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Battle or ballet? Metaphors archaeological Facebook
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ABSTRACT
The emergence of online social networks such as Facebook provide new
opportunities for communication between archaeologists, and between
archaeologists and communities. In this study, we used qualitative text
analysis and conceptual metaphor analysis of conversations with eleven
European archaeological Facebook site administrators to understand
their motivations and ideas. We found that altruistic motivations coexist
with emotional, career, and social capital expectations, that pseudo-
archaeology and political weaponization of archaeology are major
concerns, and that participants’ conception of themselves and the
archaeological Facebook sites they manage are based on multiple
conceptual metaphors, revealing different, deliberative vs. agonistic,
conceptions of social media community interaction, while top-down
metaphors are contested by participatory, bottom-up metaphors,
pointing to important dilemmas for the poetics and politics of
contemporary public archaeology.
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Introduction

Online social media platforms are extensively used by academic archaeologists, archaeological heri-
tage management and communication professionals, amateurs and members of descendant and
indigenous communities engaged with archaeology. This is because many in the field now recognize
the need for openness and participatory approaches to archaeological research, communication and
resource management (Moser et al. 2002; Morgan and Eve 2012; Atalay 2012). Also, because Web 2.0
technologies and approaches are now much more broadly available, and used, across the whole
spectrum of archaeological work (Kansa, Kansa, and Watrall 2011; Dallas 2015; Bonacchi 2017).

Numerous studies show that social web engagement in archaeology can foster productive
relationships and establish meaningful spaces for knowledge-making among archaeologists, and
knowledge-sharing between archaeologists and the public. Yet most of them focus mainly on actu-
ality and normative practice, aiming to explain what happens on social media and what institutions
and professionals should do foster public engagement. In our study, we take a different approach by
refocusing on people, their cognition and agency. We believe that the ideas of archaeological Face-
book sites’ administrators are shaped by and affect the work that they carry out on Facebook, and
thus they provide valuable insights on archaeology-related community practice. We, therefore, focus
on administrators as central actors in archaeological social media activity and seek to grasp their
ideas and perceptions about their Facebook practice. We are interested to know: what shapes the
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actions of administrators and what motivates them to engage actively with archaeology on social
network sites? Also, how do these people represent themselves, and how do they understand
their role? And how do they conceive the Facebook page or group they run?

Drawing from the ideas of 11 administrators of archaeology-related Facebook pages or groups,
our focus in this study is therefore to investigate one particular aspect of the use of Facebook by
archaeological communities: namely, to understand the motives, perceptions and challenges for
archaeological communication on social media faced by administrators, and the way they conceive
their Facebook site and their own identity, as expressed in their own words. In the following sections,
we offer a brief assessment of relevant research on archaeological communication on social network
sites and establish the rationale for our study, then we present its scope, objectives, methodological
approach and research process, followed by a presentation and interpretation of the key findings of
our analysis as regards administrator profiles and conceptual metaphors activated by administrators
about their Facebook site and their work. We conclude by situating our findings in the context of
broader questions facing the scholarship and praxis of public archaeology.

Archaeological communication on social network sites

Review of relevant literature

Ever since their emergence, social network sites such as Facebook and Twitter attracted strong
archaeological interest, mostly involving researchers of public, theoretical and digital archaeology.
Alongside weblogs, such platforms were seen from the outset as potentially fruitful conduits for out-
reach in archaeology, broadening its audience and increasing the discoverability of archaeological
content (Whitcher Kansa and Deblauwe 2011; Richardson 2012; Rocks-Macqueen 2016; Wakefield
2020), and promising to become one useful way to communicate archaeological knowledge vis-à-
vis traditional information dissemination channels (Matthews and Wallis 2015). Social network
sites appear as effective media to share scholarly resources with a wider public (Walker 2014a;
Haukaas and Hodgetts 2016; Patania and Jaffe 2018). Viewed from the point of view of academic
and professional archaeologists, online social networks were further claimed to be useful in fostering
scholarly communication within archaeological communities (Beale and Ogden 2012; Richardson
2012; 2015; Delgado Anés, Pellitero, and Richardson 2017; Hagmann 2018), whereas online collabor-
ation and collective expertise within specialized professional social network sites might also help
improve the quality of archaeological research (Morris 2011; Whitcher Kansa and Deblauwe 2011;
Richardson 2015), bringing the greatest benefit to young researchers who are the most active par-
ticipants in online networks (Whitcher Kansa and Deblauwe 2011).

On the other hand, it was noted that social media encounters between professional archaeolo-
gists and communities of interest such as metal detectorists can be fraught with tension, as
online meaning exchanges may accentuate polarization between these two groups despite their
seemingly similar interests (Axelsen 2018). Furthermore, the impact of using social media for archae-
ological communication was reported to have limited uptake, due to an array of issues related to
barriers to technology use in practice, such as corporate communication policies, digital literacy,
costs, ICT infrastructure, ethical challenges, regional traditions and individual attitudes (Colley
2014). Working with social network sites, as well as other types of social media, is resource heavy:
organizations are asked to consider additional financial and human resources to make communi-
cation efficient, while individual participation involves also multiple personal investments needed
for engagement (Beale and Ogden 2012; Laracuente 2012).

Archaeology-related social network sites were included among a wider range of open and con-
stantly changing but also coherent and systematic practices of public, non-professional archaeology,
situated in an ‘archaeological periphery consist[ing] in the interconnections and creolization of pro-
fessional archaeology with other, culturally more distant sign structures which lie outside the realm
of scholarly knowledge’ (Laužikas et al. 2018). Similarly, social network sites enabling user-generated
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content were perceived as boundary-crossing global formations which occupy the middle space
between traditional archaeological dissemination and casual conversation, but which, within the fra-
mework of the participatory web, usually engender a gap between professionally produced archae-
ological data and non-professional, or community, participation (Whitcher Kansa and Deblauwe
2011; Richardson 2012). From one point of view, this calls for archaeologists to provide a voice of
authority in representing the discipline in a public arena (Richardson 2012; Tarlow and Stutz 2013;
Sánchez 2013); however, this need often mutates into reinforcing archaeological authority at the
expense of genuinely de-centred public engagement or social collaboration (Walker 2014b). For
example, it was noted that the use of Twitter to communicate with non-archaeological publics
may create friction with organizational policy and structure, at the face of a notable lack of guidance
for using the platform (Richardson 2012; 2015). This is a common issue in many institutional settings
enabled by digital technologies, because most institutional websites tend to replicate the architec-
ture of institutional hierarchy in the less hierarchical spaces provided by social media, which
occasionally (and ironically) are illustrated by images taken from institutional websites; on the
other hand, community-driven initiatives are usually based on a ‘grassroots and up’ approach,
using more accessible platforms, including social media, for cultural discussions, debates, documen-
tation and the promotion of group identity (Brown and Nicholas 2012). As Lorna Richardson notes,
the main challenge in public archaeology is how to avoid ‘participatory ventriloquism’ responsible
for the effective injection of a top-down approach to public and community archaeology on the
Internet, and engendering the ‘risk of performing our-self-defined roles as archaeologists in the
digital realm, through advising non-archaeologists what to read, ask and contribute through Internet
technologies and our social media platforms, rather than consider the needs and interests of the
audience’ (Richardson 2014).

To address this problem, multiple studies focused on presenting strategies by which social
network sites can promote archaeological heritage while engaging equitably with the public
in a spirit of genuine participation (Richardson 2014; 2015; Huvila 2014; Williams and Atkin
2015; Morgan and Pallascio 2015; Kelpšienė 2019). This appears particularly relevant to archae-
ological museums, where platforms such as Facebook are used both for marketing purposes and
for digital communication employing a participatory multi-vocal dialogue (Pett 2012; Bonacchi
and Galani 2013; Marakos 2014; De Man and Oliveira 2016). Yet while it is generally accepted
that engagement with audiences is a key component of digital public archaeology, there is typi-
cally no clear consensus on methods or measurements of engagement (Wakefield 2020). Several
studies focus on understanding how social media audiences and their engagement with social
media (Bonacchi and Galani 2013; Matthews and Wallis 2015; Wakefield 2020) could help
develop better ways for communicating archaeological information. For example, an online
engagement strategy for the ‘Must Farm’ commercial excavation demonstrates the immense
potential for social network sites to enable meaningful interaction with users even within
limited time and with limited financial resources (Wakefield 2020).

As sites of social and cultural interaction among professional archaeologists, and between archae-
ologists and broader communities, social network sites become consequential arenas for the enact-
ment of social and cultural practices involving, and often reproducing, established power structures,
contemporary political conflicts, and long-held, systemic social inequities and exclusions, including
those based on race and gender. Recent studies showed how perceptions of the archaeological past
in the United Kingdom were weaponized on social network sites in the context of the Brexit cam-
paign (Bonacchi, Altaweel, and Krzyzanska 2018) and how, more broadly, archaeological heritage
is brought to bear on nationalist discourses on social media (Bonacchi 2022). Other studies high-
lighted how social network sites not only empower archaeological agency and even disrupt domi-
nant narratives of authority and exclusion, but, like a double-sword, can also lead to ‘widespread
social web-based abuse of archaeology, heritage and museums professionals [in the context of a]
virtually non-existent architecture of protection, prevention and penalization for such abuse’
while, also, exploiting users’ unpaid labour online (Perry and Beale 2015; 157: Perry, Shipley, and
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Osborne 2015; Cook 2019). Overall, it has been acknowledged that online communication poses
multiple ethical challenges for digital public archaeology, including privacy, digital surveillance,
and online harassment and abuse (Richardson 2018; Dennis 2020).

The complexity of the use of social media in archaeology has been also associated with conceptual
and technological differences between social media platforms, as their affordances may influence how
archaeological representations operate (Huvila 2014). For example, Isto Huvila notes that Facebook is
‘heavily colonized by representations of professional and academic archaeology’while Twitter presents
‘a cacophony of professional and non-professional voices of individuals and organizations’ and adds
that both platforms are different from Pinterest, which is more ‘collector centric’ and privileges ‘the
significance of imagery and impressions of the spectator’ (Huvila 2014). This might support the argu-
ment that Facebook might be more suitable for networking and Twitter for information broadcasting.
Nevertheless, despite technological challenges, researchers indicate an existing gap between expert
opinions and public narratives, which don’t just lie in the very nature of shared content and ways in
which they choose to communicate, but also in the lack of interactivity between different online com-
munities sharing the same interests (Morgan and Pallascio 2015). For institutions seeking to engage
with the public through social network sites, this practically means that they need to diversify their
approach to online public outreach, and to consider ‘pockets of viable community’ where meaningful
performative collective memory is exercised and engagement with stakeholders happens on their
terms (Morgan and Pallascio 2015). Such insights on how grassroots communities operate significantly
contribute to a broader understanding of the use of social network sites in archaeology, and of how
archaeology is constituted in these communities when compared to the institutional outlets of com-
municating archaeological knowledge.

The motivations and profiles of institutional actors actively involved with archaeological commu-
nities on social network sites vary significantly. Communities also differ in how they create conditions
for collective practices of memory and material engagement, how they enact professional and cul-
tural identities, how they shape the production of archaeological knowledge, as well as how their
members participate in the interpretation, appropriation and governance of archaeological heritage.
As Chiara Bonacchi (2017) argues, online engagement with archaeology is a mix of two possible
approaches to communication, corresponding to two major ways in which interactions between
community members are carried out: the ‘broadcasting mode of digital engagement’, an one-way
form of communication preferred as a digital communication strategy by many museums and
archaeological bodies; and a less common participatory kind of digital engagement, inviting
direct input from organizations and citizens to initiate activity (Bonacchi 2017). This idea echoes
Jenny Kidd’s (2011) conclusion that institutional museum communication on social media falls
within one of three frames: the marketing frame, aiming to define the museum’s public identity
by promoting its activities, this being the one most often applied in museum communication; the
inclusivity frame, focusing on creating a virtual community; and, finally, the collaboration frame,
oriented towards the creation of new heritage interpretations and social narratives.

Rationale of the study

As this overview shows, archaeology-related activity on social network sites has already been the focus
of multiple publications. Much of the literature focuses on the capabilities of social network sites, their
potential benefits for archaeology, and conundrums such as ‘participatory ventriloquism’. Others offer
advice and strive to establish norms on what constitutes good practice in archaeological communi-
cation on social network sties, how should professional archaeologists and organizations use them
for, and what ethical principles should guide their activity. Some focus on how power structures,
inequities and exclusions based on gender or race, and ethical challenges such as online abuse and
unpaid digital labour, underlie archaeological interaction on social network sites. An additional array
of studies focuses on presenting how authors themselves, and their projects or institutions, are
using social network sites for archaeological communication to best advantage.
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Twitter and Facebook have been two major social network sites chosen for archaeological com-
munication, but they bear significant differences in how they operate. While Twitter has been hugely
popular among digital and some non-digital archaeologists as a conduit for the dissemination of
archaeological information and engaging in (often polemical) debate, Facebook is especially rel-
evant as a domain for purposeful communicative action, and community building, enacted by the
affiliative power of digital objects shared by users (Dallas 2018). Unlike Twitter, Facebook users pur-
posefully become followers of specific Facebook pages and members of specific Facebook groups,
both of which have been the object of purposeful creation and remain the domain of purposeful
moderation and management work conducted by administrators. Yet while there has been signifi-
cant research on the communicative activity, purpose and profile of archaeological communities on
Facebook, there has been no published study focusing on archaeology-related Facebook page or
group administrators. As a result, there is still limited understanding of the profile, ideas, discourses
and self-conceived identities – the ‘socially and culturally constructed realm[s] of interpretation’ or
‘figured worlds’ (Holland and Lachicotte 2007, p. 115) – of people central to the creation and admin-
istration of archaeological communities on Facebook. Indeed, much of the scholarly conversation on
the reasons why archaeology-related Facebook groups or pages have been created, what motivates
those who dedicate time and effort in administering them, how administrators understand their role
about archaeology and Facebook, and what are the tacit cognitive schemas underlying how archae-
ology-related Facebook sites are conceived, is the object of speculative thinking and normative
authorial advocacy, rather than of evidence-based argument putting the voices of archaeological
Facebook site administrators in the centre. Our study aims to contribute to filling this gap.

Context, objective and research questions

Our research was conducted in the context of ‘Archaeological practices and knowledge work in
the digital environment’ (ARKWORK) COST action (https://arkwork.eu). Within its ‘Archaeological
knowledge production and global communities’ working group, we explored the relationship
between archaeological knowing and various communities of interest engaged in archaeological
knowledge production. Even though we both have a background in archaeology, our research
focuses on understanding digital and social media practices in archaeological research and com-
munication, and more broadly on digital cultural heritage, memory and identity work. We are
driven by an interest in participatory and grassroots practices linking heritage and the past
with contemporary cognition and action. Therefore, we do not consider ourselves as archaeolo-
gists, but rather as informed outsiders viewing online archaeological communication practices
as a domain of study.

In this paper, we introduce the results of an exploratory study based on qualitative text analysis,
metaphor analysis, and interpretation of scoping interviews and a focus group discussion with Face-
book administrators of archaeological communities from different European countries conducted in
2018. Instead of focusing on the activity of archaeological organizations, we considered the role of
individuals (i.e. professionals, ‘pro-ams’ and amateurs) who manage archaeology-related pages or
groups and moderate their activity on Facebook. The objective of our research was to find out
more on the underlying perceptions behind the scenes of archaeology-related Facebook communities,
based on how administrators, as important communicative actors, perceive their Facebook page or
group, as well as their involvement, motivations and role.We asked Facebook administrators who par-
ticipated in our study to reflect on their experience related to Facebook community management
because we were interested in their ideas about the work and moderation of these communities,
as well as in their perceptions on archaeology and on the role of social network sites such as Face-
book in the context of archaeology.

Unlike previous studies investigating activities on Facebook archaeological sites, we focused on
how administrators conceive the practice they are engaged in, as manifested in their sayings on how
they became involved with archaeology and Facebook, and especially in the metaphors they employ
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to conceptualize their Facebook site and themselves in relation to it. Specifically, we sought to
address the following research questions:

RQ1. How do archaeological Facebook site administrators represent in their talk their background, motivations,
and involvement with archaeology and Facebook?

RQ2. Which metaphors do they use to represent their role in managing archaeological communities on
Facebook?

RQ3. Which metaphors do they employ to represent archaeological Facebook sites and their functions?

Approach and research process

Research framework

Our study is based on conversations with 11 archaeological Facebook site administrators. It is qualitat-
ive rather than quantitative and idiographic rather than nomothetic (Lindlof 2008). We, therefore, do
not consider participants as a representative sample of all archaeological Facebook site administrators
and do not claim generalizability or predictive power of our results. Nevertheless, to ensure coherence
in our findings, we applied principles of triangulation across research questions, and saturation across
the full transcript of conversations we had with participants, and we are confident that we represent
adequately their ideas regarding archaeological communication on social network sites. Our axiologi-
cal stance is participant– rather than investigator-centred, consistent with an epistemological stance of
strong objectivity (Harding 1995). We, therefore, deem interviewees not to be study subjects but inter-
locutors anddeemourselves responsible to act as facilitators andmediators for their voices tobeheard.

We adopted a constructionist ontological stance (Talja, Tuominen, and Savolainen 2005; Restivo
and Croissant 2008) in our study. Unlike realist ontological approaches followed by a multitude of
earlier studies that aim to produce knowledge on actual archaeological practice on social network
sites, our object of inquiry consists of participants’ conceptual constructions as manifested in their
sayings. In other words, in conducting and analysing scoping interviews and a focus group discus-
sion with archaeological Facebook site administrators, we tried to identify cognitive aspects involved
in the Facebook practice, manifested in what they expressed in their sayings. In our view, a construc-
tionist approach reveals important dimensions of the viewpoints of administrators, who are central
in shaping Facebook activities, archaeological content, and relations with the community through
their daily engagement with members and gatekeeping role on Facebook.

To analyse conversations, we drew from metaphor theory, which considers metaphors to be ‘a
cross-domain mapping in the conceptual system’ rather than a mere rhetorical trope (Lakoff
1993). Previous research suggests that conventional metaphorical concepts are central to cultural
cognition, and they are present in numerous forms of human expression, including speech, ritual,
narrative and material culture (Ortman 2000). According to conceptual metaphor theory, metapho-
rical expressions as linguistic expressions (a word, a phrase, a sentence) used in ordinary everyday
language – are surface realizations of a finite repertoire of underlying conceptual metaphors applying
across domains, such as, for example, life is a journey (Lakoff 1993). However, in line with our social
constructionist approach, we adopted the critical view that such metaphors are not universal, but
can only be understood in the social, cultural and embodied context in which they emerged
(Gibbs 2011; Kövecses 2015; Musolff 2017).

Case selection and research process

With the help of ARKWORK COST action network members from 21 European countries, we ident-
ified 122 archaeology-related Facebook pages representing archaeological organizations, non-
profits, associations, governmental institutions, universities, museums, professional networks and
amateur initiatives. We applied purposive sampling to select Facebook communities suitable for
our study, based on their descriptions and nature of their content. We thus identified 32
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communities that act in the realm of public archaeology and represent both grassroots and pro-
fessional dimensions, considering a diversity of community types from museums, societies and
archaeological organizations to fieldwork projects, professional networks, bloggers and archaeology
enthusiasts. We sent invitations to the 32 selected Facebook pages/groups inviting administrators to
participate in a short 20-minute scoping interview. We received 14 replies, whereas admins of 11
Facebook pages or groups agreed to be included in the study (Table 1).

We conducted six scoping interviews online and one in person, and collected four responses in
writing in those cases when a participant expressed such preference (Table 1). Of the 11 administra-
tors who responded to our questions, 5 (identified as Nos. 1–5 in Table 1) were also available to take
part in an online focus group discussion in the period indicated in our invitation. Participants
included Facebook administrators from six European countries (Croatia, Cyprus, Greece, Italy, Lithua-
nia and the United Kingdom) and one from Israel. Even though we sought to maximize the diversity
of countries represented in the study, administrators from Greece and Lithuania were more respon-
sive, perhaps because of affinity with our nationalities. The language barrier may have been an
important limitation in our study, and perhaps the main reason why we failed to recruit participants
from other European countries such as France, Germany, Spain, etc.

All archaeological Facebook site administrators in the study provided us with formal informed
consent to collect, store, analyse and share any personal information and ideas they contributed
to our conversations through research publication and communication. All participants agreed for
their Facebook site to be identified by name, and all but one (further identified by the pseudonym
‘Harry’) also provided informed consent that their name and details of their identity be revealed in
publication. In addition, all participants were able to review our manuscript before publication, and
nobody objected to how their ideas and personal information were represented. We espouse a
values-based rather than rules-based research approach to research ethics, driven by fundamental
research ethics principles of respect for persons, beneficence, justice, and respect for law and public
interest (Childress, Meslin, and Shapiro 2005). Therefore, even beyond the informed consent
offered by participants, we chose to omit some information which we considered might expose
some participants to potential harm.

We initially conducted scoping interviews to collect information on how administrators represent
themselves, their background and activity on Facebook. We asked each interviewee to describe
their relation to archaeology and their motives to engage with an archaeological page or group on
Facebook. Also, we asked them to talk about the origin, history and goals of their Facebook site
and community. We found scoping interviews useful to give us a sense of the ideas of administrators
driving these social network sites and communities. This helped us determine focus group questions,
and especially identify particular probing areas relevant to the personal background and motives of
different participants. The focus group discussion revolved around questions concerning the curation
of archaeology-related content on Facebook by administrators, norms and beliefs shaping the moder-
ation of a Facebook site, perceptions of how community members engage with and participate in
Facebook activities, and challenges in managing social networking sites and member interactions.

We recorded and transcribed fully the scoping interviews and the focus group discussion. This
produced a rich corpus of evidence. We imported the transcribed files into the MaxQDA compu-
ter-assisted qualitative data analysis software for coding, analysis and interpretation. We adopted
methods of qualitative text analysis (Kuckartz 2014) to conduct our investigation. To analyse the
coded data, we developed and used a provisional code system allowing us to identify segments
of transcribed talk related, first, to archaeological (heritage) entities, information objects, people,
events, as well as means and factors entering Facebook communication and administration, practice,
and, second, to metaphorical expressions, ideas and questions raised by participants. We also con-
sidered codes related to theoretical notions used in social media research, such as presentation of
self (Goffman 1959; cf. Hogan 2010), frame analysis (Kidd 2011), virtual communities (Parks 2010),
sharing, attention, popularity and gatekeeping (Dijck 2013), and participatory heritage (Giaccardi
2012). We found these notions useful for conceptualizing motivations, norms, and processes of
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initiating and managing the life of archaeology-related Facebook sites, as well as their potential as
sites for identity and memory work, participation and archaeological agency.

In alignment with our research framework, we used metaphor analysis as a qualitative research
method (Schmitt 2015) to identify conceptual metaphors that administrators used to characterize
their work, to describe their Facebook sites and interactions with users as manifested inmetaphorical
expressions used by them in our conversations. To do so, we mappedmetaphorical expressions in the
transcripts with underlying conceptual metaphors they manifest. We applied a hybrid approach to
coding metaphorical expressions and metaphors, which combined predefined codes (prompted
conceptual metaphors) in our provisional code system, as well as inductive ‘open’ coding
(unprompted conceptual metaphors). Codes of prompted metaphors were obtained from scoping
interviews and introduced to the focus group discussion for further extrapolation. Codes of
unprompted metaphors were created inductively, by identifying metaphorical expressions used
by focus group participants, and were aimed to capture dimensions of archaeology-related Face-
book communities and practices not already included in the provisional code system. In line with
our axiological and epistemological position outlined above, the way our analysis results are pre-
sented in this paper is by placing the sayings of participants in the centre, rather than hiding
them behind synthetic, or normative, statements of ourselves as investigators.

Analysis and interpretation

Conceptions of administrator background, motivations and engagement

Our scoping study revealed that in 10 out of 11 [sp.] cases the administrators of archaeology-related
Facebook communities are archaeologists, 3 of whom hold a Master’s degree, while 7 are conducting

Table 1. Basic information about administrators and Facebook pages/groups involved in our study (2018).

Nos.
Facebook

adminis-trator Country Name of Facebook page/group and link Type
Year of
creation

Number
of

followers
(in 2018)

1. Mindaugas Lithuania Archeologas.lt
https://www.facebook.com/archeologas

Page 2015 751

2. Vendi Croatia Arheologija
https://www.facebook.com/Arheologija

Page 2012 3251

3. Zeta Greece Archaeology & Arts
https://www.facebook.com/archaeoarts

Page 2015 2452

4. Federico Italy ArcheoScavi
https://www.facebook.com/archeoscavi

Page 2017 1044

5. Irini Greece Τhe Οttoman Era Μonuments of Greece
https://www.facebook.com/groups/
128884463816740

Private
group

2010 4438

6. Nancy Greece Aegean Archaeology
https://www.facebook.com/groups/
12556446054

Public
group

2008 3804

7. Marius Lithuania Archeologija Lietuvoje
https://www.facebook.com/archeologija

Page 2014 2913

8. Eleanore Israel Archaeology of
Israel- לארשיץראלשהיגולואכרא
https://www.facebook.com/groups/hebrew.
archaeology2

Private
group

2013 1861

9. Grigoria &
Thea

Cyprus Cyprus Archaeology
https://www.facebook.com/pg/
cyprusarchaeology

Page 2015 981

10. Harry United
Kingdom

Love Archaeology
https://www.facebook.com/LoveArch

Page 2011 2077

11. Nicola United
Kingdom

Museum of London Archaeology
https://www.facebook.com/
MOLArchaeology

Page 2012 12199
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or finished a PhD in archaeology. Not all of them currently work in the field of archaeology, but those
who don’t still seek to maintain their professional interests and connections with the field. All of
them asserted that the work of managing or moderating archaeological communities on Facebook
is one important way to maintain their professional interests or to keep in touch with archaeology.
For example, Nancy, who for the last few years has not been working in archaeology, still self-ident-
ifies as an archaeologist, and describes her relation with archaeology as follows:

I am an archaeologist. I don’t practice archaeology anymore as a profession, but I am an archaeologist. I have
degrees and postgraduate degrees. And I worked as an archaeologist for many years. I had participation in
many projects and excavations and research projects. And now for the last two years I don’t practice it profes-
sionally. But I still try to be in touch with the archaeological world. I still try to follow some news at least for the
regional news that were more to my interest, because I was a prehistorian. (Nancy)

Two participants, on the other hand, declared that they are not archaeologists. One admits to
being an archaeology enthusiast and considers it a hobby in which he engages because he finds
archaeology enjoyable:

I am not an archaeologist myself. I have not completed any studies in archaeology or at least in history. My
cousin is an archaeologist and in 2009 he suggested for me to join the archaeological expedition in Dubingiai
castle site… After 2010 in the Dubingiai fieldwork I started to enjoy this activity generally and it became my
hobby. Of course, I myself don’t carry out any archaeological research, I only participate in it when only
qualified archaeologists invite [me]. Thus, one can say that I have been involved with archaeology for almost
10 years, I have participated in more than 60 archaeological expeditions in Lithuania. (Marius)

Another administrator states that she developed a particular interest in archaeology throughout
the years, motivated by an activist motivation to preserve cultural heritage:

I’m a professional journalist with no relation with archaeology. I studied political science, and obtained a Master’s
degree in Islamic studies.… and I’m just a moderator. I mean, I haven’t become wiser on the subject.… First I
got involved with monuments and then I became interested.… I’d just returned from [a] journalist mission in
Northern Greece… an area very rich in Ottoman monuments.…My motivation though then was not the inter-
vention of the state for the renovation, but also [to] seek a public opinion in order to accept them as [a] part of
our cultural heritage that is worth saving for Greece and the rest of the world. It was a kind of activism. And I
never thought that this initiative would become very rich. (Irini)

In her story, Irini refers to incidental events which, in the light of her desire to support a more
inclusive understanding of Greek cultural heritage, led her to become an active participant in the
field. In Eleanore’s case too, the decision to be active in moderating an archaeology-related Face-
book page was a matter of a serendipitous encounter: ‘It’s a crazy story.… I think he is a monk,
he is the admin.… He loves archaeology… and he found me and made me an admin. He put the
group together… but since 2014 I am working on the page’.

However, most often the adoption of the role of Facebook administrator seems to come as the
result of deliberate, premeditated planning. As Federico asserts, ‘I have analysed a lot, and I have
also compared myself with other Italian people who manage other pages similar to Archeoscavi,
to understand which is the target, which is the recipient, and so on’. Marius, on the other side, indi-
cates a desire to fulfil an unanswered public need as a motivation: ‘There was a gap for a long time in
the archaeology as a science and as a field activity, because almost nobody has been engaged in
archaeological communication to the public. It was a niche, and I took advantage of it and set up
this group’.

All study participants agreed that managing Facebook community is a valuable and rewarding
experience, though their motivations to be involved in Facebook administration vary. Some saw it
as a personal investment that may benefit their professional life. As described by Mindaugas, his
Facebook page ‘is my promotional space, where people can find me through Google and contact
if they need any archaeological service’. Federico suggests as motivation that he wants to ‘make
myself known’, or to benefit from ‘maybe even the possibility of a future work for the archaeologist
related also to communication’, and ‘also an opportunity for new contacts’. This opportunity to make
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new contacts was also emphasized by other two admins, who suggested that ‘it has brought me
closer to different groups of audiences’ (Zeta) and ‘new connections with people have appeared’
(Marius). In addition, administrators also see Facebook activity as a form of professional develop-
ment, aimed at ‘increas[ing] my general knowledge of world archaeology and strengthen[ing] my
summary skills’ (Zeta), of ‘widen[ing] my knowledge on the Greek history and history of Art’ (Irini),
of ‘gain[ing] experience in managing social networks [and] understand[ing] what Internet users
want’ and of ‘deepening my knowledge of archaeology and history’ (Marius).

In other cases, the reward to engage actively in Facebook activity is emotional, whereas the
experiences are described as ‘interesting’, ‘satisfying’, a form of ‘pleasure’ or even of ‘love’. These
emotional effects derive mainly from social interactions with people and the ability to connect
with audiences through social network sites, whereby administrators state that ‘people contact us
to congratulate us for our work and photos and encourage us to continue what we do with our
page’ (Grigoria & Thea), or assert that ‘there is a pleasure you get when you see people engaging
with it’ (Nicola). In other cases, emotional responses are motivated by values such as patriotism,
as indicated by Eleanore’s assertion that ‘I love my country. I love my land.… I am very patriotic
when it comes to archaeology of Israel’ (Eleanore), and Irini’s commitment to civic participation
when she asserts that ‘I like volunteering.… This is great. This is enough for me. I meet people’ (Irini).

Metaphors on the role of administrator of archaeological Facebook sites

Based on an analysis of what administrators told us about their involvement with archaeological Face-
book communities in the scoping interviews, we identified six conceptual metaphors related to the
role of administrator: ADMIN IS A BROADCASTER, ADMIN IS A CONNECTOR, ADMIN IS A CURATOR, ADMIN IS AN EDU-

CATOR, ADMIN IS AN INFLUENCER and ADMIN IS AN OBSERVER. We introduced these metaphors as prompts in
the focus group conversation, asking participants if they can identify themselves with one of them.
None of the focus group participants identified with the notion of observer, even thoughmany stated
that they make an effort in monitoring the activity of community members as well as in tracking
archaeological activity. We interpret this as an effect of the fact that administrators perceive them-
selves as taking an active role in managing Facebook communities and strive to be fully engaged
in all aspects of community life, something in opposition to the passive role of observer.

In the ensuing open discussion, everyone agreed that it is hard to single out one role or identity,
as usually administrators perform different roles at the same time. But in some cases, participants
identified, either directly or through related metaphorical expressions, roles that from their individ-
ual experience stand out more prominently than others. For example, Zeta identifies herself as both
a CURATOR and an EDUCATOR:

I am mostly a curator.… I am choosing what kind of news I’m going to, like, share with the audience.… I try to
evaluate what my audience would be more familiar or more interested in. So I am, like, choosing from all the stuff
that we are uploading on our page and I am choosing what’s good for Facebook. And then I am trying to educate
my audience, so my second job role would be an educator. So that they have a general understanding on what’s
going on in Greece and the world … (Zeta)

When discussion turns into community members, Zeta continues emphasizing the importance of
the administrator’s educational role, whereas knowledge transfer happens through user interactions:

… also it’s a way to educate them somehow, because you can suggest them what to do. [The page] can be used as
a source of educating an audience. So, a way to – kind of – agree to your main purpose, like educating them. So it
can be a good thing. Sometimes quite tiring, but also a good thing. (Zeta)

In the case of another administrator, we also observed a fusion of different roles, related to
prompted metaphors of BROADCASTER, CONNECTOR and EDUCATOR:

In my experience as a Facebook page administrator on ArcheoScavi I share the content or give some advice to the
people for [inaudible]. So I like to give people some more specific information about archaeology and the
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excavation, [a] live excavation, in particular to Sardinia. And connected my page and another page of Italian
archaeologists, in particular ‘Let’s Dig Again’. (Federico)

Another focus group participant, Vendi, refers to herself explicitly as an influencer, a term often
used in social media marketing (Enke and Borchers 2019). But, as she further asserts, creative work
needed to post content on social media goes beyond this, pointing to a different, unprompted
conceptual metaphor. Vendi refers specifically to the relationship between her Facebook page
and the www.arheologija.hr website she had created in 2010, which, as she explains, was the
raison d’être of being involved with Facebook in the first place. Facebook administrators such as
herself, she states, ‘do set some examples, which are later followed’, pointing to a metaphor of
ADMIN AS ROLE MODEL. But she also highlights her role in ‘contributing to the design of the [arheolo-
gija.hr] website’, noting that for her it is very important that ‘it looks good’, and takes pride in the
‘logo which I created in a form of Palaeolithic arrow, which is in a shape of cursor’. Vendi values
being engaged in creative practice, an aspect of her admin work that she deems more valid
and rewarding, suggesting that for her the ADMIN IS A CREATOR – a conceptual metaphor pointing
to the fact that an archaeological Facebook site administrator is not only concerned about the
informational aspect of content, but also about its creative originality, and aesthetics. The
notion of social media as a space for creativity is, of course, not new: as argued by Gauntlett
(2011), engagement on social media is a creative practice, and that Web 2.0 technologies offer
a ‘framework for participation’ adopted for a diverse array of purposes beyond civic participation
in decision-making:

People use YouTube to communicate and connect, to share knowledge and skills, and to entertain. They use the
community features of the site to support each other and engage in debates, and to generate the characteristics
of a ‘gift economy’. (Gauntlett 2011, p. 95)

In addition, an interesting debate developed about expert and non-expert roles of administra-
tors, when participants started discussing whether expert knowledge is crucial in this kind of
work. As conversation evolved, there was a lot of accommodation between all administrators
on the issue, but it was clear that difference in norms between some of them persisted
across other parts of the discussion. The argument unfolding the importance of involvement
of professional archaeologists in public communication was shaped around knowledge, on
the question if heritage specialists are an ‘ideal’ source of knowledge production. As Zeta
argues, the ‘really really important thing… is to be knowledgeable. Like, to be an expert on
what they’re writing.… The ideal Facebook admin for archaeology stuff or for heritage stuff
should be an archaeologist or a heritage specialist or an art specialist’. On the other hand,
Irini, who is not an archaeologist, seems to oppose this point of view, emphasizing social
aspects of administrator’s role: ‘these are things that are not only for academics. I mean, they
are a concern of people… this is not only for the monuments. It’s also making people think
about coexistence of different people on those times… Facebook is people’. Other participants
supported both views emphasizing the hybridity of the site that shapes information flows. For
example, on this issue, Federico noticed that he usually considers two types of content, ‘posts
both generic and specific, because [his] audience is made both by archaeologists and not’. Simi-
larly, Vendi makes a distinction between two types of posts, ‘those really professional and…
meant for [a] specific audience’ and ‘other posts which are more related to [a] wider public’.
She then adds that, in her experience, people find the latter kind of posts more likeable,
because those written for a professional audience ‘may be too specific’. But even if most admin-
istrators we talked to are archaeologists, even those with specialized knowledge and expertise
tend to distance themselves from authoritative voice when they talk about their role as admin-
istrators: ‘I’m not an official authority’, notes Zeta, a PhD with expertise in Egyptology and many
years of work experience in the Greek archaeological service, while Vendi – who also has a PhD
in archaeology and works as a research associate at the University of Oxford – also notes when
discussing her Facebook administrator work that ‘we are just a couple of enthusiasts’, alluding to
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the fact that people involved in online archaeological communication are not paid for this kind
of work.

Metaphors related to perceived functions of archaeological Facebook sites

We also sought to identify which metaphors do administrators employ to represent archaeological
Facebook sites they are involved with, and thus how they conceive their functions. In the scoping
interviews, we asked participants to characterize their Facebook site and to define its purpose.
Their replies, based on functions of the Facebook page or group identified by participants in the
scoping interviews, led us to identify initially five conceptual metaphors: FACEBOOK SITE AS A NEWS

SERVICE, SITE AS A COMMUNICATION CHANNEL, SITE AS A BRIDGE, SITE AS AN ARCHIVE and SITE AS A FORUM.
A Facebook site being a NEWS SERVICE and a COMMUNICATION CHANNEL was the two most common

metaphors mentioned by participants in the scoping interviews. The NEWS SERVICE metaphor points
to an important function for many Facebook sites allowing users to share relevant and up-to-date
information. As Nicola suggests, ‘it’s sharing the knowledge and updates and information that we are
generating and are getting involved with’, and Mindaugas agrees that ‘the purpose [of the page] is
that information about archaeology could reach Lithuanian people’, adding that the content of his
page is ‘mostly information about Lithuanian archaeology and to some extent the most interesting
news from abroad’. Other participants also acknowledge the importance of the site acting as a
news service, pointing out its function for sharing ‘news, events, excavations, lectures… on Cypriot
Archaeology’ (Grigoria & Thea), ‘relevant content from somebody whowants to work in Aegean archae-
ology’ (Nancy) and ‘new ideas for [a] thesis […] like sites that have been already excavated’ (Eleanore).

The conceptual metaphor of the Facebook page or group as COMMUNICATION CHANNEL was also
repeatedly brought up by participants, some mentioning it indirectly, ‘to help tell the world about
how wonderful and enriching the study of archaeology is’ (Harry), and some directly: ‘we meant [it]
to be a communication channel for [those] interested in Aegean archaeology…we want people to
be able to use a group to communicate to each other and also to find what is happening now’
(Nancy); to share ‘interests, actions, views and experiences on Cypriot Archaeology’ (Grigoria & Thea);
‘that’s the channel where we can converse with those kinds of people and we want to… share our
research with them, we want to make sure they work for us…we want to engage with these people’
(Nicola). In a similar vein, when describing communication-related functions, Vendi points out to activi-
ties of interacting, informing and collaborating, realized through Facebook when she indicates that she
tags articles on archaeological interest on Facebook ‘to interact with and inform institutions which we
collaboratewith’ (Vendi). Serving as a channel of communication, Facebook is claimedhere to foster not
only communication and dialogue, but also sharing, collaborative work, and engagement.

Another conceptual metaphor that emerged through the scoping interviews was the idea of a
FACEBOOK SITE AS A BRIDGE that links information and digital objects with actors on the social
network site: ‘The second purpose is to set the means of linking information about these monuments
with the Greek and international scholars and academics who are specialized and studied the
subject’ (Irini) or ‘[f]irst of all, [to] bring archaeology of Israel to a wide audience.… And every
time I find something new in the small page, I can bring it up to [the] big audience’ (Eleanore).

In some cases, summoning the conceptual metaphor of the FACEBOOK SITE AS A BRIDGE, administra-
tors describe that the connection they foster is, first and foremost, between people: ‘This group is a
bridge between people coming from different backgrounds with a common interest, which is to dis-
cover, to find out elements of the common cultural heritage’ (Irini), and the purpose of the site is ‘to
bring together a community of like-minded people’ (Marius). Vendi emphasised that her Facebook
page is a ‘bridge between experts and people who are not experts, but they are interested in the
subject’. But in other cases, participants emphasize the role of the SITE AS A BRIDGE between people
and different digital objects and sources of information: to connect users with ‘scientific communi-
cation linked to archaeology and cultural heritage’ (Federico), or ‘to further promote posts from the
website [arheologija.hr], and to publish direct links to other websites’ (Vendi). Interestingly, one
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administrator also alludes to an aspiration to create a bridge between people and physical heritage
places, such as museums and archaeological sites: ‘I think, [the] last… and most important point is to
bring people to Israel. Come see what’s going on here. Come see our museums. Come see our beau-
tiful sites’ (Eleanore).

In other cases, metaphorical expressions describing the function of Facebook community point to
the pragmatic function of cultural preservation central to the conceptual metaphor of the FACEBOOK
SITE AS AN ARCHIVE. Archival aspects of Facebook are mentioned by 3 out of 11 participants. For
example, Irini directly asserts that her Facebook group is an archive, thus highlighting the impor-
tance to preserve relevant information: ‘Because there is a value of archive for this group that no
one wants to lose… So it’s important to keep the archive for research reasons’. Two administrators
talk about the function of collecting information also characteristic of the SITE IS AN ARCHIVE concep-
tual metaphor: as Federico says, ‘I wanted to make a page that collects information on the Nuragic
civilization and Sardinia, because I publish a lot on Sardinia being Sardinian’, and, as Eleanore
adds, ‘the thing is first of all is to bring, to collect everything into one page’. The potential impact
of social media on the archival practices of archaeology has been already acknowledged, raising sus-
tainability concerns and fears that dependence on social media platforms to preserve archaeological
evidence may lead to a new ‘digital dark age’ (Jeffrey 2012). Similar concerns are raised by Irini, when
she relates an experience of how her Facebook group content was lost:

Yes, we had problems. I mean, our group disappeared from Facebook, because of the report, because of hacking
actually. Someone hacked the group and posted Jihadi slogans or whatever. We lost the group and its content
for more than one month.… It was at the beginning of the 2016. I mean, after almost six years of operation.
There is much valuable content in this group, and we don’t have any backup on this, which is a big problem,
so we lost all the content. And then we sent letters and press releases. I mean to the press, because we
wanted the group. And we didn’t know the reason. I mean, I discovered the reason when the group came
back, because I saw these posts with Jihadi messages in Arabic.… I don’t know how someone can avoid
such a thing. Those initiatives are actually a risk. (Irini)

Finally, the notion of a FACEBOOK SITE AS A FORUM is mentioned directly by two participants. Talking
about the Aegean archaeology Facebook page, Nancy suggests:

We thought it would be a good forum to have not only notifications for conferences the news of archaeology but
also a community where people can post finds and publications, they can advertise their work, as well as having
an exchange of ideas. (Nancy)

In a similar vein, Irini says that the Ottoman Era Heritage of Greece Facebook ‘group has become a
forum that involves ordinary people who are interested in the subject with archaeologists, art histor-
ians and other scholars who have a speciality on it’ (Irini). But other participants also claim, indirectly,
that a Facebook site functions as an active site for user engagement and expression of ideas.

As noted, we introduced five metaphors elicited from scoping interviews as prompts in the focus
group conversation: FACEBOOK SITE AS A NEWS SERVICE, COMMUNICATION CHANNEL, BRIDGE, ARCHIVE and
FORUM. Administrator reactions support the idea that multiple metaphors are at play at the same
time; some participants even stated explicitly that a Facebook site is ‘all of these’. However, the
very same people also highlighted and elaborated on specific metaphors. For example, Vendi
asserted that her site www.arheologija.hr and ‘Arheologija’ Facebook page function as an ARCHIVE,
because ‘we are producing lots of our photographs and our articles’, while Mindaugas explained
that it is a COMMUNICATION CHANNEL, because it is ‘the thing in the middle between the information
and the society’.

Irini also noted that her group, leveraging the affordances of Facebook, is uniquely suited to
support functions such as a news service and a forum because ‘there is no such conference or some-
thing more on the subject’, adding that the group is ‘perhaps… the only forum on the Ottoman
monuments of Greece’ (Irini).

The focus group discussion also elicited four additional, unprompted site metaphors: SITE AS LAB-

ORATORY, SITE AS SIDEKICK, SITE AS BATTLEFIELD and SITE AS BALLET. The LABORATORY metaphor was elicited
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from Vendi’s thoughts about the administrator’s creative efforts and how they play in favour of
science, whereby the Facebook page is framed as ‘a platform for improving’ and ‘a space where
you can always create something… different’ and ‘combine creative design with science’ for the
purpose of public communication. Another metaphor introduced by Vendi was the Facebook SITE

AS A SIDEKICK, in other words, a supplementary tool meant to support something of primary impor-
tance which has been established already. She articulates the idea that her Facebook page was
created as a ‘sidekick for [the Arheologija.hr] website’, where she could ‘add additional content,
which we didn’t want to put on the website’. In this, Facebook seems to be perceived not just as
an instrumental mode of communication but also as a vehicle to provide additional content that
enables different ways of archaeological representation.

The SITE AS A BATTLEFIELD and SITE AS A BALLET metaphors, on the other hand, initially appeared in
Irini’s talk about her Facebook group on the Ottoman era monuments in Greece, which was
created as a social initiative focused on the rescue of Ottoman heritage, a somewhat controversial
and even politicized subject in Greece. The BATTLEFIELD metaphor privileges an understanding of par-
ticipation in the life of a Facebook group not as a purely creative effort, but as demanding work con-
nected with social activism, as the group becomes the arena for a campaign against heritage decay:
‘activism, because… one of the reasons by this group has been created is the preservation of the
monuments…we have taken many actions related to this’ (Irini). In this case, the reference to
what happens in an active Facebook group conceived as a BATTLEFIELD underlines the more
general phenomenon of how social media platforms operate as agonistic fields (Mouffe 1999) of con-
testation, connected with additional questions of weaponization of information, echo chambers and
symbolic conflict online. As Irini notes, ‘[s]ome people find [the group] as a field to express their
opinions on politics or the Greek-Turkish conflicts and things like this’.

At the same time, in describing challenges an administrator is facing in managing conflict, Irini,
elaborating on the notion of the administrator acting as a mediator between different group
members, articulates the metaphor of the Facebook SITE AS A BALLET, invoking a representation of
the life of the administrator as a performative act:

It’s a very demanding work… You have to contribute, to encourage people =members –contributing, to solve
problems, conflicts, and to act as a bridge… It’s like a ballet or some kind of a ballet. You have too many
roles, and at the same time you have to be very careful and a very dedicated, and encouraging, and open
minded, and sometimes strict. It’s difficult, it’s not something simple to support such an initiative. (Irini)

In this case, the site as a ballet metaphor appears in tandem with the notion of the role of the
admin as a bridge. But attributes attached to the role of the administrator – careful, dedicated,
encouraging, strict – might well be applied to a conception of the ADMIN AS A CHOREOGRAPHER, orches-
trating user interactions and maintaining balance between opposing views on social network sites,
especially when it concerns topics of dissonant or difficult heritage.

Finally, one of the most notable exchanges within the focus group conversation concerned the
difference between Facebook pages and groups. This debate gave rise to two polar metaphors,
offered to characterize pages and groups respectively. From metaphorical expressions introduced
by focus group participants, a Facebook page could be characterized as a BUILDING, whereby the com-
munity of followers is understood as something to be built or to be constructed:

I need… to build a community, to build some group of people with whom I can share everything that’s inter-
esting for me and possibly to them.… and we just have to build it bigger and stronger communities and to
show the people how beautiful the archaeology can be. (Mindaugas)

Mindaugas’ archeologas.lt Facebook page represents his blog and serves as his personal space for
archaeological dissemination and self-promotion. The PAGE AS A BUILDING metaphor he elicits reflects
more the constructive nature and strenuous effort required to build the page, and community, as an
edifice –usually the case with Facebook pages requiring more careful, gradually deployed and stra-
tegic moderation – than a reference to archaeological content related to buildings.
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In juxtaposition to the PAGE AS A BUILDING metaphor, a Facebook group was represented by Irini as
an ORGANISM, a living system consisting of evolving, interdependent members and resources that live
together: ‘Groups are different kind of nature, because when you create a group it’s living its own life
and you are just part of it’ (Irini). The juxtaposition between Facebook GROUP AS AN ORGANISM and Face-
book PAGE AS A BUILDING is related to the diverging functions of these two kinds of Facebook sites,
whose communicative performativity is defined by their different technological affordances gov-
erned by social media logic (van Dijck and Poell 2013).

Discussion

Accrual of social capital, both bridging and bonding (Coleman 1988), seems to be a central factor
underlying motives to be involved in participatory archaeological practice, which supports multiple
metaphors of ADMINISTRATOR AS BROADCASTER, CONNECTOR, CURATOR, EDUCATOR, INFLUENCER and the
unprompted metaphor of CREATOR. Usually, administrators do not position themselves in one role,
but tend to indicate that they perform mixed roles. However, it is clear from the administrators’
sayings that certain combinations of roles stand out more prominently, depending on the adminis-
trator’s preferences for particular kinds of content and style of moderation. Contradicting views
expressed in the focus group discussion, such as in debating the relative importance of expert vs.
non-expert knowledge, also reflect different perceptions and individual conceptions on what Face-
book should be for in archaeology. Despite differences, however, there was much agreement
between participants representing both professional archaeologists and archaeology enthusiasts
interested in archaeology. In this, it appears that archaeological Facebook sites are considered as
‘boundary’ zones, acting as ‘creolized peripheral spaces’ where two principal (professional, and
non-professional) archaeological ‘semiospheres’ and approaches to archaeological communication
interact fruitfully (Laužikas et al. 2018; cf. Lotman 1990).

Even though some metaphors and related community functions reveal a particular kind of ana-
logical correspondence or ‘institutional isomorphism’ (DiMaggio and Powell 1983) between concep-
tualizations of Facebook sites and heritage institutions – for instance, those identifying the SITE AS AN

ARCHIVE or as a FORUM (Cameron 1971) – others seem to derive from source domains outside the heri-
tage institutional realm. These are used to reveal an important distinction between groups and
pages, exemplified by the characterization of a Facebook GROUP AS AN ORGANISM, vs a PAGE AS A BUILD-

ING, suggesting that it is the relevance of the different functional affordances between Facebook
pages and groups rather than the role of administrator that is the determining factor for their con-
ceptualization. Indeed, the function of Facebook groups is conceived as different from pages, given
their symmetric content creation and curation model. The notion of the PAGE AS A BUILDING points
directly to the agency of the administrator as a Facebook page and content CREATOR, and CURATOR,
and to the page itself as a curated, and therefore stable and ordered, manifestation of this
agency; this corresponds to what Hogan (2010) identifies as Facebook’s ‘exhibition’ function,
while his notion of Facebook as ‘performance’ is reflected in the FACEBOOK SITE AS A BALLET metaphor.
Conversely, the ecological metaphor of ORGANISM foregrounds the organic, and thus dynamic and
evolving, nature of Facebook groups as understood by participants to our study. Furthermore, the
juxtaposition between metaphors of BALLET and BATTLEFIELD points to two different conceptions
about the function of social media communities as sites of civic communication and participation.
FACEBOOK SITE AS BALLET represents a stage of harmonious communicative action, much like the chor-
eographed interactions between flight pilots and aircraft instrumentation posited by Ed Hutchins in
his emblematic account of distributed cognition in action (Hutchins 1995); beyond that, it alludes to a
public sphere of deliberative democracy (Habermas 1996) where members engage in well-coordi-
nated communication enabled by Facebook platform affordances of replying, liking and sharing
to affirm the rationality and legitimacy of archaeological knowledge and produce benign effects
of learning, participation and community-building. Conversely, the BATTLEFIELD metaphor points to
Facebook as a place of conflict which, according to Facebook administrators participating in our
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study, far from enabling a kind of agonistic pluralism (Mouffe 1999) towards multiple and open
interpretations of archaeology, may also produce toxic effects of misuse of archaeological knowl-
edge and political weaponization of the past.

Manifestations of conceptual metaphors in the sayings of administrators who took part in our
study indicate that they ascribe diverse functions to Facebook sites. Some are related to one-way,
broadcasting-like communication, manifested in metaphors such as NEWS SERVICE and COMMUNICATION

CHANNEL. In complement with these metaphors, the SITE AS ARCHIVE metaphor elicits a function of Face-
book sites as places of ‘curation in the wild’ (Dallas 2015), reflecting to some extent but also subvert-
ing the traditional authority of heritage institutions as sole custodians of heritage resources and
knowledge. On the other hand, the manifestation of conceptual metaphors of BRIDGE, FORUM, LAB,
MOVEMENT, BATTLEFIELD and BALLET indicates that Facebook administrators who took part in our
study value and conceptualize participatory, reciprocal ways of interaction between archaeological
communities. Nevertheless, this expression of participatory Facebook site functions appears in
tandem with other, non-participatory metaphors, and thus it would be wrong to conclude that
archaeological grassroots communities on Facebook are considered universally as participatory.
Based on this creolization between different metaphors, and ideas on Facebook site content and
functions held by archaeological Facebook administrators in our study, we could not replicate the
separation between distinct ‘marketing’, ‘inclusivity’, and ‘collaborative’ frames observed by Kidd
(2011) in her analysis of institutional museum communication on social media. As represented in
the sayings of study participants, archaeological Facebook communities seem to incorporate
aspects of marketing, inclusion and collaboration to create a hybrid, creolized frame for communi-
cation at the boundary between professional and non-professional archaeological semiospheres
(Laužikas et al. 2018).

Conclusion

Self-representations of archaeological Facebook site administrators, and elicited metaphors on Face-
book and their role as administrators, offer interesting broader insights into contemporary debates
on digital public archaeology. Participants in our study are highly aware of the positive contribution
of Facebook as a means of providing timely information and reliable knowledge on archaeology to
both archaeologists and broader communities, and also as a potential instrument for building
archaeological and archaeology-related communities. In tandem, they recognize that their involve-
ment with managing archaeological Facebook sites is driven both by a desire to contribute to values
such as the dissemination of reliable archaeological knowledge and protection of archaeological
heritage through activism, and, in most cases, by expectations of expanded networks and improved
status within the community and career benefits. However, while we would expect to elicit issues
prominent in recent English-speaking scholarship in the developed world as regards archaeological
communication on social media, such as unpaid digital labour (Walker 2014a; Perry and Beale 2015),
online harassment and abuse (Richardson 2018; Cook 2019), post-colonial inequity legacies (Morgan
and Pallascio 2015) and systemic racism (Flewellen et al. 2021), we found no representations of such
issues in conversations with participants to our study. This is despite the fact that we explicitly asked
them questions on what constitutes appropriate or inappropriate behaviour on Facebook, on inci-
dents of failure or crisis in their Facebook experience, and on their personal motivations and con-
cerns as mostly volunteer contributors to online work. Instead, they pointed to a different range
of dangers in public archaeological communication, which they view as most acutely experienced
on social network sites such as Facebook: the unchecked proliferation of unscientific pseudo-archae-
ological ‘facts’, as well as the weaponization of the archaeological past for political purposes,
especially by fundamentalist and extremist ideologies and groups. It is no accident that several par-
ticipants in our study come from areas of Europe that have experienced, or are currently experien-
cing, such phenomena in ways perhaps invisible to dominant critical discourses in the field. We
consider this a relevant insight for public archaeology, especially in the context of the increasing
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pseudo-scientific use of the past to support neo-imperialist, xenophobic, and authoritarian ideol-
ogies and actions (Edele 2017; Yavuz 2020).

A further salient dimension for praxis in the field of public archaeology emerges from the distinc-
tion we identified between metaphors of a FACEBOOK SITE AS BATTLEFIELD vs. BALLET. The two metaphors
point to different axial visions: the former of public archaeology as an agonistic frontier, where the
archaeological record and knowledge about the past is a mediating tool for confrontation between
opposed, and likely incommensurable (Stump 2013), knowledge regimes and identities; and the
latter of a contact zone (Clifford 1997), where dominant and subaltern discourses and groups –
including those of professional archaeologists and diverse communities – engage with archaeologi-
cal evidence and knowledge in mutually respectful reciprocal exchange. An additional axis arises
from the opposition between top-down, one-way archaeological communication, manifested in
metaphors such as NEWS SERVICE and COMMUNICATION CHANNEL, and participatory, reciprocal, networked
communication congruent with metaphors such as BRIDGE and FORUM. While, in practice, agonistic
and deliberative aspects co-exist to some extent, and while institutional communication on social
media is inseparable from community interaction, the dilemmas posed by these oppositions are
not without meaning in the context of the contemporary politics of critical public archaeology.

By analysing conversations with Facebook administrators, we found that archaeological communi-
cation work they perform on social network sites is not driven merely by instrumental parameters. We
mapped metaphorical expressions used by study participants in scoping interviews and focus group
conversation to key underlying conceptual metaphors, which represent important cognitive schemata
about Facebook pages and groups and administrators’ role in managing them. Meanings related to
administrator motivations, roles and activities reveal engagement with archaeological resources and
knowledge, but also awareness of how productive effort and involvement in the life of archaeological
Facebook sites may contribute to increased social capital and, in some cases, reduced precarity and
enhanced professional status of administrators within the archaeological community. Conceptual
metaphors applied by Facebook administrators in our study point to multiple perceived functions
and values, but these do not relate specifically to archaeology; in fact, no single metaphorical
expression underlying the many conceptual metaphors we identified comes from a strictly archaeolo-
gical context. Instead, while applicable to archaeological information curation and dissemination, and
even more so to community building between archaeologists and broader communities, metaphors
elicited in our study are applicable more to the communicative functions and processes public archae-
ology shares with other fields of online cultural communication. They reflect underlying factors rel-
evant to the practice of setting up and managing archaeological social network communities,
offering insights on how cognition interacts with action in the work of Facebook administrators,
and revealing relevant dimensions on the role of administrator and on the function of online commu-
nities contributing more broadly to contemporary public archaeology.
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