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1. Executive Summary 
The user survey undertaken between July and November 2015 received a total of 97 responses, the 

results of which are analysed in the following report.  

The answers provided indicate that the Scottish Archaeological Research Framework (ScARF) 

website is in fairly constant use (30% use it on a monthly or more frequent basis) for a range of 

projects and tasks by the archaeological community and that the same community would appreciate 

and value the resource being further developed. Most respondents (68%) trust the accuracy of the 

archaeological information “a lot” and it is considered “a collaborative and authorative framework 

that supports and guides (my) work” and “an impressive resource”.  46% of respondents have cited 

ScARF in a publication, which shows how embedded in daily archaeological work it has perhaps 

become.  

There are, as would be expected with a project that is the first of its kind, refinements that could be 

made and the user community appeared to highlight the need for updates to the panel content, and 

in some cases, depth of coverage where some felt certain topics had been missed out. The comment 

facility is underused, with most respondents (86%) having never left a comment on the website and 

nearly half (43%) of the survey respondents have never downloaded any of the additional files and 

almost a third (30%) did not even know that they were available. It is vital for the addition of new 

archaeological content and debate that users know that they are able to register and make 

comments on the website and this should be made clearer in future work.  

Over half of respondents plan on “definitely” using ScARF for work in the next three years.  Just 

under half of respondents plan on “definitely” using ScARF for their own interest or fun in the next 

three years. It is therefore likely to continue to have a highly visible presence in Scottish 

archaeology. Over £120,000 of grant income has been generated by those responding to the survey. 

Over half of respondents (56%) would “definitely” recommend ScARF to others and this is perhaps a 

reflection of the good work done so far.  

2. Introduction 
In July 2015, it was decided that the best way to ascertain how people who used ScARF 

(www.scottishheritagehub.com) would be to create an online survey in parallel with an analysis of 

the website use statistics. The aims of the survey would be to find out how people felt about the 

archaeological content as well as the technical aspects of the website, try to work out how ScARF 

had been used for research and funding and how later additions to the website such as the Directory 

for Archaeological Scientists were received.  

Surveymonkey was used to compile thirty questions which were a mix of multiple choice, free text 

and scaled questions. The questions and a piece of introductory text (Appendix 1) were circulated 

around the Society of Antiquaries of Scotland staff for comment before release.  

The survey opened on the 17th July 2015 and closed on the 2nd November 2015, a total of 107 days. 

There were 97 responses.  

http://www.scottishheritagehub.com/
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3. The Questions 
All of the questions are available in Appendix 2. The data from the survey questions is summarised 

and discussed below and is separated out into sections that mirror those in the survey. These are: 

 The ScARF project (Questions 1 – 3 inclusive) 

 The ScARF website - Archaeology (Questions 4 – 6 inclusive) 

 The ScARF website – The website itself (Questions 7 – 13 inclusive) 

 ScARF - Directory of Archaeological Scientists (Question 14, then Questions 23 – 25 inclusive) 

 ScARF  for Funding (Question 15, then Questions 19 – 22 inclusive) 

 ScARF and Publication (Questions 16 – 18 inclusive) 

 The Future (Questions 26-28 inclusive)  

 

a. The ScARF Project 

 

There were 97 responses to Question 1 and nobody skipped the question.  

The majority (43%) of respondents found out about ScARF through colleagues or friends, although 

just over a third of respondents heard about the project through being involved in its creation.  

Involved with 
creating one or 

more of the Panel 
reports 

35% 

Recommended by 
colleague or friend 

43% 

News article 
1% 

Online search (e.g., 
Google, Yahoo, 

Bing) 
2% 

Social media (e.g., 
Facebook, Twitter) 

4% Other 
(please 
specify) 

8% 
Society of 

Antiquaries of 
Scotland 

3% 

Through my 
University Lecturer 

4% 

Q1: How did you first hear about the ScARF project? 
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‘Other’ responses originally accounted for 16%, but some of these could be clearly grouped 

together, leaving only eight responses that fall under ‘other’. They are listed below.  

 “I saw this survey being advertised on Britarch”  

 “ASA2015 conference at University of Edinburgh “ 

 “I heard about it prior to being set up.” 

 “I was a critical friend for the creation of one of the panel reports” 

 “professional awareness” 

 “It was well known amongst professional archaeologists” 

 “was invited to join panel, but didn't have time” 

 “I was involved with setting up and funding the ScARF project when I worked for Historic 

Scotland” 

This suggests that direct marketing of the resource could be improved and this is something that 

should be explored in the future.  

 

There were 93 answers to Question 2 and 4 respondents skipped the question. The majority (53%) 

of respondents used the ScARF website less than once a month but almost a quarter (24%) used the 

resource once a month.  Nobody used the resource everyday but 6% used the website at least once 

a week and 41% “more than” or “about” once a month.  

 

Every day 

Several times a week 

About once a week 

Several times a month 

About once a month 

Less than once a month 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 

Number of Responses 

Q2: On average, over the past three years, how often have 
you visited the ScARF website? 
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For Question 3, respondents could select as many options as they wished.  

The majority of respondents (54%) use the resource for meeting CPD requirements and personal 

interest. Nearly half (46%) used it for Project Design and a third use the resource for Informing 

Strategy and Decision Making.  

Listed below are the responses that were entered in the ‘other’ category that cannot clearly be put 

under the existing headings. There were 14 responses originally listed under ‘other’ that fit with the 

existing categories (listed below) and so have been counted with those instead. There were 3 people 

who skipped the question.  

 “personal interest in local archaeology” 

 “Heritage interpretation projects” 

 “information on jobs and what I need “ 

 “Very little, actually. I do advise colleagues to quote Scarf in funding applications, but I've not 

actually found any use for it in my own work. The particular period in which I am interested 

seems to be very unevenly represented, comprising a list of topics that reflect little more than 

the particular interests of those individuals who sat on the panel.” 

 “Museum collections research” 

 “as a discussion text for Masters Archaeology modules” 

 “Research for interpretation of artefacts.” 

 “Considering how to design a ScARF for carved stones.” 

Continued Professional Development / My own … 

Project Design 

Informing Strategy and Decision Making 

Creating Educational Resources 

Unspecified research  

never used it  

undergraduate research  

postgraduate research  

Other (please specify) 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 

Number of responses 

Q3: What do you use the ScARF resource for?  
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 “Use in preparing publication” 

 “Hoping for new relevant info.” 

 “As an educational resource for university students” 

 “Checking references in student work I have to mark” 

 “Starting points for reading on topics for essays” 

 “Helping to create wikipedia articles” 

 “My own work” 

 “DBA, publications” 

 “fact checking though often the precise facts are not there, and telling others to look up the 

answers to their questions” 

 “Interest in archaeology” 

 “detailed information on middle Neolithic” 

Academic use of ScARF (represented above by “unspecified research”, “postgraduate research” and 

“undergraduate research”) appears very low. This is an area that future work needs to focus on.  

b. The ScARF website - The Archaeology 

 

There were 88 responses to question four and it was skipped by 9 respondents.  The answers to this 

question indicate the ‘popularity’ of each of the panel reports, as well as how they are read.  

0 
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Q4: Which of the following panel reports have you read 
and in what format? 

I have downloaded the PDF I read the entire report online 

I have read specific sections of the report online Response Count 
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The Iron Age appears to be the most ‘popular’ panel report based the number of respondents who 

selected this option but the website statistics suggested that the Iron Age panel report was only the 

third most read. The table below shows a comparison of the ‘popularity’ of each panel report based 

on the different methods of data collection. It is likely that the website statistics are a more accurate 

reflection of readership, and that the ‘popularity’ from the survey simply reflects the research 

interests of the respondents.  

Table 1: Panel report 'popularity' 

Panel report ‘popularity’ based on 
website statistics 

‘popularity’ based on 
survey responses 

Palaeolithic/Mesolithic 1 5 
Neolithic 2 2 
Iron Age 3 1 
Bronze Age 4 3 
Medieval 5 4 
Roman 6 6 
Modern 7 8 
Science 8 7 
Marine and Maritime 9 9 

Analysis of both the website statistics and the survey data show that the later period are poorly 

represented in terms of viewing figures. Is this because those researching the earlier periods are 

more aware of ScARF or because the panel content is richer for the earlier periods? This is 

something to examine in the future.  

The results of this question also suggest that most people read specific sections of ScARF on the 

website, rather than read the entire report online or indeed download the pdf. This may indicate 

that more effort may need to be made in the future to break up the text into readable sections. This 

would perhaps better cater for the manner in which ScARF is consumed. PDF’s would remain 

important as a ‘baseline’ text.  

 

18% 

68% 

14% 

0% 

0% 

Q5: How much do you trust the accuracy of the 
archaeological information on the ScARF website? 

Completely 

A lot 

A moderate amount 

A little 

Not at all 
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There were 90 responses to question five and it was skipped by 7 respondents.  

Most respondents (68%) trust the accuracy of the archaeological information “a lot”, 18% trust it 

“completely” and 14% trust it “a moderate amount”. There were no responses that trusted it “a 

little” or “not at all”. This is an exceptional corroboration of the process ScARF used and probably 

reflects the fact that the panel reports were written by the acknowledged experts in each field and 

were subject to peer review. This high level of trust needs to be maintained into the future if the 

resource is to remain a true ‘heritage hub’. This has implications for future work on the panels as 

levels of expertise and knowledge will have to be seen to be maintained even if the individuals 

making up the panels changes over the years. There are also possible implications for the wiki-style 

development – would this lead to a loss of trust in the resource if editing of the main text was 

possible to any registered user? 

 

There were 89 responses to question six and it was skipped by 8 respondents. 

While 5% of respondents feel that their needs are met “extremely well”, half of respondents feel 

that the ScARF website meets their needs “very well”. Those who feel it does “moderately well” 

make up 38%.  

 There were 7% who felt that the resource did not meet their needs well and future work should 

look at the possible reasons why to address them for the future.  

5% 

51% 

38% 

3% 

3% 

Q6: Overall, how well does www.scottishheritagehub.com 
meet your needs? 

Extremely well 

Very well 

Moderately well 

Not so well 

Not at all well 
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c. The ScARF website – the website itself 

 

There were 85 responses to question seven and it was skipped by 12 respondents. 

Only 7% of respondents feel that the website is “extremely easy” to find information on. Half of 

respondents feel that it is “very easy”, and just over a third (34%) feel it is “moderately easy” to find 

information.  

There were 8% who felt that it was “not so easy” to find information and this is something that 

should be looked at in the future. It should be a priority to improve the usability of ScARF.  

 

There were 85 responses to question eight and it was skipped by 12 respondents. 

7% 

51% 

34% 

8% 

0% 

Q7: How easy was it to find what you were looking for on 
the ScARF website? 

Extremely easy 

Very easy 

Moderately easy 

Not so easy 

Not at all easy 

6% 

38% 

49% 

7% 

0% 

Q8: How easy is it to navigate within Panel reports on the 
website? 

Extremely easy 

Very easy 

Moderately easy 

Not so easy 

Not at all easy 
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Only 6% of respondents feel that the panel reports are “extremely easy” to navigate. 37% feel that 

navigation is “very easy” and almost half of respondents feel that it is “moderately easy”. 

There were 7% who felt that it was “not so easy” to navigate the panel reports and this is something 

that should be looked at in the future.  

There were 6 comments noted in this question on searching ScARF:  

1. This can be a little cumbersome at times.  

2. Would be good to have an index with sites mentioned, topic, themes etc.   

3. The panel reports are variable in quality and depth of coverage. That said, they are still an 

impressive resource. 

4. Each panel seems to have followed a different structure - difficult to switch between panels 

5. Search results could be separated into bibliographic and section results. 

6. It is tricky to find your way round individual reports 

Perhaps linked to the evidence suggesting that most use ScARF in bite-sized chunks (Question 4), 

most respondents did not find navigation troublesome. This is still something that should be kept 

under scrutiny. As the amount of information on the site increases it could become unwieldy. It is 

worth taking the specific comments on board for future panel reports or any reconfiguring of the 

website.  

 

There were 86 responses to question nine and it was skipped by 11 respondents. 

Two thirds of survey respondents have downloaded PDF files from the ScARF website.  

Yes 
65% 

No 
35% 

Q9: Have you ever downloaded any of the PDF files? 
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There were 6 responses noted within question nine to the sub-question “Do you have any comments 

on the download process?” and they are listed below.  

 Straightforward 

 They were originally difficult to find- this is easier now 

 Can be unclear on how to download them 

 Good -easy to use 

 OK 

 worked ok 

There is probably not much that can be taken from these comments, other than that the PDFs might 

need to be made easier to find.  

 

 

There were 84 responses to question ten and it was skipped by 13 respondents. 

Nearly half (43%) of the survey respondents have never downloaded any of the additional files 

available through the ‘downloads’ page of each panel report and almost a third (30%) did not even 

know that they were available. Their availability should be made clearer – although they are very 

visible from the ‘downloads’ page they are not usually linked to from the text in the panel reports.  

There were 3 responses noted to the sub-question “Are there any additional data files you would 

like to be able to download - such as GIS Shape Files?” 

Yes 
27% 

No 
43% 

I did not know they 
were available 

30% 

Q10: Have you ever downloaded any of the other data 
files, such as site or date lists? 
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 Shp files would be useful. 

 GIS shapefiles would be helpful, as would, dependent on License restrictions, LIDAR and 

Geophysical data 

 RCAHMS NGR coordinates are not helpful - GIS friendly format please 

These comments suggest GIS shapefiles would be useful. ScARF currently makes no use at all of 

shape files or GIS. 

 

There were 86 responses to question eleven and it was skipped by 11 respondents. 

Most respondents viewed 4 to 6 pages per visit, which would seem appropriate if they are visiting 

the website for specific archaeological information. The 12% that view more than 10 pages is 

interesting as it shows that people are willing to consume a large amount of information online.  

1 to 3 

4 to 6 

7 to 9 

More than 10 

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 

Q11: Approximately how many pages do you browse 
during a visit? 
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There were 85 responses to question twelve and it was skipped by 12 respondents. 

Most respondents (40%) have not registered as a user on the ScARF website, and a further 31% did 

not know it was an option to do so. It is perhaps not surprising that only 29% of respondents have 

registered because the benefits of doing so are not great for the average reader. Registration allows 

the user to leave comments on the content and it is known from the Website Use Report1 that the 

comments facility has not really been used, with less than 10 comments being made between the 

June 2012 launch of the website and July 2015.  

 

                                                           
1
 O’Riordan, E 2015 ScARF Website Use Internal Society of Antiquaries document 

4% 

1% 
86% 

9% 

Q13: Have you ever left a comment on the website? 

Yes, as a registered user 

Yes, but I emailed someone at 
ScARF to leave an anonymous 
comment on my behalf 

No 

I did not know this feature was 
available 

Yes 
29% 

No 
40% 

I did not know this 
was an option 

31% 

Q12: Did you register as a user on 
www.scottishheritagehub.com? 
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There were 86 responses to question thirteen and it was skipped by 11 respondents. 

Most respondents (86%) have never left a comment on the website, which given the results of 

Question 12 above, is not surprising. 9% of respondents did not know that they could comment and 

this should be addressed if the addition of new archaeological content and debate is a priority for 

ScARF. However, this must be considered alongside the trust put in the information (see Question 5).  

d. ScARF - Directory of Archaeological Scientists 
This section of the survey related to the Directory of Archaeological Scientists that was launched in 

September 2014, following on from a research recommendation made by the Science panel.  

There were 87 responses to question fourteen, “Have you ever looked at the Directory of 

Archaeological Scientists?” It was skipped by 10 respondents. 

For the 69% who answered “No”, the survey skipped the Science Directory questions and moved 

onto Question 15. The 31% who answered “Yes” were given a subset of 3 questions to answer 

(Questions 23 to 25 inclusive).  

 

There were 26 responses to question 23 and it was skipped by 71 respondents, so the sample size is 

quite small. 

35% (9 respondents) had registered as a specialist and 42% (11 people) had looked at the Directory 

but did not consider themselves Science specialists and did not register. There were 6 people who 

looked at the Directory who did not know registration was an option. This is perhaps surprising as 

the option to register is very clear at the top of the page (Figure 1: Screenshot of Directory of 

Archaeological Scientists).  

35% 

23% 

42% 

Q23: Have you registered with the Science Directory? 

Yes, I have registered as a 
Specialist 

No, I did not know Registration 
was an option 

No, as I am not a Specialist.  
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Figure 1: Screenshot of Directory of Archaeological Scientists 

Question 24, “Have you contracted any Specialists or Equipment as a result of querying the Science 

Directory?” There were 27 responses to question 24. Only 1 respondent answered “Yes”. It seems as 

though, so far, the Directory has been of limited use in matching people with specialists, although 

the sample size of respondents is very small.  

Question 25, “Do you have any ideas on how the Science Directory could be improved?” There were 

just 3 responses and it was.   

1. Don't just limit it to the term 'science'? Our discipline is more broad. 

2. Not just specialists- add collections too. 

3. Verification of specialists. At least a bibliography so that work could be assessed 

independently of sales pitch. 

Comment one highlights one of the potential reasons that the resources is arguably under used. If 

people are not aware of the broad archaeological work that ‘science’ includes, then they may be 

unlikely to look at the resource. Comment two does not specify which collections would be useful 

and is this something that should be further explored. The final comment interesting and should be 

actively considered alongside the responses to Questions 5 and 13.  

e. ScARF for Funding 
This section of the survey related to the use ScARF in funding bids and comprised of Questions 

fifteen, nineteen, twenty, twenty one and twenty two.  

There were 86 responses to Question 15, “Have you used any of the Research Recommendations in 

a funding bid?” and it was skipped by 11 respondents. 

For the 60% who answered “No”, the survey skipped the Funding Directory questions and moved 

onto Question 16. The 40% who answered “Yes” to the question 15 were given a subset of 3 further 

questions to answer (questions 19 to 21 inclusive).  

 



ScARF User Survey: Results  November 2015 

15 
 

 

There were 31 responses to question nineteen and it was skipped by 66 respondents.  

The majority of respondents (15 people) had used ScARF in applying for between 2 and 4 funding 

applications, with a similar number (13 people) using it to apply once. Only 3 people had used it to 

apply for more than 5 lots of funding over the 3 years.   

 

There were 25 responses to question twenty and it was skipped by 72 respondents. This suggests 

that 6 people who applied for funding (from question 19) declined to say on how many occasions 

they were successful.  

42% 

48% 

10% 

Q19: On how many occasions over the past three years 
have you used ScARF in a funding bid? 

1 

2-4 

5 or more 

56% 

44% 

0% 

Q20: On how many occasions were your funding bids 
successful? 

1 

2-4 

5 or more 
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The majority of respondents (14 people) were successful in applying for funding once, whilst 11 

people were successful with between 2 and 4 applications. None of the 3 people who answered in 

the previous question that they had made more than 5 funding bids were successful in obtaining all 

5.   

 

There were 25 responses to question twenty one and it was skipped by 72 respondents. This means 

that 6 people who applied for funding (from question 19) declined to say on how much funding they 

received.  

No one who was successful in receiving funding received less than £500. The most common amount 

of funding received was more than £10,000 or between £1000 and £4999 – both with 9 

respondents. There were 4 people who received between £5000 and £10,000 and 3 recipients of 

between £501 and £999.  This indicates a minimum of £120,000 has been raised using ScARF since 

its launch.  

There were 4 responses to Question twenty two; “Other funding related information”. These are 

listed below.  

 The successful bid which got funded was via the Society of Antiquaries of Scotland, who were 

directly involved in ScARF. 

 I use ScARF to inform project briefs (Invitations to Tender) prior to commissioning work. I also 

use ScARF to check Project Designs submitted - and have used ScARF to inform a Project 

Design submitted as part of an HLF Landscape Partnership Scheme.  

 The funding has mainly been Collaborative PhDs 

 Might be worth discounting my answers above, as the project for which I bid was for 

continued funding for ScARF itself! 

0% 

12% 

36% 

16% 

36% 

Q21: What is the total amount of funding you received for 
a project where you used ScARF in applying for the 

funding? 

Less than £500 

Between £501 and £999 

Between £1000 and £4999 

Between £5000 and £10000 

More than £10000 
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 It is unclear from the comments and from the funding questions in general what sort of 

projects have successfully used ScARF to obtain funding.  

f. ScARF and Publication 
Questions sixteen, seventeen and eighteen focused on publication and ScARF.  

 

There were 84 responses to question sixteen and it was skipped by 13 respondents.   

Just over half of those who answered the question have cited ScARF in a publication.  

 

 

Yes 
54% 

No 
46% 

Q16: Have you ever cited ScARF in a publication? 

16 

15 

13 7 

3 

2 

Q17: If 'yes', what sort of publication?  

Conference paper 

Journal article 

Other (please specify) 

Monograph 

Newsletter 

Article in an Edited volume 
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There were 46 people who answered question seventeen and it was skipped by 51 respondents. It 

was possible to list more than one type of publication. There were 16 responses listed under ‘other’ 

that did not fall into an existing category and these are shown below: 

 PhD 

 promotional posters 

 outreach material  

 Exhibition catalogue  

 PERDs and DSRs 

 Website 

 NE Scotland Regional Research Framework 

 Technical report (e.g. DSR) 

 Local archaeological research framework publication 

 Academic Essay 

 Specialist report 

 Internal report 

 Essay for degree 

 Cited in various documents i.c.w. Scottish Government heritage policy 

These responses suggest ScARF is used in many different contexts, including research which was not 

picked up in Question 3.  

One excellent comment on this question was: 

“ScARF provides a collaborative and authorative framework that supports and guides my work.” .  

Question eighteen, “If you authored a publication that used ScARF, and would like it listed on the 

ScARF website (for example  at http://www.scottishheritagehub.com/content/taking-scarf-forward-

developing-questions-and-themes) then please provide details here. (author, title, date, etc)”.  

There were 6 responses to the question and it was skipped by 91 respondents. Of the 6, 3 are details 

of publications that can be listed on the ScARF website and 3 are comments as follows:  

 But I probably will in the future 

 Not yet published 

 I will have quite a few things coming soon, I will send the details :) I need to finish writing up 

my PhD thesis first. 
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This is interesting as it shows that people are considering sharing publication details which would be 

in keeping with the ScARF ethos.  

g. The Future 
Questions twenty six, twenty seven and twenty eight looked to the future of ScARF.  

Question 26 was split into three parts and received 83 responses and was skipped by 14 

respondents. 

 

Almost two-thirds of respondents plan on “definitely” using ScARF for work in the next three years 

and just under a third will “probably” use it. Those “somewhat unlikely” to use it for work account 

for just 6% (5 respondents).   

 

Just under half of respondents plan on “definitely” using ScARF for their own interest or fun in the 

next three years and just over a third will “probably” use it. Those “somewhat unlikely” to use it or 

who selected “never” account for 16% (13 respondents).   

0% 
6% 

30% 

64% 

How likely are you to use the ScARF website for work in 
the next three years? 

Never 

Somewhat Unlikely 

Probably 

Definitely 

4% 

12% 
36% 

48% 

How likely are you to use the ScARF website for interest or 
fun in the next three years? 

Never 

Somewhat Unlikely 

Probably 

Definitely 
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Over half of respondents (56%) would “definitely” recommend ScARF to others and 40% would 

“probably” do so. Those “somewhat unlikely” or will “never” recommend it account for 5% (4 

respondents).   

h. Other comments 
The final survey question (question twenty seven) was “Do you have any other comments about the 

ScARF project in general?” which was an open-ended response question. There were 14 comments 

and it was skipped by 83 respondents. They are listed below as they provide an insight into what 

some of the ScARF users think in more general terms about the resource. Possible action points that 

could arise from each comment are given in bold after each one.  

 There is an absence of reference to digital visualisation and new digital and virtual 

technology in ScARF, except for a brief mention in the 'Science' theme. As this is becoming 

more ubiquitous- an area to develop? This will be addressed by the reconvening of the 

Science panel, which is currently underway.  

 Concise illustrated case studies / examples of best practice are very important - particularly 

to demonstrate the successful instances where ScARF has informed and been addressed. 

The variety and number of ways in which ScARF has been used make this difficult; but new 

work in ScARF will look to incorporate case studies where appropriate.   

 It would be good to see it being updated/evolving. The current ScARF post represents a 

commitment from the Society of Antiquaries of Scotland to update the resource. The 

results of this survey and the analysis of the website will help prioritise areas for future 

development.    

 Important that the information and analysis remains current to ensure continued use. See 

points above.  

 I did refer to ScARF in a project bid, despite what it said above, but not specifically because 

of its recommendations. ScARF does not cover everything (of course) and the proposal 

related to a topic not fully addressed in the present ScARF (needs for early church 

1% 

4% 

39% 

56% 

How likely are you to recommend 
www.scottishheritagehub.com to others? 

Never 

Somewhat Unlikely 

Probably 

Definitely 
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archaeology in Scotland). ScARF is open to new information and knowledge which can be 

added to the current website.  

 I find the Modern section the least useful - to dense and theoretical - does not reference the 

amazing work undertaken in Scotland for this period very much and seems the least useful 

for funding applications and referencing in general.  ScARF will re-examine this section with 

this and the generally low use of the later period sections in mind.  

 How it can help drive regional research agendas and ensure community archaeology 

projects link into the framework; integrating with SSAC. Efforts will be made to increase 

interaction with and development of regional research agendas, and this is already 

underway in Argyll, Scottish Borders and Aberdeenshire. Links will also be made with the 

Scottish Science Advisory Council (and others) where appropriate.  

 Well intentioned and not without value or merit but also highly problematic in several 

respects too - it's just not for me. Find out (if possible) what these areas are and address.  

 Keep up good work!  

 I don't find the content comprehensive - in some cases it reflects the view of one researcher 

rather than the range of views. Try to address this where relevant through new knowledge 

being added to ScARF.  

 Why is the chronology on the welcome page? Very hard to find there is no clear link. 

Address the issues of navigation highlighted here and in the relevant questions above.  

 The content now needs to be updated  

 An essential service 

 It was very biased towards the interests of the authors perhaps at the expense of a more 

encompassing summary of the knowledge available. Find out (if possible) what these areas 

are and address.  

 

4. Conclusions  
The main points indicated by the results of the survey data are as follows: 

 The majority (43%) of respondents found out about ScARF through colleagues or friends, 

which probably shows that ScARF is becoming well known as a resource but that more 

effort is required in directly marketing ScARF to a wider audience.  

 The majority (53%) of respondents used the ScARF website less than once a month but 

almost a quarter (24%) used the resource once a month and 6% used the website at least 

once a week. This highlights the regular use of ScARF but also the importance of regular 

updates to the content as well as highlighting other available resources.  
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 The majority of respondents (54%) use the resource for meeting CPD requirements and for 

personal interest. Nearly half (46%) used it for Project Design and a third use the resource 

for Informing strategy and decision making. This again highlights the importance of keeping 

the resource current, to ensure projects are appropriately designed. It also highlights the 

need to emphasise more academic use of ScARF.  

 Most people read specific sections of ScARF on the website, rather than read the entire 

report online or indeed download the pdf. It is important that new sections are clearly 

labelled, reports constructed in a manner that facilitates this use and publicised where 

appropriate and necessary.  

 Most respondents (68%) trust the accuracy of the archaeological information “a lot”, 18% 

trust it “completely” and 14% trust it “a moderate amount”. There were no responses that 

trusted it “a little” or “not at all”. It is important that this trust is maintained into the 

future if the resource is to remain a true ‘heritage hub’. This has implications for future 

work on the panels as levels of expertise and knowledge will have to be seen to be 

maintained even if the individuals making up the panels changes over the years. 

 Just 5% of respondents feel that their needs are met “extremely well”. There were 7% who 

felt that the resource did not meet their needs well. Future work should look to address 

these needs.  

 Just 7% of respondents feel that the website is “extremely easy” to find information on. 

There were 8% who felt that it was “not so easy” to find information. There is a need to 

make sure information becomes and/or remains easy to find.  

 Just 6% of respondents feel that the website is “extremely easy” to navigate. There were 7% 

who felt that it was “not so easy” to navigate the website. Although most respondents did 

not find navigation troublesome, it is something that should be kept under scrutiny as the 

amount of information on the site increases. It could easily become unwieldy.  

 Searching within ScARF was frequently considered “tricky”, “cumbersome” and “difficult”. 

The search function needs to be improved.  

 Nearly half (43%) of the survey respondents have never downloaded any of the additional 

files available through the ‘downloads’ page of each panel report and almost a third (30%) 

did not even know that they were available. Availability of additional data should be 

clearer from within the panel text. 

 Most respondents viewed 4 to 6 pages per visit, which would seem appropriate if they are 

visiting the website for specific archaeological information. Aim to increase this and ensure 

the content remains relevant.   

 Most respondents (40%) have not registered as a user on the ScARF website, and a further 

31% did not know it was an option to do so. This should be promoted amongst the users 

who might have something to add. The issue of trust (discussed above) should be borne in 

mind.  
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 Most respondents (86%) have never left a comment on the website. 9% of respondents did 

not know that they could comment. It is vital for the addition of new archaeological 

content and debate that users know that they are able to register and make comments on 

the website and this should be made clearer in future work. The issue of trust (discussed 

above) should be borne in mind. 

 The Directory of Archaeological Scientists is not used frequently, only 31% of respondents 

had looked at it since its launch. There were few comments to draw conclusions from but it 

appears as though people see the resource as more of a ‘sales pitch’ for individuals, perhaps 

because additions to the directory have no publications listed or peer review. Consider how 

best to quality control the Directory.  

 Over £120,000 has been raised through funding bids using ScARF.  

 46% of respondents have cited ScARF in a publication, including academic research work.  

  Over half of respondents plan on “definitely” using ScARF for work in the next three years 

and just under a third will “probably” use it. Those “somewhat unlikely” to use it for work 

account for just 6% (5 respondents).  ScARF will continue to have a highly visible presence 

in Scottish archaeological work.  

 Just under half of respondents plan on “definitely” using ScARF for their own interest or fun 

in the next three years and just over a third will “probably” use it. ScARF is therefore likely 

to continue to have a highly visible presence in the professional development of 

archaeologists as well as feature highly in peoples interests. 

 Over half of respondents (56%) would “definitely” recommend ScARF to others and 40% 

would “probably” do so. Those “somewhat unlikely” recommend it account for 5% (4 

respondents).  These figures probably reflect the high regard that the content of ScARF is 

held in and efforts should be made to maintain this. 

This report will be made available on the ScARF website and distributed to those who indicated on 

the survey that they would be interested in keeping in touch with the results. The link to the report 

will be publicised through the ScARF website, e-newsletter, Twitter account.  A summary report will 

also be published in the next Society of Antiquaries of Scotland newsletter.  
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Appendix 1: Introductory text to the survey 
Can you believe it has now been three years since the launch of www.scottishheritagehub.com, the 

website of the Scottish Archaeological Research Framework? The initial aim of the project was to 

reflect the current state of knowledge regarding Scotland’s past as it stood in 2012. It was hoped 

that as our understanding of the past changed, so too would ScARF. It was envisaged as a living 

document that would be constantly updated, edited and improved. 

Three years on, the Society of Antiquaries of Scotland is seeking to undertake a review of what the 

Framework has achieved so far, and how it has helped shape Scottish archaeology. We are seeking 

the views and experiences of as many people as possible, so please pass this survey link on! 

If you have used ScARF professionally, then in particular we would like to know what you found 

useful about the panel reports and the archaeological data they contained – have they helped shape 

your everyday work and research? Did the Research Recommendations help focus your existing 

projects or provide ideas for new ones?   

If your involvement with ScARF was more for fun than work, then what did you think of the popular 

account that took the form of a graphic novel?  That publication found its way into museums and 

libraries across the country and there is even a Gaidhlig version available, which proved popular with 

Gaidhlig schools. Did this innovative and fun way of discovering Scotland’s story appeal to you? Are 

there new and exciting projects out there that have sprung from reading the graphic novel rather 

than the online reports?  

No matter what your involvement with ScARF, we would love to hear your thoughts on the last three 

years of the project, so thank you in advance for participating in this Scottish Archaeological 

Research Framework survey. Your feedback is important to us and will be used to help shape the 

future of ScARF. All responses are anonymous.  

Kind regards,  

Emma O'Riordan (emma@socantscot.org) 
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Appendix 2: List of Questions 
1. How did you first hear about the ScARF project?   

2. On average, over the past three years, how often have you visited the ScARF website? 

3. What do you use the ScARF resource for? (please tick as many as apply)    

4. Which of the following panel reports have you read and in what format? (please tick all that 

apply)  

5. How much do you trust the accuracy of the archaeological information on the 

ScARF website?  

6. Overall, how well does www.scottishheritagehub.com meet your needs?  

7. How easy was it to find what you were looking for on the ScARF website?  

8. How easy is it to navigate within Panel reports on the website?   

9. Have you ever downloaded any of the PDF files?   

10. Have you ever downloaded any of the other data files, such as site or date lists?   

11. Approximately how many pages do you browse during a visit?  

12. Did you register as a user on www.scottishheritagehub.com? Have you ever left a 

comment on the website?  

13. Have you ever looked at the Directory of Archaeological Scientists?  

14. Have you used any of the Research Recommendations in a funding bid?  

15. Have you ever cited ScARF in a publication?  

16. If 'yes', what sort of publication? (If more than one, please list them in 'other')   

17. If you authored a publication that used ScARF, and would like it listed on the ScARF website 

(for example at http://www.scottishheritagehub.com/content/taking-scarf-forward-

developing-questions-and-themes) then please provide details here. (author, title, date, etc) 

18. On how many occasions over the past three years have you used ScARF in a funding bid?  

19. On how many occasions were your funding bids successful?  

20. What is the total amount of funding you received for a project where you used ScARF in 

applying for the funding?  

21. Other funding related information.   

22. Have you registered with the Science Directory? 
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23. Have you contracted any Specialists or Equipment as a result of querying the Science 

Directory?  

24. Do you have any ideas on how the Science Directory could be improved?  

25. How likely are you to:    

26. Do you have any other comments about the ScARF project in general?  

27. If you would like to be kept informed of any future ScARF developments, please leave your 

details below.   

 


