and interest by the 
public 

 Marine energy development 
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2.5 What do you see as the main drivers for this longer term change over the same period i.e. the 
next 5 to 10 years?  

 
 
 

2.7 How do you see the requirement for competent people operating in the discipline of maritime 
archaeology changing over the longer term i.e. within the next 5 -10 years? 

A majority (60%) of survey respondents indicated that the need for competent people would either 
increase or significantly increase within the next five years. Less than a third (30%) of respondents felt 
that there would be no change in the number of competent people required within the next 5 years.  
Over the longer term, an even larger majority (70%) indicated a need for more competent people and 
nobody thought there would be no change in the number of competent people needed.  However, a 
small number (10%) felt that the need for competent people would fall within the next 5 years, and this 
percentage grew (to 20%) over the longer term.   
 
This increase in pessimism is though to stem from the view held by many of the consultees (mainly 
amateur/avocationals) that the amount of maritime archaeological investigation undertaken would fall 
over the same period. 
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Changes in Requirement for Competent People
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The implication of the view that more people will be needed but less funding will be available is that the 
shortfall cannot be filled by career archaeologists but will need to be filled by avocationals. 
 
However, it should be noted that marine energy development would imply that associated 
archaeological research would be funded by industry, so would be carried out by professional rather 
than avocational archaeologists and would not need to be funded by the limited amount of public 
funding available for maritime archaeology and other heritage projects. 
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2.8 How do you see the role of volunteers / avocationals changing in the short term i.e. within the 
next 5 years? 

Questions 2.8 and 2.9 explored the expectations of how the role of avocationals will change. 
 
In the short term, overall just over half (51%) thought avocationals would contribute more than now, just 
over a third (34%), thought they would contribute less.  15% were neutral. A majority (67%) thought that 
avocationals would make ‘more’ or ‘significantly more’ contribution to the knowledge base.  Just over 
half (58%) also thought that avocationals would contribute ‘more’ or ‘significantly more’ location and 
identification of maritime sites and engagement and outreach with the public.  Although in each case 
there were also neutral and opposing views.  Half (50%) thought they would have ‘more’ or ‘significantly 
more’ access to maritime sites, and also perform ‘more’ non-intrusive fieldwork.  But a majority (58%) 
thought there would be less or significantly less intrusive fieldwork carried out by avocationals. 

Changes in Role of Avocationals - Short Term
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2.9 How do you see the role of volunteers / avocationals changing in the longer term i.e. within the 
next 5 – 10 years? 

The prediction for the longer term is similar except that a larger minority (33%) saw avocationals as 
having ‘significantly less’ access to maritime sites, and a larger majority (67%) thought that avocationals 
would perform ‘more’ or significantly more’ non-intrusive fieldwork’.   
 

Changes in Role of Avocationals - Long Term
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2.10 In your opinion, how is the demand for each of the following skills likely to change in the 
short term i.e. within the next 5 years? 

Overall a majority (66%) of respondents indicated that the need for skills will increase or significantly 
increase within the next 5 years.  A quarter of respondents (25%) indicated that the demand for skills 
will neither increase nor decrease and a small proportion (10%) indicated that the demand for skills will 
fall. 
 
In rank order all respondents saw an increased demand for: 

− Project Management 
− Historical and Topic research skills 
− Publication and dissemination skills 
− Personal and professional behaviour 
− Team and interpersonal communication skills 

 
Some respondents predicted less demand for some of the skills, however, majorities still predicted more 
demand for (in rank order): 

− Non-intrusive fieldwork 
− Intellectual archaeological skills 
− Finds handling analysis 

 
For intrusive fieldwork, slightly under half the respondents predicted ‘more’ demand for skills, but 
significant numbers were neutral or predicted ‘less demand’ or ‘significantly less demand’. 
 
 

Changes in Demand for Skills - Short Term
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4. 3.0 Good Practice and Standards 

3.1 Thinking generally about obligations for meeting standards of good practice in archaeology, 
which factors are relevant or apply to you?  

Relevant Standards for Good Practice in Archaeology
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standards and
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Other standards and
guidance (please

specify below)

Customer
expectations

Personal ethics Public expectations Legal obligations and
regulation

 

Any other not listed here? ………………………………………………………… 

A set of questions (3.2 to 3.6) asked respondents to indicate the importance/relevance of different 
types of standards and in maintaining standards.  The responses are presented in one chart for 
comparative purposes. 

3.2 How important are the published archaeological standards (e.g. National Occupational 
Standards) in defining what you do when carrying out archaeological activities?  

  Respondents who don’t use NOS or IFA Standards (personally or professionally), were asked to 
respond in the ‘not relevant/important’ category. Just over half of respondents to question 3.2 (55%) 
indicated that published standards, such as the National Occupational Standards were “not relevant at 
all” in defining what they do when carrying out archaeological activities.  However the remainder (45%) 
did consider these positively relevant.  

3.3 How important are the unit or organisationally-defined standards in defining what you do 
when carrying out archaeological activities? 

 Respondents who don’t work for a commercial archaeology unit were asked to respond in the ‘not       
relevant/important’ category 

A third of respondents  (33%) indicated that unit or organisational standards were ‘important’ in defining 
their work but over half (58%) said they were ‘not relevant’ (although this proportion includes a 
significant avocational component, who are presumably not part of a unit). 8% who gave a neutral 
response, whilst  
And 

3.4 How important are your personal standards when carrying out archaeological activities? 
A strong majority (88%) indicated that personal standards were ‘important’ when carrying out 
archaeological work, with not a single respondent indicating that personal standards were ‘not 
important’, however a small proportion (17%) gave a neutral response.  
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And 

3.5 How important is continuing professional development (CPD) in maintaining standards and 
keeping up to date? 

Over a quarter of respondents (27%) indicated that continuing personal/professional development was 
of the “utmost importance” in maintaining standards, and almost half (46%) thought that this was 
“generally important” with no respondents giving a negative response. 18% gave a neutral response 

3.6 How important is it to be a member of a professional body such as the Institute for 
Archaeologists in maintaining the standards and keeping up to date? 

Similar to question 3.5, just over a quarter (27%) of respondents indicated that membership of a 
professional body such as the IFA was “generally important” in maintaining standards. However over a 
third (36%) gave a neutral response, and the same proportion (36%) indicated that membership was 
“not important at all”. 
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5. 4.0 Training Provision for Maritime Archaeology 

4.1 How important is formal education e.g. university degree in developing competence in each of 
the following areas? 

Overall more than a third (38%) of respondents indicated that a university degree (undergraduate or 
postgraduate was not stipulated) was either “important” or “very important” in developing the identified 
skills, but a larger proportion overall (43%) indicated that this type of formal education was “not 
important at all” and a further group (12%) it was of little importance. 7% gave a neutral response.  
However, these overall figures include some skills for which a majority thought formal education. 
 
Formal education such as a University degree was ‘important’ or ‘very important’ in developing 
competence in intellectual archaeological skills for a significant majority (67%) and over half (58%) 
thought it was ‘important’ or ‘very important’ in developing competence in finds handling analysis.  But a 
majority (67%, 75% and 83% respectively) thought it was not important for project management, 
personal and behaviour skills, team and interpersonal skills.  This is perhaps because these skills could 
be developed informally through practical application and experience.  Project Management is well 
recognised across differing industries as being a practical skill underpinned by organisational theory. 
The response to the role of formal education in non-intrusive fieldwork, intrusive fieldwork and in 
publication and disseminations skills was mixed, with no majority in either direction. 
 
The high number of individuals who consider that a degree is “not important at all” may reflect the 
avocational nature of respondents (a majority having listed themselves as either amateur/avocational or 
not an archaeologist versus under half who considered themselves professional archaeologists). This 
same sentiment was repeatedly expressed in all but two of the stakeholder meetings, those two 
meetings being attended by professional archaeologists, while the remainder were again dominated by 
amateur/avocational participants. 
 
 

Role of Formal Education (Degree etc) in Developing Competence
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* Sample Size 12 
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4.2 How important is formal training e.g. short courses in developing competence in each of the 
following areas? 

A slight majority overall (52%) judged that formal training such as short courses were ‘important’ or ‘very 
important’, but over a third (38%) suggested that short courses were of ‘little importance’ or ‘not 
important at all’.  10% gave a neutral response. 
  
The top three skills best learned via short course were considered to be non-intrusive investigation, and 
finds handling and material culture, and intellectual skills / interpretative ability, with noticeable 
majorities (83% and 75% respectively) selecting the first two as ‘important’ or ‘very important’ and over 
half (58%) indicating that formal training was ‘important’ or ‘very important’ for intellectual skills.  This 
may reflect a bias of avocational respondents plus respondents from related disciplines, for whom short 
courses provide an accessible route to these skills, or the usefulness of short courses and seminars in 
continuing professional development by providing access to new areas of knowledge.  There was a 
negative response to the role of formal training in developing personal and professional behaviour (i.e. 
including the application of ethics), and team and interpersonal skills.  The response to the role of formal 
training in developing competence in project management, historical topic research skills and in 
publication and disseminations skills was mixed, with no majority in either direction. 
 

Role of Formal Training (short courses etc) in Developing Competence
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*Sample Size 12 

4.3 How important is informal learning i.e. practical experience in developing competence in each 
of the following areas? 

Informal learning, such as practical experience, seems to have been favoured by respondents as the 
best method of gaining skills.  Almost two-thirds (64%) of respondents indicated that informal learning 
was either “important” or “very important” in generating skills, with the remainder mostly were neutral 
(22%) , rather than considering this of ‘little importance’ or ‘no importance’ (14%).  
 
Compared with formal education and training informal learning was overwhelmingly (by 92%) seen as 
‘more important’ or ‘significantly more important’ in skills for intrusive fieldwork and non-intrusive 
fieldwork.  There was also a bias in favour of informal learning for project management/administrative 
skills, intellectual archaeological skills, historical and topic research skills and also for personal and 
professional behaviour and team and interpersonal skills, with a very slight bias in favour of informal 
learning for public and dissemination skills..  
 
So while survey respondents had recognised the importance of formal education and formal training, 
the responses indicate that respondents think that experience counts for more. 



 

 - 92 - 

 
Of the respondents who judged informal learning negatively (as opposed to neutral or positively) 
compared with formal education and training, practical experience was thought to be least pertinent to 
the development of professional and personal behaviour skills (including the application of ethics), 
publication and dissemination skills, and interpersonal communication and team working skills.  
 

Role of Informal Learning (Practical Experience etc) in Developing Competence
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4.4 How useful has the evidence provided by your education and training been in demonstrating 
competence in each of the following areas? 
 

Overall over half (51%) of respondents indicated that the evidence provided as a result of their learning 
activities was important in demonstrating competence. About a third (37%) responded that this was of 
no or little importance, while a smaller proportion (12%) gave a neutral response.  
 
Education and training is seen to be most useful in demonstrating competence in intellectual and 
archaeological skills and historical and topic research skills.   
 
Perhaps because of the perceived lack of evidence generated, the response to the role of education 
and training in demonstrating competence in project management, intrusive fieldwork, non-intrusive 
fieldwork, personal and professional behaviour, team and interpersonal skills and in publication and 
disseminations skills was mixed, with no majority in either direction. 
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4.5 Compared with now, how do you think the focus for the provision of formal education and 
training should change in the short term i.e. within the next 5 years? 

The suggested increase in demand for more competent people (see question 2.6) is reflected in the 
answers regarding shifting emphasis on formal training over the next five years.  Overall half (50%) of 
respondents specified that “more” or “significantly more” emphasis was required on formal training and 
education in maritime archaeology within next 5 years.  About a third (38%) specified no change in 
emphasis, with only a small proportion (12%) indicating less emphasis on formal education was 
required.  
 
A significant majority wanted more emphasis on (in rank order): 

− Publication and dissemination skills 
− Intellectual, archaeological skills 
− Intrusive fieldwork 
− Non-intrusive Fieldwork 
− Historical and topic research skills 

These skills are also addressed in the recommendation for development of training strategy. 
 
On balance the response was towards more rather than less emphasis on project management and 
finds handling analysis but with views in both directions. The bipolar opinion about project management 
skills is interesting. It perhaps simply reflects the combination of practical and theoretical aspects of 
project management, and the preference in learning styles by individual respondents.  Those requesting 
more emphasis reflect the NAS’s own experience in receiving requests for formal project management 
training, and perhaps a recognition of the formalizaton of the process for applying for a protected wreck 
license, and /or funding to work on maritime sites in general. 
 
The majority (58%) were neutral on personal and professional behaviour skills and team and 
interpersonal skills, but more (25%) responded recommending ‘significantly less emphasis’ than 
responded (17%) ‘more emphasis’ or ‘significantly more emphasis’. 
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4.6 What do you think is the most important driver for the provision of this training / education? 
Demand from participants was the favoured response to the question of the primary driver for provision 
of education and training, and presumably therefore as the driver of the changes in 4.5. 

Drivers for the Provision of Education and Training
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Any other not listed here? ………………………………………………………… 

4.7 From the list below, please indicate which site types were covered in your formal education 
and training? 

See Chart and analysis under Question 1.1 
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5.0 Barriers to Competence Development 

5.1 In your experience, what are the access barriers to improving competence specifically in 
maritime archaeology? 

Overall, almost half (44%) of all those who responded indicated that there were ‘frequently’ or ‘always’ 
barriers to accessing skill development training. Just over a third (38%) specified either no barriers or 
low barriers, and a smaller proportion (18%) was neutral.   
 
Overwhelmingly ‘cost’ was the most significant barriers to development. The geographic location of 
training providers (colloquially feedback indicates that this is in reference to the NAS bias of running 
courses on the south coast), was ranked next followed by a general lack of opportunity. Three 
respondents indicated ‘other’. 
 
The perceived need for a degree, the requirement for HSE diving qualification and accessibility were 
perceived as presenting little or no barrier.  
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5.2 If you specified cost as a barrier in 5.1, in your experience, what are the cost barriers to 
improving competence specifically in maritime archaeology? 

 
Breaking ‘cost’ down, the cost of archaeological education and training and the cost of field work were 
the largest barriers. The cost of diver training and low pay for archaeologists were not really seen as 
barriers. Again this may be the result of the high avocational/amateur response, in that participants were 
divers first, and thus don’t consider this a barrier to the development of archaeological competence.  

Cost Barriers to Improving Competence
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5.3 If you specified opportunity as a barrier in 5.1, in your experience, what are the opportunity 
barriers to improving competence specifically in maritime archaeology? 

Of ‘opportunity’ barriers, the strongest responses (in the sense of ‘always’ or ‘frequently’ a barrier) were 
a lack of opportunity to progress beyond basic fieldwork, and a lack of opportunity to receive coaching 
and supervision in the field, followed by lack of opportunity to undertake fieldwork. 
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5.3 If you specified other as a barrier in 5.1, in your experience, what are the other barriers to 
improving competence specifically in maritime archaeology? 

Of the ‘other’ barriers to competence development, over half (67% and 60% respectively) of the 
respondents indicated that the lack of supervision, and lack of mentors were both ‘always’ or ‘frequently’ 
a barrier. 
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6.0 International Consensus 

6.1 In your experience, to what extent do maritime archaeologists in other countries need to have 
more/less evidence of qualification? 
 

Do Maritime Archaeologists in Other Countries Need More Evidence of Qualification
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6.2 In your experience, to what extent do maritime archaeologists in other countries need to have 
more/less evidence of competence? 
 

Do Maritme Archaeologists in Other Countries Need More Evidence of Competence?
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6.3 In your opinion, how likely it is to gain international consensus on the standards and 
competence required in maritime archaeology 

Likelihood of Gaining International Consensus
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More people thought this was ‘impossible’ or ‘somewhat impossible’ (50%) than those who thought it 
‘somewhat possible’ or ‘entirely possible’ (30%). 20% were neutral,   The diversity of views and 
tendency towards pessimism about whether this can be achieved is consistent with other parts of the 
consultation. 
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7.0 Gaps in Provision 
Questions 7.1 and 7.2 of the survey explored whether there were gaps in the provision of training 
considering site types (using the same categories as questions 1.1, 1.2 and 4.7) and skill development 
(using the same categories as 2.10, 4.1 to 4.5, 6.1 and 6.2).   
 

7.1 In your experience can you identify any gaps in the provision of education and training for the 
following site types?  

None of the respondents thought that there was adequate training provision for seaplanes / crashed 
aircraft (for which over half thought there were gaps, and the remainder didn’t know), or for inland 
waterways and flooded caverns (for which slightly less than half thought there were gaps, but over half 
didn’t know).  These responses are consistent with the responses to questions 1.2 and 4.7 in which 
respondents were asked to indicate the site types that they had experience of, and those which had 
been covered by their formal education and training.. 
 
One respondent thought that the question on site-types was inappropriate as a good archaeological 
education should prepare the archaeologist to adapt to different sites.  However, from the aspect of 
practical skills it is to be hoped that training would be available on at least safety issues for different 
types of site (underwater versus foreshore) and for more extreme environments (such as flooded 
caverns and wells).   Also from the training providers’ survey, it is clear that those setting courses 
believe that it is important that the thematic issues for very different types of site (ships and boats 
versus submerged landscapes for example) are addressed in the University courses. 
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7.2 In your experience can you identify any gaps in the provision of education and training for the 
following skills?  

Overall, just under half indicated there were gaps in training provision for specific skills, with a third 
indicating that this wasn’t relevant or they didn’t know. 
 
Overwhelmingly respondents felt there were gaps in provision of training for intrusive investigation, 
followed by technical and personal skills for historical and topic based research and intrusive 
investigation.  
 
The majority of respondents either didn’t know, or thought that gaps were not relevant for personal and 
professional skills and for team and interpersonal skills – the remainder were relatively evenly split 
between thinking there were gaps in provision, or no gaps.  There was also a relatively even split for 
heritage skills and publication skills.  For project management, non-intrusive investigation and 
intellectual skills, there was a preponderance of respondents indicating there were gaps, but there were 
also significant numbers of respondents who thought there were no gaps.  This split between a 
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significant number indicating that there are gaps, and others indicating that there is adequate provision 
is thought to be the result of adequate availability of university education for maritime archaeology.  
 

Perceived Gaps in Education and Training Provision for Skills
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*Sample size 12 
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8.0 Assessment of Competency 
The survey asked respondents about the most reliable methods for assessing competence of 
individuals (questions 8.1, 8.3, and 8.4), and also of organisations (question 8.2) 

8.1 What methods have you found useful to assess the competency of individuals ? 
 ‘Personal experience of them’ was indicated to be the best method, with almost half the respondents 
indicated that this gave ‘total reliability’, while the remainder indicated ‘good reliability’.  Next most useful 
were ‘reference or recommendation’ or ‘interview and questioning about competence’ to which there 
were mainly ‘total reliability’ or ‘good indicator’ responses but a minority had a neutral response.  The 
‘list of publications’ and ‘portfolio of experience of competence’ received positive responses overall, but 
there were some negative responses.  ‘Dive log’ received mostly neutral responses, with a slight 
balance for its positive indicators, and ‘CV showing level and amount of experience’ on balance 
received responses in favour of it as a positive indicator, but there were almost as many giving negative 
responses.  The ‘CV showing level and amount of responsibility’ was slightly less favoured than the ‘CV 
showing level and amount of experience’.  ‘CPD record’ received positive and negative responses in 
approximately equal amounts and ‘qualifications’ received an overall negative response.  ‘Grade of 
membership of IFA or other body’ received mostly neutral responses and no positive responses.  There 
was one response for ‘other’ having ‘total reliability’   
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8.2 If you are commissioning archaeological work, what methods have you found useful to assess 
the competency of organisations providing archaeological services? 

Only a few (4) respondents commissioned such services and answered the question.  None of the 
methods were indicated to have ‘total reliability’, however, all of the respondents indicated ‘good 
indicator’ for ‘reference or recommendation’ and for ‘personal experience of working with the team’.  
Ranked next was the ‘Quality of project design’ for which a majority (75%) indicated ‘good reliability’, 
there was some neutral response, but no negative responses.  ‘List of publications’ and ‘case studies 
from previous projects’ were seen by the majority (75%) to be ‘good indicator’s, but a minority (25%) 
marked these as ‘weak indicator’s.  There were mixed responses to ‘qualifications of team members’, 
‘competence management within the organisation’ and ‘meeting with the archaeological director’, and 
half (50%) of respondents giving negative responses to ‘CVs of key individuals’ and ‘RAO from IFA or 
equivalent body’.  No respondents responded with other methods. 
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8.3 In your experience, how useful do you expect the following elements of the Vocational 
Qualification and the National Occupational Standards to be in assessing competence of others?  

Expectation of the Usefulness of NVQ and NOS in Assessing Competence
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*Sample size 12 
The only aspect to which respondents gave an overall positive response (50% of respondents) was 
‘candidate’s portfolio of evidence of competence’ (which could presumably be scrutinised and explored 
during the interview which was favoured in question 8.1).  The ‘NVQ qualification – Level 3 (Practitioner) 
or Level 4 (Supervisor)’ and the ‘Defined NOS standards to set required job competencies’, received 
negative responses from half (50%) of respondents.  ‘Assessment by a qualified assessor of units and 
elements’ received neutral responses from half (50%) of the respondents, but with more negative 
responses (33%) than positive (17%).  There were no responses to ‘other’.  This has implications for 
competence management strategies, in that respondents indicate that it is the portfolio of evidence, 
rather than any qualification element that is the more useful part.  Archaeologists, both professional and 
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avocational could be encouraged to keep such a portfolio, irrespective of whether they are engaged on 
a formal qualification process. 

 

8.4 What methods do you use to assess competence? 

Methods for Asessing Competence
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 This question targeted methods suitable for assessment of fellow team-members, employees or self 

assessment.  Generally most of the methods received a large number of neutral responses.  There 
were just two responses to ‘other’ both of which scored this positively.  The most favoured method was 
‘feedback from peer review of publications’ for which over half (55%) of respondents thought that this 
was a ‘good indicator’.  ‘Professional development using other criteria’ also received no negative 
responses, although only a small number (11%) gave it a positive response.  ‘Achieving additional 
qualifications’ and ‘feedback from presentation at conferences etc’ received overall positive responses, 
with almost half of respondents (44%) indicating that these were ‘good indicators’.  Next favoured was 
‘Personal development review using own criteria’ and then ‘Ability to meet the criteria of advertised 
positions’ for which there were more positive responses (25%) than negative (12%) but with a majority 
(62%) giving a neutral response.  ‘Professional development review using NOS’ received just one 
response that it was a ‘good indicator’ counter-balanced by a response that it was ‘Not reliable or 
misleading’. ‘Personal development review using NOS’ scored even less well with more negative 
responses (22%), than positive (11%).  Least favoured of all was ‘Grade of professional membership of 
IFA (or other professional body)’, for which there were no positive responses at all. 
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9.0 Quality and Fitness for Purpose of Training 
Question 9.1 asked the respondents about methods of assessing the quality and fitness for purpose of 
training programmes, and question 9.2 asked the reliability (in terms of quality and fitness for purpose) 
of information available before the course takes place. 

9.1 In your experience, how reliable an indicator are each of the items below in assessing the 
quality of training programmes? 

 
The responses to question 9.1 indicated that the best methods were (in rank order): 

− Feeling of engagement and interest in the topic 
− Experience of whether able to apply the training afterwards 
− Confidence to undertake the task after training (equal with item above) 
− Quality of delivery 

These four did not receive any negative responses. 
 
The remaining methods in rank order were: 

− Review if the training delivered the stated learning objectives (a majority indicated this had ‘total 
reliance’ or was a ‘good indicator’ 

− Review or measure of the difference that applying the training makes to carrying out 
archaeology (no negative responses but a majority neutral) 

− Review if the training achieved objectives consistent with NOS 
− Contribution to improvement in career opportunities 
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Neither good nor week indicator
Weak indicator 
Not reliable or misleading

 

9.2 In your experience, how reliable an indicator are each of the items below in determining 
whether a training programme is fit for purpose? 
The responses to question 9.2 showed that the best methods (in rank order) to assess the quality and 
fitness for purpose of training before the course takes place are: 

− Judgement based on previous experience of named tutor/trainer (a significant majority indicated 
this was a ‘good indicator’ and there were no negative responses). 

− Assess Learning objectives against job need 
− Judgement based on previous experience of training organisation 
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The remainder of methods received a mixed response and the ranking is less clear but in approximately 
the rank order: 

− Judgement based on reputation of training organisation 
− Assess Learning objectives against personal development plan 
− Assess Learning objectives against strategic objectives 
− Description of how the learning will be delivered 
− Other accreditation of training course 
− IFA or ATF accreditation of training course 

 
There were slightly negative overall responses (but with a majority neutral) to the reliability of: 

− Assess Learning objectives against National Occupational Standards 
− Judgement based on reputation of named tutor/trainer 
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10. Further Comments 
If you have any further comments, please use the space below. The Nautical Archaeology Society would 
like to thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.  

 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 

--- END --- 
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Appendix 3 - Detailed Responses to the Public Consultation 

 
This report is appendix to the Benchmarking Competency study commissioned by English Heritage and 
conducted by the Nautical Archaeology Society.  The material here provides detail from one part of the 
study, namely the Stakeholder / Public Consultation meetings held in Edinburgh on the 24th January 
2008, London on 1st February 2008, and in Plymouth on the 8th February 2008. This report provides 
detail on the responses to the consultation.  A selection of relevant quotes are included. 
 

A3.1 Attitude to the concept of benchmarking and the project 
Several attendees were suspicious that there was an agenda to use standards of competence as an 
excuse to exclude avocationals from maritime archaeology.  For the majority this suspicion was either 
not present or was allayed by the facilitation of the workshop and the comments of other delegates.  A 
few came to the workshop with very positive attitudes, seeing it as an opportunity – whether for 
individuals, for the future of the discipline, or for the interests of avocationals in general.  Over the 
course of the consultation, the positive views tended to convince some of the sceptical, but with some 
remaining caveats, such as the suspicion that whatever the intentions of the existing project, the results 
could be misused in the future, or that the a competence scheme might not be sufficiently well devised 
or could be bureaucratic or expensive: 

 “Enthusiastic divers shouldn't be deprived of the 'right' and opportunity to be involved in maritime 
archaeology at all levels”  

“People have seen Benchmarking [project] as a threat.  We can turn it on its head.”  

“We've made our mistakes and learnt but we need to decide for the future”  

“It is an opportunity for recreational to have their skills acknowledged not a hurdle”  

“What many of us are against is the archaeologists that say you need a degree before you do what we 
do” 

“By going through this exercise we can steer it. The choice is we write it-or someone else comes along 
and writes it and we aren't allowed to do anything on site”  

“We have been pointing out the pitfalls these are not a reason not to do it, but the things we need to be 
wary of…. lf we don’t do it others will and we won't even be consulted”  

“This is an essential exercise but worried about the timescale - don't want someone from government 
doing it in parallel before we complete” 

“Reiterating long process and opportunity. It will make recommendations when it finishes”  

“I think we should thank Sarah for all the work done, and for giving us the opportunity [to be involved]” 
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A3.2 Views on setting standards 
There was scepticism that it was possible to set standards in maritime archaeology.  Given this 
scepticism, it is not surprising that there was not a consensus on the desirability of doing so: 

“There are no standards in maritime all over the world. Archaeology is what you [countries] can afford. If 
we can define what the minimum acceptable and what the good standards are, it will be shown that 
there are a lot of people in offices around the world [professional archaeologists] that don't have our 
skills. If we define the standards we can publish this around the world and highlight the benefit of 
avocationals around the world”  

“Diving Schools [training organisations] have some commonality across the world. Also if you get it 
wrong [diving] you die so it is Darwinian. But not the case for archaeology. Also it [archaeology] is very 
site specific”  

“Significant is the ones left over after the non-significant have been taken away, Even archaeologists 
can t agree on significance” 

“There is a scoring system for significance of wrecks. But if you apply it every wreck is significant” 

“But good practice has not been defined. A person for a particular site is only OK for that site.  The work 
may not be good practice” 

“At the end of the day there is no right or wrong way”  

 

A3.3 Views on peer reviews 
There was some support for the operation of a peer review system, but also concerns about whether 
such a system could be objective and fair: 

“Only if we can assess our peers first!”  

“You have to be careful that peer review isn’t an old boys club, The advisory committee is not an 
exclusive club . It has people of diverse views. If a peer group is too narrow it would be a problem 
without outside moderation” 

“Peer review might not be objective” 

“Peer review could be part of a project. At a basic level anyone can sign you off but at higher level it 
needs more than one assessor and outside assessors” 

“Transferable skills could be ensured this way”  

 

A3.4 Views on competence of teams and individuals 
There was a strong consensus that for an archaeological project, the competence of the team needed 
to be considered, not just the competence of individual members.  It was felt that it was not necessary 
or practical for every member of the team to have every competence.  Note that this attitude is not 
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inconsistent with the Annex to the 2001 UNESCO Convention.  The site archaeologist is responsible for 
ensuring archaeological standards.  Management skills are needed in the team leader to assess 
competence and to delegate appropriately.  Most team members could receive induction giving 
appropriate education about the significance of the site and its historical context, and instruction about 
how to apply their (existing) skills to this site.  Equally not everyone needs particular specialist skills, 
such as videography, although if all individuals, have a basic awareness and a basic competence it will 
make the team easier to manage (for example when the specialist is not available). 

“Competency of the team rather than individual - big subject and big range of sites - need different skills 
in different people” 

“Site archaeologist is the person who keeps the tabs on everything”  

 “Land excavation is conducted by an archaeologist running the site but the people doing the work may 
never had had any archaeology [experience]. Even prisoners get involved. The important thing is never 
to give anyone a task beyond their competence. But the Project and team must be under control by an 
Archaeologist. You don't need to graduate the whole team”  

“On a licence application you send in the team list and the list of skills of the team. The committee looks 
to see if the team as a whole has the skills. If the team doesn't have archaeological competence they 
will nominate an archaeologist but many teams don t need to have an archaeologist as they have the 
competence” 

“Can we clarify who should have the skills? Do we mean every member of every team? If so let’s go 
away” 

“A lot of the scholarship and knowledge of the site you might not have initially.  The leader must have it.  
The rest of the team need a willingness to learn” 

“There is a difference between practitioner and the team members.  Could put basic understanding.  
Scholarly separates the two levels [of practitioner/supervisor competence].  This [Basic understanding] 
comes from induction on the site” 

“Do you see these skills as [someone] needing all these skills? You might have excellent divers who 
aren't interested in archaeology - they do what you ask them to do” 

“What about a practitioner who doesn't have diving skills if he is an archaeologist?” 

“The team should have these skills not everyone. You may need an understanding - not need to have 
the skill” 

 “Delegation is needed.”  

 “With a new team need to be able to show that they have these level of skills, It may then be that they 
don't need an appointed archaeologist” 

“Someone in the team has to manage a record of the team competencies” 

“There isn't a problem while we have the advisory committee.  They understand the issues of team 
competencies - It could be English Heritage in the future” 
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A3.5 Views on assessment of competence 
There was concern that assessing competence would be challenging.  It appears that teams do apply 
their own processes of assessing the competence of people new to the team, and that in practice this 
means that such newcomers are not able to start on interesting tasks until a significant period has 
elapsed.  The meeting were therefore supportive of some system that would enable people who had 
worked on one site to go to another and to have some sort of statement of competence that would 
enable them to use their skills sooner.  However, there was also concern in case such a system 
became a barrier to participation.  The wide-ranging differences between sites (conditions, nature of the 
material being studied, delicacy of state of preservation), was also seen to be a challenge for such a 
system. 

“It must not be a barrier, I have always supported education but it must not be exclusive”  

“This applies equally to avocationals as to professional degree qualified. People that have a degree but 
not practical will also need to go through the whole process” 

“The biggest different between land and underwater is on land you can watch people and you can talk 
to them.  So from Mary Rose [experience] you need to teach them first. Then initially you check them 
regularly until they are ready to work on their own, The first excavation dives are on non-sensitive sites.  
We assessed them from their log books and their sketches”  

“We may have these skills - we learnt them through life. But if we are looking at new people to bring 
them on - the future of maritime archaeology - what are we looking for?  What do we need of people 
who want to transfer from site to site?” 

“A lot of [commercial] divers have a ticket and 10 weeks training but they are not competent. You can 
only assess competence when you see them doing the work”  

“When you assess competency, the training comes first but the training is not sufficient”  

“How do we know we are good at anything? We are opinionated. It doesn't mean we are good” 

“But how do we know each other has these skills?” 

“We all have different skills-how do you measure how we learn or attention to detail” 

 “If going to set up levels need to make it so everyone can assess so it doesn't need a big bureaucracy 
for assessing”  

“Person running a site should be able to make a judgement”  

“Some things are measurable like holding a tape measure. Others are not measurable, In first aid there 
are some things they need to achieve like seeing if they are breathing but an assessor has to make 
judgements about attitude”  

“But for the technical skills there are [right and wrong ways] because you can measure the difference in 
results”  
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“BSAC [criteria for qualifications] say competent and confident in the conditions e.g UK [cold, low 
visibility] not Caribbean [warm, good visibility] - Site manager then needs to deal with it” 

“Every site is different not just conditions, some sites are delicate” 

“It is a new field-technology is advancing very fast. Something today might not be relevant in two years 
time, You need to be able to deal with things on the hoof” 

“We need to decide the basic skills you need all the time, Regular skills”  

“Should reduce it to the skills that are critical to the site” 

“We need a core skill list” 

“The competency of the person on the site - don't want it too complicated. Need the basic things you 
expect - The benchmarks. The site supervisor decides. Don’t want to frighten the person away” 

“There has to be grandfather rights” 

“It takes a year for people to be assessed to join our team”  

 

A3.6 Views on training and developing competence 

“We are field archaeologists and need opportunity to learn from researchers”  

 “Part 3 courses are often very interesting but don't give you a Competency for going in the water. You 
can get the points and still be useless in the water” 

“Getting involved in heritage is a privilege not a right so we shouldn’t be tinkering with it unless we are 
competent.  I haven’t detected any heritage agency with any agenda to exclude people.  [Analogy with 
UK armed reserve forces]  The standards in the reserve forces has come up considerably through 
training.  Reserve forces are a force multiplier to the ministry of defence.  Avocationals are the same for 
archaeology.  The odd individual archaeologist may see us as a threat.  But it means we must train and 
there is a cost of training”  

“A lot of people don't want to do the academic - they want to go in the water, survey and recover 
material etc as a field archaeological assistant. It's about diving skills and training skills, As long as the 
site is overseen by an archaeologist who oversees what should be done” 

“We are field archaeologists. Can have progressive training” 

“Important you should not do what you are not competent for” 

“But you only learn from doing.” 

“But you don't have to learn on an actual site you can do it on a training course or you can do it as an 
apprenticeship.” 
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“Important points are competent and supervised.” 

“We shouldn't let people make mistakes on the archaeology” 

“Becoming competent is not just about structured training”  

“At any level you should mentor others”  

“The need to train them so the job is done well enough is part of the motivation”  

“Desire to teach should be a personal attribute with learning. A lot of this relates to our age, [with 
maturity] we do it, but it can still be a skill with different levels”  

“In a diving club you join to learn to dive. Yan don't have to give anything back until you reach a certain 
level, But not everyone has to become a teacher, not everyone has the ability”  

“It is inbred into us - It is an ethic - a value set in BSAC, but a branch can have people who would 
murder novices but have other talents they can use eg because they are good at boats, Everyone 
needs to grow their talents” 

“We all make mistakes so you gain experience by going on other sites, and learning how you could 
have done it better”  

“45 years ago a woman archaeologist at a conference said nothing of importance would be found in 
British waters. We persevered and we learnt by our mistakes. We all have our own skills and work 
together. Those who love the subject will come through”  

“We are learning all the time everyday of our lives. We don't want to be a barrier to stop the people of 
the future”  

“It is not about us it is about the kids now at primary school.  They shouldn't have to repeat our 
mistakes. We can make it better and easier for future generations”  

“For new wrecks they are found by divers. They are passionate to take it forward-They may not have 
the skills at first”  

“If a small team find a good site but they don't have the archaeology skill then what happens” 

“There are two ways to deal with that. One is to encourage that team to join another site to learn. Or if 
English Heritage wants to insist on certain competence they should make free courses availabl.” 

“To teach even basic in these is an incredible task eg it is 8 two day weekends to get the basic” 

“It could be a basic core course - it could be on site” 

“You can come in already having the skills from life eg if you have common sense and you've run your 
own business.” 

“See it as an opportunity where they lack a skill”  
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“On our site, the site director was planning grant applications so he sat down with the team and asked 
what training the team needed”  

“Some people never learn.”  

 “That's why informal assessment and learning works”  

“A strength of the [NAS] Part 3 structure is that it has options”  

“It won’t be free to send people on courses. We will pay for assessment processes”  

“The core skills - the basic should be identified and every group should have access to these sources. It 
could be an incentive to report sites”  

“We went to the local education authority and they were very keen to use Maritime archaeology for 
teaching”  

“But we have these skills from our life and experience.  We aren't someone straight from school”  

 

A3.7 Views on qualifications 

“The most competent people I have met in maritime archaeology are avocationals and the least 
competent were professional (paid)”  

“What many of us are against is the archaeologists that say you need a degree before you do what we 
do”  

“In diving industry - we can't get the supervisors because they have gone to work elsewhere, because 
we specified a particular qualification we haven’t got them”  

 “The NVQ should enable anyone to get to the top level without external qualification”  

“There is a need for a level 2 equivalent - That is what most people aspire to - they don't want to be a 
boffin” 

 

A3.8 Views on managing a competence system 

“There is no competency set for each person to work on each Site – I have developed a list from site 
assistant up to supervisor”  

“What about diving skills? What about number of dives before you can use an airlift? Is it better to teach 
an archaeologist to dive or take a diver and teach archaeological skills? For UK water visiblity and 
conditions - award depths [underwater archaeology related] qualifications and visibility [underwater 
archaeology related] qualifications? But a site director needn't dive if he has a lot of understanding” 

“In other industries it is called a skills passport”  

“What is the competence of the trainer who sets the standards?” 
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“In offshore diving they made up a competence book so all of us have some skills and could develop 
more skills, or more competence in same skills. All are signed off as competent to do the job because 
assessors could sign off e.g. by questioning or seeing we have done the job, Can start at zero [skills]”  

“This is all about trying to bring things forward. There has to b e a reason why people would do this” 

“At present if someone comes onto your site and you don't know them, All you have is a C.V., a dive log 
book and what their kit is. You could have a competence log book. Then you could put them in midway 
[in terms of challenging tasks] to see how they get on.” 

“Shouldn't have a pass or fail course or test but a demonstrably logged experience.” 

In business we look at the job - then role - then key tasks - then skills - then type of person and then 
what was their background.” 

 “Competence log could be a very big document e.g. if need to know different qualities of visibility per 
skill”  

“Your passport could say what sites you have done it in”  

“For law schools they use exams.  Arts students produce portfolios. We called it skills passport or 
competence record but it's the Portfolio like the arts student.” 

“If you want to address the nature of the Competence you want a signature tied in to the site.” 

“We are not just talking about teaching and getting the signature, It should enable you to jump in at 
every level if they are already capable”  

“If haven't done the competency for several years it comes down to the site manager to decide if you 
haven't done it recently how to handle it”  

“Don't bring too many rules and regulations - danger that people will do it [discovering significant sites] 
but won't tell you” 

“We need to be clear we are not looking at barriers and regulations, When I went to a dive club first I 
saw a list of skills I needed, It wasn't a barrier it was an opportunity to see what I needed to learn. Not 
barriers - like dive qualifications and medical certificate and log book, let you dive”  

“If it [the recommendations of this project] ever comes to fruit, It will be pertinent that everyone attends a 
workshop - train the trainer - so you can assess people, With more assessors you can go on any site to 
develop”  

“Transferable skills could be ensured this way” 

“A framework to education not a barrier. Youngsters who come along will have the same knowledge we 
have” 

“Any competence levels we set can get misused by others eg in the construction industry” 
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“Can have fast track assessments. An assessor trainer could join them on the site - Someone could fill 
in what they already do. NAS could tailor just the bits they need” 

“It’s called statement of prior learning” 

“A formal assessment system takes a lot of setting up. If you just want opportunities - make the 
competent statements clear enough so people can self assess”  

“Would have concerns about signing off others who were on the project if it was an area that I didn't 
have enough competence, I would have qualms about signing people off on personal skills”  

“People should be able to buy into the logbook idea” 

“The concern is the construction industry is going through the same process, you have to buy into it 
then they change it and you have to buy into the next one. People will join if attractive enough” 

“The recording sheet could be just downIoadable. If there is an organisation it must give something back 
- not just collect fees” 

“In Mary Rose situation they only worked on one site.  They were known to that site. So they shouldn't 
need the competence log. But if they want to go elsewhere it would be an advantage for them and they 
could get to work straight away”  

“Someone could fake a record but the role of the site manager is to check”  

“Must not be mandatory to have so many badges before you are signed off. We all continue to learn all 
the time”  

“It is very difficult. From commercial diving, there is no underwater Chain Saw course, so we trained a 
person on land course but then the government body doesn't recognise the ticket of competence, That 
is the danger of competencies because people use it for the wrong reason.  It can affect everybodies' 
careers” 

“Could you have managed the Mary Rose if everyone had to have the competencies?”  

“In effect we did.  We handled them at the time because we gave them induction” 

“It has to be progressive - need to ensure the entry level is not too high” 

“The NVQ should enable anyone to get to the top level without external qualification”  

“There is a need for a level 2 equivalent - That is what most people aspire to - they don't want to be a 
boffin”  

“It is all about making it easier and more opportunities. It needs to be assessed on practicalities” 

“By predefining levels as site supervisor etc it will restrict what you can do but you may be competent to 
level 5 in some areas.” 

“We are in danger of restricting people inappropriately.” 
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“Could try to narrow it to a minimum number of core skills plus as a bonus extra skills, so you could 
have the courses you have done extra like rigging and lift bags.” 

“With a matrix box you could just tick where you have the skills, You need to encourage and cajole and 
get people to play to their strengths.  This is how we do it at the moment but we do it by getting to know 
you”  

 “Within the competency levels - need fast track and grandfather clauses e.g. people could self assess 
and NAS could review.” 

“People could have a range of level skills.  Shouldn't say can't do anything if haven’t passed all the 
boxes of the lower levels” 

“It has to appeal to the people it is aimed at. It should be cheap - preferably free and very flexible. 
People shouldn't see it as a money making exercise”  

A3.9 Views on personal skills 

“The problem with common sense is - [it means] seeing things the way I see them! Common sense is a 
meaningless concept, The people who won't have someone who doesn't have common sense on my 
site means if they don't think my way.” 

“Motivation is missing from personal skills. It takes dedication to spend 10 years on a site.” 
“For any job you would want these skills. We shouldn't look at things we can't measure” 

“Sense of humour is missing” 

“Motivation is a key issue for granting a licence” 

“Divers’ awareness of own limits e.g. if you work on a 15m and suddenly are offered a 30m site” 

“Interest in the subject” 

“That is motivation.” 

“Awareness of technical limitations as well as diving e.g. back off when you reach something too 
complicate” 

“If expect motivation – if someone turns up, aren’t they motivated?” 

“Some people’s interest is wrongly directed – motivated by what they can get out of it.” 

“Isn’t that about integrity?” 

“No – they were honest about it [their interests].” 

“Some people are only there to add it to their CV.  That is a motivation but it can be bad.” 

“If they are good workers, does it matter?”  
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A3.10 Views on Intellectual  skills 

“A lot of the scholarship and knowledge of the site you might not have initially.  The leader must have it.  
The rest of the team need a willingness to learn.” 

 “There is a difference between practitioner and the team members.  Could put basic understanding.  
Scholarly separates the two levels [of practitioner/supervisor competence].  This [Basic understanding] 
comes from induction on the site.” 

“Scholarly needs to mean commitment and ability to research.  Be careful of how it is phrased.” 

“Sequence, stratigraphy comes at two levels – can be learned through apprenticeship.  But a basic 
understanding should be present.  Not necessarily enough to interpret.” 

“It would be different for various sites.” 

“It is crucial to the quality of the data you retrieve.  Anyone digging should have some understanding 
otherwise the quality will be poor.” 

“Selection of methods – [required at a level] above practitioner.  An understanding of the methods you 
are using at practitioner level.  Could be 3 levels – selection at director; understanding at supervisor; 
appreciation at practitioner” 

“Appreciation needed to record everything” 

“To do recording you have to interpret because you can't record every thing” 

“Do you see these skills as [someone] needing all these skills? You might have excellent divers who 
aren't interested in archaeology - they do what you ask them to do”  

“Shouldn't e.g. interpretation be present at all levels to different degrees, If you are excavating you make 
a judgement that it's a pebble area or a piece of seaweed so this is interpretation” 

“If you [the benchmarking project] are going to include these skills you need to be able to measure 
them” 

“It is difficult to look at a word like interrogation - need more words for what it means in archaeological 
terms” 

“It is going to be different for underwater and on land” 

“Approach should be Understanding level of awareness [required] at each level then put down 
interpretation for each level”  

 “Recording has been phenomenally different across other countries and we can put in place measures. 

 “Significance is part of site assessment” 
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A3.11 Views on Technical Skills 

“Depends if it is underwater” 

“The team should have these skills not everyone. You may need an understanding - not need to have 
the skill” 

“Can assess e.g. measuring skills and send out a very good diver.” 
“Needs an understanding rather than practical skills” 

“What about responsible use of metal detectors” 

“This is under geophysics” 

“Although there can be specialist areas - what if the specialist isn't there? Need a basic ability to make 
an agricultural photograph”  

“Need rigging and recovery. Excavation, even Explosives!” 

 

A3.12 Views on Administrative and Management Skills 

“Fundraising.” 

“Union organisation is all Management does.” 

“Information dissemination” 

“World is moving rapidly in that area” 

“Management of organisation versus in managing project and funds” 

“Marketting.” 

“Public relations is terribly important, The archaeological community can be criticised for lack of 
awareness raising, We are poor at it compared with natural heritage.” 

“The model for [skills for] project, unit etc exists elsewhere but it is important - you need it in 
archaeology” 

“Computer skills - distinguish between computer user skills and being able to set up and drive a 
computer” 

 “Don’t get too specific - field record management is information management – it can be defined” 

“Artefact management should be there” 

“This is curation” 



 

 - 121 - 

“Education and awareness raising.” 

“Pre and post data analysis can be expanded to pre and post artefact management and interpretation.” 

“Site director is manager at a higher level. First aid for finds is a lower level artefact management.  
Archives are the objects and the information.” 

“PR Management needs to include education, There is internal education for the team members and 
outreach education for the school kids who visit.” 

“Does this fit under marketing?” 

“This is making your site accessible to as wide an audience as possible. There can be conditions of 
[carrying out] education for funds grants. It is the tail wagging the dog if money is only available for 
[outreach to] kids.” 

“In contract archaeology we are forbidden to talk to the press.” 

“This is just a contract term - not a reason not to have the skill.” 

“And we need to be able to push the awareness.” 

“Marketing and awareness raising certainly needed at a higher level.” 

“The education and certifying of competence of the team members is required of the manager” ) 

 

A3.12 Views on Relating Ethics as part of Competence and Professional Membership as a 
means of establishing this 

“When English Heritage took over they weren't interested in the amateurs but they quickly realised it 
would fall apart if it wasn't for the amateurs, But a recent application [for a licence to the AHWS] there 
was a recommendation for a rejection because the person wasn't a member of the IfA, But the whole 
committee [ACHWS] rejected this as a criterion” 

“[membership of e.g. IfA] Good but [should] not [be] mandatory”  

“Don't think it is IfA's business how much I earn” 

“It is prohibitive for avocationaIs” 

“We give to archaeology not being paid by it so earnings are not from archaeology.” 
 

A3.13 Views on Competence levels – Practitioner and Technician 

“At a practitioner level it is commitment to obtain it [the skill]. This we covered under motivation”  
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 “Technician is the wrong word, It should be site assistant, They can be limited to what they do-NAS part 
1, Then a field surveyor who has NAS Part 1 and completed Part 2 - because they've proved they can 
write up.  The Field archaeological assistant next can do more…”  

“There is a need for a level 2 equivalent - That is what most people aspire to - they don't want to be a 
boffin”  

A3.14 Views on CPD schemes 

“Everybody employed has to do some career professional development.  The boss is required to make 
sure the team does it.  This is a responsibility as well as a skill”) 

“Is it any different from diving, If they haven't had recent experience they need buddying again. PADI 
have a six months requirement”  

“It depends what the skill is, need to decide if the skill ages”  

“To keep the skills going you need the courses or other means of refreshing your skills.”  

“The love of the subject - if people want to do it they will do it, Personal commitment 6 days a year or 
360”  “Not many skills change that fast. Some things appear modern just because they haven’t been 
adopted.” 

“If haven't done the competency for several years it comes down to the site manager to decide if you 
haven't done it recently how to handle it” 

“It’s natural it happens” 

“Mandatory or structured process - don't go mandatory.  No different from keeping a dive log book.” 

“Some people won't keep a logbook” 

“The group should keep a record too”  
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Appendix 4 - The European Qualifications Framework 
 
In February 2008, the European Council formally adopted a common reference framework allowing 
qualifications in different member countries to be linked together.  The immediate impact for the UK is 
likely to be small, as the National Qualifications Framework is already consistent with that of the 
European Qualifications Framework.  However, the intention of the framework is to facilitate the transfer 
and use of qualifications across different countries and education and training systems, and it is 
expected Member States relate their national qualifications systems to the EQF by 2010 and that their 
qualifications contain a reference to the EQF by 2012.   In the medium to long term, therefore, it should 
help to facilitate consensus on competence standards across Europe. 
 
The framework has eight reference levels described in terms of learning outcomes (see the archaeology 
degree benchmarks described in Appendix 5 for examples of this type of approach).  Descriptions in 
terms of learning outcomes are used because this: 

− supports a better match between the needs of the labour market (for knowledge, skills and 
competences) and education and training provisions;  

− facilitates the validation of non-formal and informal learning. 
 
Definitions 
 
For the purposes of the Recommendation, the definitions which apply are the following: 
 
(a)  "qualification" means a formal outcome of an assessment and validation process which is          
obtained when a competent body determines that an individual has achieved learning outcomes to 
given standards; 
 
(b)  "national qualifications system" means all aspects of a Member State's activity related to  the 
recognition of learning and other mechanisms that link education and training to the labour market and 
civil society. This includes the development and implementation of institutional arrangements and 
processes relating to quality assurance, assessment and the award of qualifications. A national 
qualifications system may be composed of several subsystems and may include a national 
qualifications framework; 
 
(c)    “national qualifications framework" means an instrument for the classification of          qualifications 
according to a set of criteria for specified levels of learning achieved, which aims to integrate and 
coordinate national qualifications subsystems and improve the transparency, access, progression and 
quality of qualifications in relation to the labour market and civil society; 
 
 (d)  "sector" means a grouping of professional activities on the basis of their main economic          
function, product, service or technology; 

 
 
"international sectoral organisation" means an association of national organisations, including, for  
example, employers and professional bodies, which represents the interests of national sectors; 
 
"learning outcomes" means statements of what a learner knows, understands and is able to do on 
completion of a learning process, which are defined in terms of knowledge, skills and competence; 
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"knowledge" means the outcome of the assimilation of information through learning. “Knowledge” is the 
body of facts, principles, theories and practices that is related to a field of work or study. In the context 
of the European Qualifications Framework, knowledge is described as theoretical and/or factual; 
 
"skills" means the ability to apply knowledge and use know-how to complete tasks and solve problems. 
In the context of the European Qualifications Framework, skills are described as cognitive (involving the 
use of logical, intuitive and creative thinking) or practical (involving manual dexterity and the use of 
methods, materials, tools and instruments) 
 
"competence" means the proven ability to use knowledge, skills and personal, social and/or 
methodological abilities, in work or study situations and in professional and personal development. In 
the context of the European Qualifications Framework, competence is described in terms of  
responsibility and autonomy. 
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Appendix 5 – Subject Benchmark Statements for Archaeology 
 
Subject specific abilities - Threshold standard 
  

• demonstrate knowledge of the archaeology of selected geographical regions 
 

• demonstrate knowledge of the archaeology of selected chronological periods 
 

• demonstrate understanding of the principles and methods by which archaeological data are 
acquired and analysed 

 
• demonstrate practical experience of the recovery of primary archaeological data 

 
• describe the variety of approaches to understanding, constructing, and interpreting the past 

 
• describe the problematic and varied nature of archaeological evidence 

 
• describe the development of archaeology as a discipline 

 
• gather and present archaeological evidence from primary and secondary sources 

 
• recognise the range of archaeological data 

 
• research and present an extended piece of archaeological writing 

 
• demonstrate knowledge of archaeological field and laboratory skills, particularly in relation to the 

recording and description of primary data 
 

• demonstrate awareness of the social, cultural, and political context of archaeological 
interpretation and practice 

 
• demonstrate awareness of the ethical dimension of archaeology 

 
 
 
Subject specific abilities - Typical standard 

 
• demonstrate broad and comparative knowledge of the archaeology of selected geographical 

regions 
 

• demonstrate broad and comparative knowledge of the archaeology of selected chronological 
periods 

 
• demonstrate a good understanding of the principles and methods by which archaeological data 

are acquired and analysed 
 

• demonstrate a range of practical experience of the recovery of primary archaeological data 
 

• evaluate the variety of approaches to understanding, constructing, and interpreting the past 
 

• demonstrate comprehension of the problematic and varied nature of archaeological evidence 
 

• demonstrate an understanding of the development of archaeology as a discipline 
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• gather and appropriately deploy archaeological evidence from primary and secondary sources 

 
• analyse and reflect critically upon a range of archaeological data 

 
• design, research, and present a sustained piece of archaeological writing 

 
• demonstrate knowledge of archaeological field and laboratory skills, particularly in relation to the 

recording, description, and analysis of primary data 
 

• apply an understanding of the social, cultural, and political context of archaeological 
interpretation and practice 

 
• demonstrate a critical awareness of the ethical dimension of archaeology 

 
• apply an understanding of theoretical concepts to other areas of archaeology 

 
• show an awareness of the issues involved in planning, designing, and executing a programme 

of field-, laboratory-, or museum  based study 
 
 
 
Generic skills - Threshold standard 
 

• demonstrate awareness of relevant archaeological concepts and methods in non-
archaeological situations 
 

• perform assigned tasks as part of a team, participating in discussion 
 

• bring together information and materials from different sources 
 

• identify problems and questions 
 

• undertake the analysis of factual information 
 

• recognise weaknesses in the arguments of others 
 

• produce a synthesis of the state of knowledge on a particular subject or topic 
 

• with guidance, undertake tasks independently 
 

• reflect on his or her own progress 
 

• express her/himself both orally and in writing 
 

• present knowledge or an argument in a way which is comprehensible to others 
 

• use C&IT to select and present information 
 

• make oral presentations utilising visual aids 
 

• demonstrate an ability to listen and comprehend when presented with new ideas or information 
 

• demonstrate visual skills in recognizing and describing material remains 
 

• demonstrate classification skills in describing, categorising, and collating data 
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Generic skills - Typical standard 
 

• work as a participant or leader of a team, contributing effectively to decision-making and the 
achievement of objectives 

 
• bring together and effectively integrate information and materials from a variety of different 

sources 
 

• identify problems and evaluate answers or solutions 
 

• undertake the analysis of factual information in a systematic and coherent way 
 

• make a critical judgement of the relative strengths and weaknesses of particular arguments 
 

• produce an accurate synthesis of the state of knowledge on a particular subject or topic 
 

• act independently in planning and undertaking tasks 
 

• reflect on his or her own progress, making use of feedback 
 

• both orally and in writing, express her/himself with clarity and coherence 
 

• present knowledge or a sustained argument in a way which is comprehensible to others, 
including those unfamiliar with the material 

 
• use C&IT to select, present, and communicate information effectively and appropriately 

 
• make oral presentations utilising visual aids effectively and appropriately 

 
• demonstrate an ability to listen, comprehend and reflect when presented with new ideas or 

information 
 

• demonstrate visual skills in recognising and describing material remains, and recognizing 
anomalies 

 
• apply classification and analytical skills in collating and categorising data 

 
• demonstrate spatial awareness (both 2D and 3D) in terms of reading plans and landscapes 

 
• manage her/his time efficiently and effectively in relation to both practical and intellectual skills 

 
• apply ideas to new situations 
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Appendix 6 – Maritime Archaeology courses and field schools in the 
   UK (including distance learning courses) 

 

Undergraduate Academic Courses 

BA, Marine Archaeology – Bournemouth University 

 

Postgraduate Academic Courses 

MA / MSc, Maritime Archaeology – University of Southampton  

MSc, Maritime Archaeology – Bournemouth University 

MA, Maritime Archaeology and History - Bristol University 

MA, Maritime Archaeology – Institute of Archaeology, University College London 

PGDip / MSc, Maritime Archaeology (available by Distance Learning) – University of Ulster Colerain 

MA, Underwater Archaeology – University of Nottingham 

MA, Maritime Archaeology – Flinders University, Adelaide (available by Distance Learning) 

 

Academic Modules in Maritime Archaeology (not including those institutions 
listed above) 

University of Exeter, Department of Archaeology, BA Module, Maritime Archaeology 

University of Sussex, Centre for Continuing Education, Maritime Archaeology 

University of Reading, Department of Archaeology, MA module, Coastal and Maritime Archaeology  

University of Wales, Lampeter, BA and MA Module, Introduction to Nautical Archaeology 

 

Diploma Courses 

Birkbeck University of London, School of Continuing Education 

National Home Study College - European History and Marine Archaeology  

Flinders University, Adelaide (available by Distance Learning) 
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Short Courses / Seminars 

Nautical Archaeology Society 

Oxford University Department of Continuing Education 

Oxford Centre for Maritime Archaeology 

Birkbeck University of London, School of Continuing Education 

Archaeological Divers Association (unconfirmed if course delivery commenced) 

University of Keele, Centre for Continuing Education 

University of Sussex – Centre for Continuing Education 

 

Organisations offering Fieldschools 

Nautical Archaeology Society 

University of Bristol 

Cornwall and Isle of Scilly Maritime Archaeological Society 

Anglo-Danish Maritime Archaeological Team 

Archaeological Divers Association (unconfirmed if fieldschool delivery commenced) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


