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ABSTRACT

Archaeology permits us precious glimpses into the mysterious past, captivating the public with
its intrigue. However, the expensive nature of archaeological work often leads to a struggle for
funding. Crowdfunding allows us to leverage archaeology’s popular appeal to find the funds we
have long struggled (and often failed) to obtain through traditional means. Furthermore, it lets us
interact with the public in a new and novel way, allowing the different voices and narratives of
the public to be heard. This thesis explores some of the benefits of crowdfunding. As well, data
on crowdfunded archaeology projects were collected and analyzed and certain key success
metrics were identified. Using these, a basic framework was developed to aid potential
archaeological crowd funders. Considerations such as platform, media elements, and language,
are an important part of the process. When used strategically, this tool can help unearth much for

both the archaeologist and the public.
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Chapter 1

Public Issues in Crowdfunding for
Archaeology

1.1 Public Issues in Crowdfunding for Archaeology

The archaeological research boom in Canada began in the 1960s when the availability of public
funding, and subsequently university and museum programs, grew across the country (Forbis et
al. 2007). Many new funding sources became available at this time, including the Canada
Council, the Ontario Heritage Foundation (which was a supporter of student research [Storck
1984]) and eventually the SSHRC (Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of
Canada). The influx of research funding and new archaeologists in Canada resulted in the
formation of the Canadian Archaeological Association, and their publication, the Canadian
Journal of Archaeology (Forbis et al. 2007). This golden era of Canadian archaeological research
wouldn’t last however, and in the 1990s, government funding of research-oriented fieldwork,
including the Ontario Heritage Foundation grants for students, shrank back to early 1960s levels
(Forbis et al. 2007). The era of government austerity has helped to expose the need for
alternative sources of research funding, and online crowdfunding has emerged as one of those

options.

There is little doubt that archaeological work can be expensive to conduct. In the distant past,
wealthy donors sponsored research, like Eli Lilly’s funding of James B. Griffin’s work (Fenn
2000), and in the recent past there was plenty of government funding for academic research; but

still out of reach for many people. Crowdfunding has the ability to democratize this process. Not



only does it allow the public to contribute to, and become a part of the archaeological process
(Smith 2014), it creates a neutral ground for archaeologists and the public to communicate. A
quick check of the CAA website lists many options for funding, but each appear to require
affiliation with universities (CAA 2016a). Crowdfunding also empowers those outside of
academia or Cultural Resource Management (CRM) to fund their own archaeological research.
While this is being written the Ontario Archaeological Society is attempting to crowdfund a
‘Manual for Public Archaeology in Ontario’ to help engage and educate the public (CanadaHelps

2016).

The democratization of funding and access to archaeology is not the only public issue that
crowdfunding raises, although it is one of the reasons it initially captured my attention.
Archaeology has been misrepresented to the broader non-archaeologist public by mass media for
generations (Gero and Root 1996). A recent survey of public opinion in archaeology showed that
Canadians were interested in archaeology but that they did not know much about it (Pokotylo
2002). When asked about archaeology, not only were most people in North America not able to
define it, but they held many misconceptions about it (Pokotylo 2002; Ramos and Duganne
2000). Even a survey of introductory archaeology students at a Canadian university indicated
that they had very little in the way of background knowledge related to archaeology (Pokotylo
2007). Even worse it is “perceived to be of little importance to the public and there is
misunderstanding of critical issues, such as the nature of the archaeological record and its value”
(Pokotylo 2002). Hogg (2015) determined, during a study of Canadian public school curricula,

that future research into how to engage the public would be critical to fostering future interest in



archaeology. So we know what we need to do in terms of engaging the public, and why we need

to do it, now we only need more, cost effective ways to do it.

Television has been shown to be where many in the public get a lot of their archaeological
knowledge (Pokotylo 2002; Ramos & Duganne 2000). Bonacchi (2014), showed that television
can be more inclusive than museums, facilitating archaeological experiences and engagement
with learning. A 2012 National Report by English Heritage ‘Heritage Counts’ (English Heritage
2012) noted that there has been a rise in the importance of digital media, however according to
their research, roughly only 2% of the Internet-using public in England had yet participated in
any archaeology or heritage related content online. The increasingly widespread use of online
platforms encourages archaeologists to use these digital technologies to initiate communication
with the public outside of traditional media (Bonacchi 2014). According to Richardson and
Almansa-Sanchez (2015), public archaecology appears to be rapidly gaining support and
followers. This may be going hand-in-hand with the global growth of the internet and as such,
we need to better understand not only how the public uses archaeology on the internet but how
we can use the internet to provide the public with the tools to engage with archaeology
(Richardson 2013). Through this forum, the public will be able to gain a better understanding

and more knowledge about archaeology and the work conducted by archaeologists.

The internet also gives archaeology a great opportunity to help different publics find their own
archaeological ‘voice’ (Richardson 2013), allowing us as professionals to learn what is of
importance to the public, from the public. This could be particularly useful to First Nations
groups, allowing them to build their own narratives without the usual pressures that accompany

traditional academic or government funding routes. Although CRM often employs large numbers


http://www.pia-journal.co.uk/articles/10.5334/pia.431/#B19
http://www.pia-journal.co.uk/articles/10.5334/pia.431/#B19

of archaeologists, and is involved in the excavation of countless sites, they often do not provide
access to the data they have collected to the public. As the producers of archaeological
knowledge on behalf of the public, it is our duty to disseminate that information to the public in
an interesting, insightful and accessible way. New technologies like crowdfunding present
exciting opportunities for the archaeological community to reach the public, and ensure that
research-focused archaeology is being conducted so that information about the past is readily

available to them.

In a digital-reliant age, the public has more ways than ever of accessing information, and the use
of online media to disseminate archaeological content has become increasingly widespread
(Richardson 2013; Welham et al. 2015). University Affairs (2016), wrote that crowdfunding is
best suited to projects that have broad popular appeal. All of the recent studies on the perceptions
of archaeology in North America indicate that broad popular appeal is not lacking, but education
and engagement with the public are. Crowdfunding is still in its infancy and there is plenty of
room for growth and exploration related to archaeology. Much of the data that currently exists on
crowdfunded ventures is just as applicable for archaeological projects as it is for any other
project. However, the data that were collected and analyzed for this thesis are limited due to the
small number of archaeological projects that could be identified. To gain a complete
understanding of archaeological crowdfunding, there needs to be additional research conducted.
Preliminary numbers gathered here show that more archaeology projects are adopting
crowdfunding every year and that these projects are becoming more successful. Continued
research in this area will allow us to recognize trends and determine their significance with
greater accuracy, aiding archaeologists in their funding efforts and creating stable neutral

locations for communication and engagement with the public.



Although crowdfunding may help to democratize archaeology, not everyone will benefit equally
from these types of funding initiatives monetarily. Students, especially those whose research is
not attached to their supervisor, who have trouble funding their research may find crowdfunded
money the most useful. While the money raised through a crowdfunding project may not go a
long way for a large multidisciplinary project initiated by senior university faculty members,
participating in a crowdfunded venture has the potential to reward any user with large, perhaps
unquantifiable, secondary benefits. This further extends the long standing commitment towards

public engagement and education that has been well integrated into the archaeological discipline.

Archaeology is a discipline conducted for the public, whose data and artifacts are held in trust for
the public, a fact codified in the Ontario Heritage Act (Ontario 1990). Archaeology has a unique
ability to capture the attention of the public, and a recent survey of the Canadian public indicates
that while they are very interested in what archaeology is, they ultimately still have a large
amount of misunderstanding about what archaeology actually does (Pokotylo 2002). So perhaps
it’s even more important now then it was in 1970, as Fritz and Plog perfectly put it, that “unless
archaeologists find ways to make their research increasingly relevant to the modern world, the
modern world will find itself increasingly capable of getting along without archaeologists” (Fritz
& Plog 1970). There is great potential for the archaeological community to leverage the interest
in archaeology of online communities (Richardson 2014), but as Smith (2014) points out, it
might actually be more difficult persuading professional archaeologists of the virtues of digital

engagement, due to concerns over security or ethics, than finding individuals to participate.


http://www.pia-journal.co.uk/articles/10.5334/pia.431/#B22

1.2 Possible Venue for Publication

The Canadian Journal of Archaeology (CJA) would be an excellent venue for a possible
publication of the second chapter of this thesis. Crowdfunding in archaeology is so recent a
phenomenon that research related to it is scant at best. The use of this model for raising money
for archaeological research brings with it a host of larger public issues that archacology has been

trying to grapple with for some time, specifically related to public engagement and education.

The Canadian Journal of Archaeology is published by the Canadian Archaeological Association,
whose main objectives are directly in line with the goals of this research, and what crowdfunding

in archaeology could bring to the discipline:

e To promote the increase and the dissemination of archaeological knowledge in Canada;

e To promote active discourse and cooperation among archaeological societies and
agencies and encourage archaeological research and conservation efforts;

e To serve as the national association capable of promoting activities advantageous to
archaeology and discouraging activities detrimental to archaeology;

e To publish archaeological literature and;

To stimulate the interest of the general public in archaeology (CAA 2016b).

The use of crowdfunding will help to promote the increase and dissemination of archaeological
knowledge in Canada. It should also help to promote active discourse about archaeology and
encourage archaeological research, while stimulating the interest of the general public in
archaeology. Although the Canadian Journal of Archaeology may not have expressly published
papers related to funding like the one intended here, at their conferences they have had a session

on heritage and legislation, where they encouraged presenters to consider, among other things,



‘heritage funding’, and a paper on the use of extant collections becoming more attractive and
feasible due to increasing funding restrictions was also presented at one of the conferences (CAA

2014).

Archaeology, I believe, is uniquely suited to take advantage of crowdfunding and its inherent
ability to create a space to engage and interact with the general public. We are also at a unique
moment to study how crowdfunding works and how it could be applied to our discipline, as it is
still in its infancy. Ensuring that the archaeological community knows that this is a model of
funding that is available to them, and that it is a good intersection for engagement and
communication, may aid researchers to achieve their goals. As a national archaeological journal,
CJA could help spread awareness of this model to the largest number of archaeologists in
Canada. Since the CJA, or the CAA more generally, arose from the funding boom earlier this

century, it seems only fitting that a potential solution to this recent downturn appear within its

pages.



Chapter 2
Digging Online:
Crowdfunding for Archaeology

2.1 Introduction

Archaeology has always been an expensive activity. In the past some excavations were self-
funded by wealthy amateurs; later, patrons such as Lord Carnarvon sponsored the excavations of
professional archaeologists like Howard Carter and Eli Lilly’s funding of James B. Griffin’s
work as mentioned earlier. Recently, a great deal of archaeological work has been developer-
sponsored cultural resource management (CRM) (Aitchison 2000). Outside of CRM archaeology
however, fundraising is essential to running successful archaeological projects (Piscitelli 2013).
We are now entering a new era in the funding of archaeology. While the archaeological work
conducted in the field may remain rooted in its traditions, the world is moving into an age

defined by the internet.

Traditional academic methods of securing money for research through granting agencies like the
SSHRC (Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council) can provide considerable funding to
successful applicants. Competition statistics collected from SSHRC’s website showed that only
eight out of 37 (21.6%) Insight Grant applications (for research excellence in humanities and
social sciences) succeeded during the 2014-2015 season, resulting in 29 research projects failing
to secure funding. The average success rate for Insight Grants for archaeological projects
between 2012 and 2016, was 23%. Almost one in four Insight Grant applicants obtain funding
(Figure 1); however, between 2009 and 2015, the average rate of success for archaeology-based

SSHRC Doctoral Awards was only 8.8%. In fact, from 2000-2008 the SSHRC success rate for
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doctoral awards was above 13% every year except 2006, while after 2008 the success rate
dropped below 9% every year except 2014 (Figure 2). These low success rates, coupled with
increased application frequency, illustrate the intensity of competition for grants. Additionally,
grant applications often come with constraints, including academic standing requirements and

strict deadlines.
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Figure 1: Insight Grant Success Rates Over Time
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Figure 2: SSHRC Doctoral Awards Success Rates Over Time



In contrast, crowdfunding offers a new, more inclusive and less restrictive fundraising platform.
Crowdfunding is a method of soliciting money, in small amounts, from members of the public in
an online setting with the express idea of assembling enough capital to complete a project or
accomplish a goal (Oxford Dictionary 2016). Compared to the 22% rate of success for Insight
Grants, crowdfunding on the website KickStarter.com has an overall success rate of 35.9%
(Kickstarter 2016a) and the website Experiment.com has an even higher success rate of 47.5%
(Experiment 2016a). While a panel of academic experts judges the allocation of traditional

scholarly funding, crowdfunding employs the general public to choose and fund projects.

“Crowdfunding” is a buzzword that has begun to represent the “sharing economy” (where
individuals are able to ‘borrow’ assets owned by someone else) (Investopedia 2014).
Crowdfunding platforms, such as Kickstarter and Experiment, are websites that host individual
projects, or campaigns. Over 1250 crowdfunding platforms are active on the internet and a report
by the National Crowdfunding Association of Canada forecast that in 2015, total global
crowdfunding could reach $34.4 billion (NCFA 2015a). In 2012, the Obama administration
signed the Jumpstart Our Business Startups Act (JOBS Act), which removed the legal hurdles
from the equity based funding model in the United States, making crowdfunding platforms
completely legal (Piscitelli 2013), resulting in an explosive rise in their popularity. Star Citizen, a
space flight-simulator computer game, has raised over $139,000,000 USD to date (RS12016),
making it the most successful crowdfunded initiative of all time (Guinness 2015). In 2014, over
170,000 Canadians pledged $27.65 million USD to projects on Kickstarter.com (NCFA 2015b).

While these statistics represent a reward in investment terms, as opposed to knowledge

10



generation, they nevertheless illustrate the impressive potential for reaching the public and

raising large sums of money through crowdfunding.

In addition to being a possible source of research funding, crowdfunding also provides an
interesting intersection, a neutral ground, where the public and archaeologists can interact. It
allows archaeologists to share information and knowledge with the public, while learning what
the public actually wants. As a discipline, archaeology has often had a hard time engaging the
public in meaningful ways. It has been said that the projects “best suited to crowdfunding are
those with broad popular appeal” (University Affairs 2016). Archaeology as a discipline has
broad popular appeal (Pokotylo 2002; Ramos & Duganne 2000) which means that it may be

ideally suited to take advantage of the benefits that this type of funding has to offer.

This thesis explores the use of crowdfunding as a new model to supplement traditional scholarly
funding methods for archaeological research. It examines the current state of crowdfunding, and
previous efforts to use it by archaeologists, and attempts to determine if this method may be able
to help archaeological projects. Through the examination of previous efforts by archaeologists
and other studies conducted on crowdfunding, this thesis builds a basic framework for
archaeologists attempting to implement their own crowdfunding initiatives. Archaeological
practice has been greatly affected by economic conditions in the last decade (Aitchison 2015).
During periods of government austerity, gaining access to money and resources will likely
become increasingly difficult, and finding new avenues of funding and ways to showcase the
worth of archaeology will be critically important. Crowdfunding may provide us with an

opportunity to do both. The initial benefit of crowdfunding, raising money, is of greatest benefit
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to archaeologists who are either, students or professors, at the beginning of their careers, are
outside the academic circle or only have access to smaller grants. However, crowdfunding can
also be applied to larger multidisciplinary projects conducted by established researchers. Here
crowdfunding’s largest benefit may be the engagement and sharing of information with the
public. Also, crowdfunding may provide the additional benefit of increasing the visibility of the
campaigning project and its team, while offering them proof of public’s interest in their project,
which could then be used for securing other traditional grants. Like the rise of CRM,
crowdfunding archaeological research may represent the future. Finding ways for the

archaeological discipline to integrate this into our toolkit could yield great results.

2.2 Crowdfunding: Background & Context

Crowdfunding websites, or platforms, host campaigns for a fee, typically a percentage of the
value pledged. In return pledgers may receive a reward (sometimes referred to as a “perk’) for
helping the project achieve its goal. Because the crowdfunding ecosystem has flourished, many
specialist platforms serving different and increasingly niche markets have arisen, so picking the
right platform for a project is an important step in the crowdfunding process. Indiegogo.com and
Kickstarter.com are popular generalist sites, allowing virtually any type of project to be
crowdfunded. GoFundMe.com and Generosity.com, also generalist in nature, focus on charitable
or non-profit projects. Experiment.com concentrates only on research projects from any
discipline, and Commonsites.com deals only with heritage-based projects. DigVentures.com is

currently the only archaeology crowdfunding platform with a focus on field work.

On certain platforms, a completed project only receives funding if 100% of its target is met; this
is called the “All-or-Nothing” model. On others, project targets do not need to be met and

projects may take any funding they raise via crowdfunding, known as the “Keep-it-All” model.
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There are also a number of different crowdfunding approaches. The most common is the
“donation/reward” model, where the contributor receives a reward based on the size of the
donation (NCFA 2015a). Many popular platforms such as Indiegogo.com and Kickstarter.com
use this model and most projects discussed here are of this type. However, it is not the only
model. The “investment” model allows the contributor to take ownership of a percentage of the
project, and any profit that it generates. There are also loan-based models which require
repayment of the monies collected by projects, with interest, and numerous hybrid models, which

are combinations of the previous three models (NCFA 2015a).

Kickstarter.com, Commonsites.net and Experiment.com are all considered ‘All or Nothing’
platforms, while GoFundMe.com, Digventures.com and Generosity.com all run ‘Keep it All’
models. Indiegogo.com offers both options depending on the needs of the project (Indiegogo
2016¢). For instance, if a campaigner does not require 100% of the funding to make their project
happen, or if they do not believe that they will achieve 100% of what they ask for, then they can

select a keep-it-all model to ensure they receive funding.

In terms of cost, sites charge a ‘platform fee’ to use their website, and often a ‘processing fee’ to
handle money, both of which are a percentage of the total money raised by the campaign. Most
of the platforms have virtually the same fees with each charging a combined total of around 8-
9% (Digventures 2016a; Experiment 2016a; GoFundMe 2016; Indiegogo 2016b; Kickstarter
2016b). Generosity.com, owned and run by Indiegogo.com, is the only site discussed here that

does not charge a platform fee and only charges a 3% money processing fee (Generosity 2016).

Although they have yet to be used for archaeological projects, platforms like LaunchT.com and
USEED.org offer “educational crowdfunding systems” (Boynes 2016). These allow institutions

to create their own in-house crowdfunding websites. USEED.org, and LaunchT.com do not
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actually host projects themselves—instead they help institutions to launch their own platforms,
allowing students and faculty to raise funds and awareness. However, hosting on these platforms
is restricted to members of the institutions that created them. A number of universities around the
world have begun exploring these services including: Pitzer College in California, University of
California Los Angeles, Oberlin College, and The University of Western England Bristol

(Oberlin 2016; Pitzer 2016; UCLA 2016; UWE Bristol 2016).

In Canada, the University of Alberta has its own crowdfunding platform through USEED.org,
and in an effort to support projects and entice users to the platform, the university has covered all
associated costs (USEED UAlberta 2016). Unfortunately, Carleton University’s ‘FutureFunder’
and McGill University’s ‘Seeds of Change’ are the only other Canadian institutions, listed on the
National Crowdfunding Association of Canada’s website directory(NCFA 2016), currently
exploring this and actively seeking funding (Carleton 2016, McGill 2016). While none of the
university-based platforms have yet to host an archaeology project, they may eventually be even
more important for archaeology than the commercial platforms introduced above. They may be
advantageous for student based research, and could provide unique potential donor rewards in
the form of charitable tax credits. University-based platforms can also draw on the prestige of the
academic institution, its media presence, and its faculty and alumni, which can boost the

visibility of an archaeological crowdfunding campaign and increase its credibility.

23 Published Research on Elements of Crowdfunding Success
Like any tool, archaeologists must first understand crowdfunding in order to successfully use it.
Although there is currently little information on the use of crowdfunding in archaeology,

research conducted on the metrics of success for crowdfunding in general are relevant in the
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implementation of archaeological projects. Some of these metrics include the pitch, audiovisual

components, reward or perk categories, social media, credibility and vocabulary.

The pitch is one of the first things that a prospective donor encounters on a crowdfunding page
and, like in any sales environment, it is an important part of making the sale. One study
concluded that the optimal pitch on a crowdfunding platform was a short positive text (Evers
2012), combined with an audio visual component (Evers 2012; Mollick 2014). Analysis of
projects that included videos found that they were 1.89 times more likely to succeed than
projects that did not include a video (significant at the 1% level) (Zvilichovsky et al. 2015).
However, studies have found that the single heaviest influence on the success of a project was its
funding goal (Evers 2012); the higher the target amount, the less likely it was to succeed
(Crosetto & Regner 2014). Success in securing pledges was found to be positively affected by
the number of reward or perk categories, and more options in terms of price and reward
(Zvilichovsky et al. 2015). While these metrics are not specific to archaeology, they are critical

in setting the stage to attract prospective donors.

Researchers must ensure that their project is clear and seems credible to the public. This can be
achieved in a number of ways. For instance, the credibility of a project was found to generally
increase when that project was initiated by a team instead of an individual. This is perfect for
archaeology, as projects often employ many people across diverse disciplines. Publishing
updates throughout the fundraising campaign helped to sustain credibility (Evers 2012).
Interestingly, project owners who have previously funded other projects were found to be almost
two times more likely to reach their funding goal, and that they raised more than those who had
not previously funded a project (Zvilichovsky et al. 2015). Although the author linked this to

project credibility and reciprocity, it was also noted that participating in other people's projects
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may have helped them to learn some of the finer points of crowdfunding, allowing them to create

or position their project more successfully (Zvilichovsky et al. 2015).

Ensuring that archeological projects relay credible information is clearly important, but
individuals may be motivated by several other factors when contributing to a crowdfunding
campaign. It has been suggested that many “people don’t want to consume passively; they’d
rather participate in the development and creation of [something] meaningful to them” (Howe
2009). Some crowd funders are amateur or part-time participants in the area they choose to fund
(Bannerman 2013), and they may be drawn to contribute by a desire to belong to a community
(Brabham 2008). While contributors may have an interest in archaeology, they may not have the
same level of knowledge about archacology as the campaign creators. The use of vocabulary is
therefore an important consideration. A survey of donors to a crowdfunded archaeological
project indicated that nearly half of them had no background in archaeology or anything heritage
related (Koivisto 2014). When attempting to raise funds in a public realm, archaeologists must
endeavour to avoid too much academic language as it can “obscure information fascinating to the

general [public]” (Lippert 1997), perhaps deterring them from contributing.

Crowdfunding is inexorably tied to the social. Cultivating public connections can help determine
the success of a project (Wheat et al. 2013), and successful campaigns had high levels of both
traditional and social media engagement (Verhoeven et al. 2013). One study found that the
number of comments, indicating engagement with donors, was the second largest measure of
success (Evers 2012) and another found that the number of retweets and mentions per day were
cross-correlated to total dollars raised per day (Verhoeven et al. 2013). The number of Facebook
‘likes’ has also been linked to project success and funding levels (Moisseyev 2013) and the

social media network size of the project initiator is also associated with success (Mollick 2014).
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Koivisto (2014), discussed the Ancient Roman DNA project on RocketHub (another platform),
and attributed the authors’ success to a popular online blog. Further, Koivisto (2014) attributed
his own success at crowdfunding archaeology to Facebook and blog pages made for it. In a
survey conducted with donors after the project’s completion, he verified that many (33%) heard
about it from Facebook, and two people even found the project from a social media (Twitter) that

he hadn’t used during the project.

Simply having a Facebook page or a Twitter account isn’t enough; campaigners need to be
active. Remember if we are trying to crowdfund, we will have to make a crowd. An effective
tactic is to begin publicity before a campaign starts (Hui et al. 2014). In summary, while each
study on crowdfunding uncovered something different, all studies indicated that properly
engaging and communicating with the public, in this case potential donors, is important in

making a campaign successful.

2.3.2 Sandby Borg: A Case Study for Archaeological Crowdfunding Success

Unveiling the Sandby Borg Massacre, a Swedish archaeological campaign, ran on Kickstarter
and successfully completed its funding initiative on Dec 31, 2014, having raised kr465,619 SEK
($52,207.02 USD) from 321 backers. Whether they intended to or not, the creators adhered to
many of the success metrics discussed above, which likely contributed to their success. The
Sandby team had a video narrated in English, accompanied by music and visuals, giving it the
feel and quality of an introduction to a compelling documentary or television series. The Sandby
team also did an excellent job communicating and engaging with their potential backers,
updating their campaign page a total of 27 times. While many of these updates occurred after the
completion of the project, in total they had updated almost twice as often as the next highest

updated project. They were also one of only four projects reviewed that included not only a
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dedicated project website, but also Facebook and Twitter accounts. Although there is no way to
determine how much of an effect these social media connections may have had, 120 (37%) of
their project supporters were not located in Sweden. Some of them were likely drawn to the
project through social and non-traditional media. They also combined a creative use of language
and pledge rewards to entice people to join them for “an experience of a lifetime” in “unveiling
the secrets of the Sandby Borg Massacre”, instead of dry or jargon-filled language that might
drive people away. By employing these techniques, the Sandby Borg team created a compelling
project that took advantage of everything the platform and the internet has to offer (Kickstarter

2106d).

2.4  Assembling information on crowdfunded archaeology projects

Sandby Borg is just one of a number of attempts to crowdfund archaeological research projects
and with the goal of better understanding the potential of crowdfunding for archaeology, I
attempted to assemble information on as many projects as possible. Doing so necessitated

manual scraping of data from individual pages.

A number of crowd-funding web portals were assessed and divided into categories based on their
specialization. Kickstarter.com, Indiegogo.com, Experiment.com and Digventures.com were
chosen as they represent a variety of specializations and because they are popular, frequently
used, larger websites, they contain more data about past archaeological crowdfunding projects.
There were other crowdfunding platforms that initially seemed like they would be ideally suited
to this paper because they were largely geared towards the heritage community and archaeology,

but were later discarded.
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The next step in the data collection process was the search for appropriate individual projects. On
each platform the search terms ‘archaeology’, ‘archaeological’ and ‘excavation’ were used to
generate a list of finished projects, which made up the sample studied in this research. The
intended result was to look at projects attempting to do archaeological research in some way,
most often in the form of excavation. The majority of the resulting projects did not represent
archaeological research. Many were students seeking tuition, field school fees, or travel grants.
Some sought to make videogames, or film documentaries, and there was even the odd
pseudoscience project. Any projects asking for funds for an individual’s own education or travel,
even if related to archacology, were not included in the dataset. Once a project was determined to
be research-oriented, the following data from each individual page were collected: platform,
date, video use, social media use, rewards (value, types and number claimed). Other information
collected included funding requested, funding received, number of pledgers, currency, title and a
link to the project page. For comparability reasons, all currency values were adjusted to USD,
based on the world currency value from the end of day close on Oct 28th 2016, using Google’s
online currency conversion tool. In total, 59 crowdfunded archaeology projects were identified,

creating the dataset for the following analysis.

2.5  Analysis of Crowdfunded Archaeology Projects

I began analyzing the data by looking at the rates of success for archaeological projects on the
various funding platforms. Due to the fact that there are two distinct and unequal methods of
receiving funding (i.e. the keep-it-all and all-or-nothing methods), two different quantitative

measures of success were needed. The first measure of success was the number of projects that

19



reached their funding goal on a given platform. By this criterion, if a project received 100% or
more of its funding ask, it was considered a success. Based on this measure, the platform
Digventures was the most successful with roughly 86% of projects having received 100% or
more of their goal (Table 1). This result may be due to the fact that Digventures projects must
first undergo an approval process that likely eliminates most projects with a low chance of
succeeding. In addition, once approved, projects can be aided by the Digventures team on
various aspects of the fundraising process, including advertising and access to the dedicated
Digventures social media (Digventures 2016b). Experiment.com came in second with a 71%
success rate followed by Kickstarter at 58% (Table 1). Surprisingly, fundraising giant
Indiegogo.com had an overall success rate of only 11%. Nevertheless, the overall success rate of
archaeological projects, even with the addition of Indiegogo’s relatively low rate, was 52.5%,

higher than the rate of success for the SSHRC awards.

Platform Success Rate (100%+) Success Rate (got any money)
Indiegogo 11% 100%
Kickstarter 58.33% 58.33%
Digventures 85.71% 100.00%
Experiment 71.43% 71.43%
All
platforms 52.54% 84.75%

Table 1: Platform Success Rates

The second measure of success was whether a project received any funding at all. This method
was biased towards platforms that offer a keep-it-all approach, like Indiegogo.com and
Digventures. Both of these platforms had a 100% success rate based on this criterion, as every

project managed to raise some funds. Experiment.com and Kickstarter.com’s rate of success
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remained unchanged. Using this measure of success, almost 85% of all projects received some

funding (Table 1).

2.5.1 Ingredients for Success in Crowdfunded Archaeology Projects

Research conducted by Zvilichovsky et al. (2015) has shown that projects with videos were more
likely to succeed. Overall, 55% of the crowdfunded archaeology projects that received 100% or
more of their goal were accompanied by a video; however, 64% of unsuccessful projects also
had one. I therefore cannot a draw a clear correlation between success and having a video using
my dataset. This may be a result of a small dataset or it may reflect the fact that campaigners are

actively following platform recommendations to post a project video.

In terms of the use of other media (Facebook, Twitter, blogs etc.), it was found that only 29% of
the archaeology projects that reached or surpassed their goal employed other media. This was an
unexpected result and upon closer inspection it seems that this number is greatly reduced by the
Indiegogo projects, many of which never reach 100% of their goal and by Digventures. Projects
run on Digventures get access to the Digventures media networks and therefore do not need to

create their own alternate media outlets.

Examination of the average amount asked for by campaigns indicated that successful
archaeology crowdfunding campaigns asked for almost exactly $6,000 less than unsuccessful
campaigns ($8,769.59 compared with $14,844.26). This finding is in line with results from other
studies discussed earlier. It was also suggested that projects that update their pages more often
are more likely to succeed. This implication was shown to be true in this sample. Overall, 48% of

successful archaeology crowdfunding projects updated their page three or more times during
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their campaign. On Experiment.com, this number was 80% and on Indiegogo.com, 100% of
projects that achieved their goal updated three or more times. It should also be remembered that
some campaign updates may occur after the project has been completed (thanking donors for

support etc.), and that this practice would not be picked up by the data analysis.

2.5.2 Reward Analysis

People who donate to crowdfunded projects generally receive a reward matched to the amount
that they donate. When we look at the platforms together, there are four important donation
ranges that become apparent: $6-19, $20-29, $50-99 and $100-150, each representing close to
20% of the total pledges (Table 2). A popular method for enticing donors to pledge at higher
levels was to offer combined rewards at higher cost levels. These packages would often offer one
new reward, but include many, if not all of the previous rewards. To simplify this only the

reward of the highest perceived value was counted.

While the small and medium value rewards were by far the most purchased, the third most
popular reward was a copy of the site report, and the fourth was access to information about the
project. To ensure that the pattern in the rewards data wasn’t too heavily weighted by the Sandby
Borg project, it was reanalyzed two additional times. Similar results were found when pledges
from the Sandby Borg project were looked at on their own, and when all projects (minus Sandby
Borg) were looked at (Tables 3 and 4). Although this data clearly indicates popular reward
categories and price ranges, it does not mean high-end rewards should not be considered. The
Sandby Borg project raised 43% of its total funding from only nine, or 3.1% of their total

pledges, so having some very high-end or unique ‘moonshot’ rewards is important.
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- Selected the most often across all platforms

Selected the 2nd most often across all platforms

Selected the 3rd most often across all platforms

Most popular reward values

HitH

Top 4 most highly selected

Legend: Tables 2, 3, and 4

Reward Value

Average
Value $30- | $50- | $100- | $151 | Total # of Total
Order Reward $1-5 | $6-19 | $20-29 49 99 150 + Pledged Pledge
Least Thank You 15 50 6.4%
Product (S) 16 1 20 13 1 215 27.6%
Named 2 4 4 7 8 1 26 3.3%
Product (M) 32 21 6 206 26.4%
Access 21 32 5 14 17 4 93 11.9%
Site Report 1 3 15 4 120 15.4%
Visit Site 2 8 16 38 4.9%
Product (L) 12 4 16 2.1%
Join the Dig 3 0.4%
Highest | !!! Moonshot 3 2 8 13 1.7%
Totals 55 153 152 53 172 152 43 780 100.0%
Table 2: Total Pledges for All Compatible Surveyed Projects
Reward Value
Value $30- | $50- | $100- | $151 | Total # Average
Order Reward $1-5 | $6-19 | $20-29 49 929 150 + Pledged of Total
Least Thank You 29 10.1%
Product (S) 105 36.5%
Named 0.0%
Product (M) 85 29.5%
Access 0 0.0%
Site Report 60 20.8%
Visit Site 2 0.7%
Product (L) 4 1.4%
Join the Dig 3 1.0%
Highest | !!! Moonshot 0 0.0%
Totals 29 56 49 0 85 60 9 288 100.0%

Table 3: Total Pledges for Sandby Borg Project
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Reward Value
Average
Value $100- Total # | of Total
Order Reward $1-5 $6-19 | $20-29 | $30-49 | $50-99 150 $151+ | Pledged | Pledge
Least Thank You 21 4.2%
Product (S) 16 110 22.0%
Named 2 26 5.2%
Product (M) 121 24.2%
Access 93 18.6%
Site Report 60 12.0%
Visit Site 2 36 7.2%
Product (L) 16 3.2%
Join the Dig 3 3 0.6%
Highest | !!! Moonshot 3 2 8 13 2.6%
Totals 26 97 103 53 87 92 41 499 | 100.0%
Table 4: Total Pledges for All Compatible Surveyed Projects Minus Sandby

2.5.3 Success

The number of archaeology projects that actually received any funding on the crowdfunding

platforms looked at, has been increasing dramatically since 2014. The rate of success for

archaeological based projects also appears to be increasing over time. We can see an overall

upwards trend (Figure 3), with a dip in 2015 and then a healthy recovery in 2016, despite the fact

that the year has not yet ended. When we couple this information with an increase in the number

of projects over time (Figure 4), it leads me to be optimistic about the use of these platforms and

funding success.
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The projects hosted by Digventures that reached 100% or more of their funding goal, earned on
average $16,054.44, an amount that was significantly higher than other platforms (Table 5). This
may be due to a number of factors, many stemming from the selective nature and guidance
provided on that platform. Kickstarter.com came in second with its successful projects earning

an average of $10,138.06. Successful Experiment.com projects averaged significantly less,
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earning only $4,029.80. However, this shortfall is offset by their higher rate of success (Table 5).
Lastly, Indiegogo.com campaigns averaged only $3351.74. Indiegogo.com projects however,
used a keep-it-all model and when this is taken into consideration, the average amount actually

earned by Indiegogo campaigns was $4,364.94 (Table 5).

Avg. amount Avg. Amount
Received Received Success Rate | Success Rate
Platform (100%+) (all projects) (100%+) (got any money)
Indiegogo $3,351.74 $4,364.94 11% 100%
Kickstarter $10,138.06 $10,138.06 58.33% 58.33%
Digventures $16,054.44 $13,871.34 85.71% 100.00%
Experiment $4,029.80 $4,029.80 71.43% 71.43%
All Platforms $10,020.04 $7,767.94 52.54% 84.75%
Avg Funding Ask $8,769.59 $14,844.26

Table 5: Average Donations Requested and Received

There have been limitations to studying the interaction between the archacological community
with crowdfunding. Only a small number of archaeological projects have used crowdfunding and
the data is often proprietary or private in nature. Because of the limited public data that could be
collected and analyzed, the quantitative results could not achieve statistical significance. This
study should therefore be considered exploratory, highlighting possible areas for future research.
Data on archaeology-related crowdfunding will become more robust the more our discipline uses
it. Despite the small dataset, the results were promising and give archeologists reason for

optimism about the potential future of crowdfunding as a source of revenue.

2.6 Discussion
Clearly, the funding aspect of crowdfunding would be appealing to some prospective

archaeologists and the misconception that crowdfunding constitutes begging for charity, an idea
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previously held by retired archaeologist Dr. Volker Arnold, is rapidly disappearing. Volker
himself later realized this assumption was inaccurate after reading an article about crowdfunding,
and went on to successfully raise money for a dig in Germany (Volker 2015). In fact,
DigVentures came into existence because a team of archaeologists no longer wanted to be
“reliant on handouts from charities” and believed that archaeologists needed to find new funding

methods if they wanted financial security (Knowles 2014).

The secondary benefits of crowdfunding for archaeology may, in some circumstances, outstrip
its monetary potential. Crowdfunding creates a unique opportunity to gain public support for a
project before the completion of research (Wheat et al. 2013). The public’s patronage, even their
‘likes’, can be used to help substantiate the value the public holds for a project when applying for
more formal grants. Limp et al. (2011) wrote it best, saying that: “The usefulness of any
technique or method to archaeology, or to any field, is not a simple assessment of the value of
that method (or technology) but an assessment of it in the context of archaeology and the benefits

that derive from its use.”

When I looked at the rewards, I discovered that not only were small or medium trinkets valued
but that the archaeology-related rewards like site reports and exclusive access to site updates, a
strategy used by DigVentures, were also highly valued. Unfortunately, Digventures had to be
excluded from our reward analysis because there was no accessible data about their perk
popularity. The Digventures campaigns emphasized archaeological-based rewards like updates,
access, site tours, and even allowed donors to participate in the dig, all offered at a relatively low

cost. These are strategies that I believe may have contributed a great deal to the success seen on
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this platform. This is called ‘Social Contract Archaeology’ because Digventure teams were
entering into a social contract with a wide group of donors and stakeholders through the

crowdfunding process (Wilkins & Wilkins 2012).

The tools of new media and the social web give our discipline a unique way to present our own
stories, and even engage and collaborate with the public to create new narratives (Morgan & Eve
2012). Participants in a crowdfunding project called Research My World (Verhoeven et al.
2013), reported building new professional relationships that would aid them in obtaining ‘proper’
grants, and an elevation of their profiles after their crowdfunding attempts (Verhoeven et al.
2013). Crowdfunding has particular value for younger generations, through its freedom to
transcend boundaries and the ubiquity of its reach through social media (Lowe 2014), arguably
helping to democratize archaeology. It also helps to create a barrier-free space to build new
relationships, and promote one's own work in a substantially faster and easier way than
traditional methods of dissemination (Kansa & Deblauwe 2011). Using crowdfunding for
archaeological projects results in data sharing, which has the potential to increase a scholar's
visibility in their field (Harley et al. 2010), and increasing this visibility in the public forum of
the internet is of critical importance (Graham 2010). Data sharing online may contribute not only
to the spread of knowledge but also data preservation, ensuring that information is located in

more than one location at any one given time.

There may also be other benefits to crowdfunding that are yet unrealized. Through
crowdfunding, archeologists may be able to more easily collaborate with other researchers,

scientists and professionals. It can be used to help fund student research which, as Figure 2
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illustrates, is not something easily done. Crowdfunding may also help the public to understand
and appreciate the importance of archaeology and the preservation of history. In addition,
crowdfunding can be used to bridge the funding gap for those people who may be outside the
academic system. Even those without funding woes can glean benefits by using crowdfunding.
For them, it will be a springboard for engagement and education, and perhaps quantitative
proving ground for the worth of their work. If archaeologists can begin to think critically about
how to approach the public and use the tools of mass communication adeptly, perhaps they can

improve upon the success of their projects, while learning something from the process itself.

Naturally, there will be challenges to overcome when blending archaeology and crowdfunding.
As we’ve seen above, academic institutions have only begun to explore the world of
crowdfunding. Unfortunately, this means that most archaeologists in academia will not have an
institution-based platform to call home, and will be forced to search the rest of the world-wide-
web for a suitable host. Selecting the correct platform to host their project is a juggling act, and is
ultimately dependent on what a researcher hopes to gain. On one hand, it is important to keep in
mind how much money a platform will take off the top of a successful campaign. Also, the
increased visibility provided by certain platforms may be the difference between success and
failure. For younger researchers, money to conduct research may be the most important goal,
while tenured professors may get more out of the exposure and community engagement. If
available, an institution’s own in-house platform should be a researcher’s number one choice, as
access to the university publishing, campus news and alumni networks may provide more traffic
to projects rather than relying heavily on a researcher’s personal networks. If this is not an
option, my suggestion would be as follows; If possible, apply to be hosted on Digventures as

they provide guidance throughout the process. If hosting there falls through, I would recommend
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Indiegogo.com because while they are not quite as niche as Experiment.com, or as large as
Kickstarter.com, they do offer flexible funding options. Their popularity also means that traffic

on their site will be higher than some of the specialist platforms.

Potential drawbacks come with the virtual commercialization of certain projects on such a public
stage. It has been suggested that some projects that claim to be opportunities for engagement, are
often “not providing any actual learning experiences” (Perry & Beale 2015) and that there has
been a lack of attention to these dynamics (Smith 2014). Sayer (2014) has questioned the ethical
implications of crowdfunding an archaeological project, and how this might relate to moral
issues about who the past belongs to, and the right to charge people to be involved in excavating
their own past. Although many of the platforms discussed here have guidelines in place to
prevent unethical projects or the misuse of funds, the particular types of ethical issues posed by
archeological projects may require deeper analysis. I would suggest that campaign donors are not
individually paying to dig on a site (when that is a reward), unlike archaeotourism or a field-
school, as much as they are helping to fund the entire project, where a reward for their assistance
1s an opportunity to experience archaeology. Regardless, it is extremely important that
archaeological crowdfunding projects adopt a robust and transparent ethical standpoint from the
outset of the campaign. In addition, individuals or teams should be certain that their projects are
a good fit for this type of public funding. There must always be an awareness, sensitivity and

respect for the materials and cultures they may be interacting with.

Of course crowdfunding archaeology also has the potential to open the door to a host of projects

which might tarnish the reputation of or do damage to the archaeological record. This could
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easily result from untrained amateurs, pseudoscientists or treasure-hunters posing as legitimate
researchers online. Unfortunately, the layperson may not always be able to discern the treasure-
hunter from the true archaeologist. It is therefore extremely important that we be as transparent
about ethical guidelines as we are about our own credentials and affiliations (to institutions etc.),
and specifically mention that our projects meet regulations and consult the appropriate people.
Ensuring that we differentiate our modern discipline as ethically responsible knowledge

production, from the treasure hunting stereotype of our past (Gero & Root 1996).

A successful, ethically sound project is the result of many variables including project appeal,
timing, platform and perhaps even a little luck. However, careful planning, and a strategic
approach are undoubtedly critical parts of the process. Like a good trowel, when used correctly,

certain strategic approaches may help us find what we’re looking for.

2.7 Recommendations

Many crowdfunding platforms have their own framework designed to aid project creators in the
construction of a successful campaign. Some of the following advice could be applied to any
crowdfunding campaign, but I have tried to compile a framework with archaeological projects in

mind.

Considerations
Before beginning a campaign, take the time to seriously reflect on your own goals and consider
the ethical issues at stake. As an archaeologist, are there any potential ethical issues that could

arise from your project? Are you crowdfunding for the right reasons? Some projects may not be
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well suited to the public platform offered by crowdfunding. It may not be appropriate to
crowdfund for certain highly culturally sensitive projects, and their locations may need to be kept
a secret. Consider the interests and views of all parties involved. Additionally make sure that all
government regulations regarding archaeology in the area of the project are met and disclosed in
your campaign, they may vary widely depending on the location. If you are connected to an
institution, be sure to familiarize yourself with any rules they have regarding crowdfunding and
make sure that there is support both from the school and the faculty, and that your campaign is in

compliance with the ethical regulations in place (Verhoeven et al. 2013).

2.7.1 Before Beginning a Campaign

Platform

It doesn’t matter what you’re trying to fund, pick the correct platform for your project. This will
mean choosing a funding model that is either ‘all or nothing’ or ‘keep it all’. Make sure that you
research the platform you choose so that you understand exactly what working with them will

entail (fees, legalities etc.) and how funding will be received at the close of the campaign.

Promotion

Being active on social media, starting dedicated project accounts before the project is launched,
dedicating time each week to update these different platforms and engaging with potential
donors is important (Verhoeven et al. 2013). During Koivisto’s (2014) crowdfunding he found
that 69% of respondents shared the campaign, to the benefit of his campaign. So when you do
contact your network, enlist them to help you spread the word about the campaign. Additionally,

getting public endorsements from outside experts may increase credibility and also give you
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access to networks otherwise unavailable (Experiment.com 2016b). Projects that reach 30% of
their goal within the first two days are more likely to exceed their funding goal (Indiegogo
2016d); this will give prospective backers confidence in your project. As such, it may be
beneficial to identify people that may become financial or promotional supporters, and approach

these people personally for support before the campaign starts (Verhoeven et al. 2013).

Scale

Make sure the project is scalable. In other words, make sure that it can function at different
levels of funding, or that funding by the crowd represents only one venue of capital.
Archaeology is expensive work and crowdfunding can be fickle; there is no guarantee that your
project will raise all that you require. This consideration is especially important when flexible
funding is used, as you’ll be receiving whatever you earn, regardless of your goal. A project that
only receives a small portion of the money required could run into ethical or logistical problems

as a result.

2.7.2 Building a Campaign

Title

The title 1s important as it will be the first thing that people read, so make it clear but catchy. You
want people to know what your project is about yet curious enough to click on it. The title for the
successful Sandby Borg project described above was: Unveiling the Sandby Borg Massacre. This

title is informative yet compels us to find out more.

33



Video and Description
Every planned project should have a script for the video and descriptive text, which should
explain your story (Kickstarter 2016¢) and be interesting enough to be sharable (Indiegogo
2016d). What got you interested in, or do you find exciting, about archaeology? Your audience
may also feel the same way. It should include all the key pieces of information that the viewer or
reader might want to ask like:
Who are you? (If you have published recently or presented at a conference, link
these if possible); What are you planning?; When will it happen/what is the
schedule?; Where your idea came from?; What is your budget?; Why you are
passionate or excited?; How they can help/be a part of it?; Why does their
contribution matter?; What’s in it for them?
Information we may find mundane, the age of artifacts, or the fact that no one has dug at a
particular location before, may be the mysterious hook to catch a donor’s attention. It is also
important, as discussed, to use layman's terms (Verhoeven et al. 2013) because many funders
may be from outside the heritage field (Koivisto 2014). The video should be high quality, short
and to the point, roughly two to three minutes in length, with clear, crisp audio (Indiegogo

2016d). Any detail that cannot fit in your video can go into the project's description.

Rewards (Perks)

Make sure that you have appropriate rewards enticing people to contribute. Remember that “you
know better than anyone what your community wants” (Kickstarter 2016c¢) and the people who
might pledge to an archaeological project probably have an interest in archaeology. Given this,

offer perks and/or rewards that this type of audience would like. Think about what you would
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want if you were pledging to such a project. What unique things can you offer to entice your

audience?

I would recommend that there be one reward for each of the most collected pledge levels found
in the data, as seen in Table 2. Some good options might be site photos, site reports or exclusive
access to daily updates (which will double to let donors “share the creative journey”; Kickstarter
2016¢). If possible, offer an engaging or unique reward, like a site visit or the option to dig. Do
not offer something you cannot follow through with and be clear on all the logistics such rewards
would entail. That way, donors are well aware of any additional out-of-pocket expenses and any
arrangements they must make themselves (Verhoeven et al. 2013). For some of the more
expensive options, instead of offering one big reward, you can offer a combination of smaller
rewards. Adding ‘stretch’ goals/rewards when the campaign reaches a funding goal, and

marketing pledges as gifts to others, can be used to keep the momentum of the project going.

Funding
As you would for any grant application, write down all of your possible expenses, even smaller
costs like shipping for your rewards, or platform and processing fees. These are now part of the

budget for your project.

Set an appropriate target amount and pick an important component (e.g., cost of excavation), and
tell donors for what you are specifically raising funds. Most projects that were successful on
Experiment.com campaigned for under $5000 (Experiment 2016b). Not only does this

corroborate data about lower values being more successful (Crosetto & Regner 2014), but also
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data found here. Since all campaigns on Experiment.com are research-based, the results there
may be more comparable to archaeological projects. Remember that you can always set a stretch

goal later.

According to Kickstarter (Kickstarter 2016¢), 30-day long projects have the optimal success rate.
Set a strategic deadline. Remember that you can leverage holidays, long weekends and even pay

periods by lining them up with your campaign.

Promotion

Remember that you are trying to reach the crowd, not the other way around. Make the most of
your own personal or professional networks, and social media to get the word out, and continue
doing this during your campaign. Make sure you continue to update pages and engage with
people. You may also want to create a press release to make sure national and regional
archaeological associations know what you’re planning, and see if they’ll be willing to post a

notice of your project.

Frequently Asked Questions

Include a frequently asked questions (FAQ) section on your campaign page, and update it
regularly. This is particularly important for a research-based project where many people may not
know much about archaeology and thus contributors may have many questions. Having an FAQ
section will reduce the number of personal responses required, while also showing people that

you are engaged with the project.
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2.8  Future Research & Conclusions

Consider for a moment that in 2015, Canada was the 3rd highest rated crowdfunding country,
with 1,988 projects generating a total of $32,996,232 (TheCrowdDataCenter 2016). Or that fifty
out of fifty-nine projects studied, raised $388,397 for archacological research. Crowdfunding
represents an important emerging resource for archaeology and archaeologists today. My
research illustrates the potential for crowdfunding as a new source of revenue for archeological

projects, as well as a unique way to share ideas about archeology with the public.

The exploratory work conducted here shows that some archaeologists have already started to use
crowdfunding to raise capital for their projects. Indeed, my preliminary research suggests that the
rate at which archaeological crowdfunding projects actually receive funding, from each platform
as well as averaged together, is not only higher than some traditional grants but also higher than

the crowdfunding industry average.

Crowdfunding has great potential for certain groups of archaeologists. First, it provides the
opportunity, especially for the younger members or those at the fringes of our community, to
raise research capital. Second, by looking at the number of people who pledged, the amount that
they pledge, or how many ‘Like’, comment on, or shares the project received on social media,
we can show evidence of public support for a project. This support could be used to prove a
project's worth to traditional granting committees. In fact major funding bodies, like SSHRC,
specifically ask applicants if they have matching or other sources of funding, which according to
their “Guidelines for Cash and In-Kind Contributions” crowdfunding should fit quite nicely
(SSHRC 2014). SSHRC also asks prospective applicants to address their “knowledge
mobilization” initiatives beyond academia (SSHRC 2015), and crowdfunding not only shows the

public interest but provides a possible means for publicizing research.
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Having helped to fund a number of successful projects, at the outset of this project I believed that
crowdfunding could represent an alternative method of funding, independent of some of those
more traditional methods. However, I have come to view it as much more than simply a method
for raising funds. Rather, I have come to see crowdfunding as a valuable resource that our
discipline can add to its toolkit. Crowdfunding can be used to raise money, but it also helps us to
engage with the public and provides us with a common ground upon which we can communicate
and discuss. The reception of a funding project reflects public interest in what we do, which in
turn may help garner more funding from granting agencies or help to influence future public
policies in heritage sectors. Also, it forces us as archaeologists to think outside our unit and to
consider how accessible our projects are and how they are perceived. Crowdfunding may link us
to other individuals outside our networks whose thoughts or ideas may not have otherwise
occurred to us. In short, crowdfunding offers us a unique opportunity to share, to learn and

maybe even make some money so that we can dig in the dirt a little longer.
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