Discovering the Archaeologists of Europe

Evaluation May 2007

1. Evaluation of progress in Cyprus:

Has the project got as far as you expected it to by this time; what worked as expected; what did not work as well; what worked better than expected?

The project has been slightly delayed up to now due to the delayed beginning in January. In addition, there has been a delay in adapting the suggested questionnaire to the Cypriot reality with regards to who is considered to be an archaeologist and also the way archaeology works in Cyprus in general.

What problems were encountered, if any; why did they occur; what impact will problems have; will this affect what you hope to achieve by the next meeting in September; is there anything you can do to make sure problems do not recur?

Given that one of the main aims of the project is that of transnational comparability and that the questionnaire model is applicable to a country with a different system with regards to the archaeological profession and given that the term ‘archaeologist’ is not entirely comparable in the different partner countries, some problems and delays have occurred concerning the questionnaire set up and the target group.

Have you progressed further than you expected to by this time, with the project as a whole, or with part of the project; what impact will this have?

Given the delay in the beginning of the project the Data Collection, which should be completed in the spring and summer of 2007 may be slightly delayed. Considering that the questionnaires are being distributed in early summer it is expected that some replies (especially from academic organisations that have long summer holidays) may be received late. Hopefully this will not result in a major delay for the project as a whole.

2. Evaluation of the overall transnational project; any comments on the management and communication and how these have worked since the last meeting; any suggestions for how these might be improved.

The main contractor (IFA and Kenneth Aitchinson) has been efficient with regards to management and communication. Communication by email was especially efficient and the project’s website is extremely helpful and informative.

3. Any comments on the evaluation process so far.

None.

4. Any other relevant information.

None 

