STRATEGIC PLAN 2016 TO 2021
Consultation Responses Report
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Royal Charter and Laws
The Society of Antiquaries of Scotland is a charitable organisation whose purpose is set out in its Royal Charter from 1783: 

“…a Society to investigate both antiquities and natural and civil history in general, with the intention that the talents of mankind should be cultivated and that the study of natural and useful sciences should be promoted.” 

The first Law of the Society focuses this further:

“The purpose of the Society shall be the study of the antiquities and history of Scotland, more especially by means of archaeological research.”

Vision

The Society will develop as an independent hub for heritage, providing expertise, support and resources to facilitate, exchange and promote research into Scotland’s past.
Mission Statement

The Society of Antiquaries of Scotland promotes the understanding and enjoyment of Scotland’s past.  It does this by supporting and facilitating research, advocating for the protection of cultural heritage, and ensuring that our knowledge of the past is shared as widely as possible.
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1. BACKGROUND
Council Trustees put the draft Strategic Plan 2016 to 2021 out for consultation at the Anniversary Meeting/AGM on 30 November 2015, with a deadline of 31 January 2016 for responses.  This was highlighted in a flier with the Anniversary Meeting papers that are sent to every Fellow, and a note placed in the September Newsletter to the effect it would be launched.  The Society website carried a News item on the consultation and when Fellows logged into the website as a Fellow a pop-up box asked them to complete the online consultation.
Fellows were encouraged to return responses digitally; the draft and an online questionnaire included specific questions the Council Trustees were particularly interested in, but it was emphasised that these were to stimulate thoughts, and there was plenty of opportunity for open-ended answers or different responses through the survey-monkey online consultation or otherwise.

Council Trustees present here a summary of the responses to the Strategic Plan 2016-2021.
2. RESPONSES
The consultation received 13 responses through the survey-monkey questionnaire, 2 online responses direct to the consultation page on our website, 2 email responses, a word document response via email and a single hand-written response.  A total of 19 responses out of a current Fellowship of around 2,800.  For comparison, the national Archaeology Strategy consultation received a total of 74 responses using the resources available to a major public body including workshops and meetings across Scotland.  All responses have been digitized and were made available for Council Trustees to view.
3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overall responses were positive towards the Strategic Plan draft.  Those who agreed wrote less than those who did not, and there were some caveats even in positive responses.  That the majority of responses were positive indicates that the direction suggested for the Society by Council Trustees is supported.  However, those who disagreed generally specified why and these issues will be considered carefully and openly addressed.  Council Trustees will revise the Strategic Plan taking into consideration the responses, but it will not be possible to please everyone, and not all responses can be fully addressed in the revised version.  Nevertheless, Council Trustees thank all those Fellows who took the time to respond to the consultation, and emphasise that all responses were considered in detail.
The Vision and Mission Statements found favour with almost all, with the majority of caveats relating to a perceived emphasis on archaeology.  The development towards digital publications was seen as positive and inevitable by most respondents, those who disagreed providing reasons for doing so.  The issue of new accommodation was generally favourable, although many would like to see more information before making a judgment.  The majority were positive regarding the delivery actions, with some detailed comment on areas such as ScARF, grants, prizes and collaboration or merger with other organisations.  The majority of Fellows would welcome being involved in taking the Strategic Plan forward, and a narrow majority felt the timetable was appropriate.
4. THE STRATEGY

Q1. Do the Vision and Mission Statement take account of your aspirations for the Society?

Of those who answered this question 12 did so online and 10 were positive and two negative.  A written response supported them but suggested grammatical and other changes to the wording.  One of the website responses and most of the caveats and the negative responses highlighted a perceived focus on archaeology to the detriment of wider antiquarian interests, especially history.  One considered the definition of ‘heritage’ needed to change.
One requested the removal of the focus on archaeology in the first Law of the Society.
One written response emphasized a distinction as they saw it between a Society supported by a wide and general Fellowship and one with greater academic interests.  They saw these as two different models comparable to the RSPB vs the British Trust for Ornithology.  Another written response emphasized the issue of the perceived lack as they saw it of scrutiny of those applying for membership, and suggested some form of mandatory qualification.  The reason for this was stated to be the misuse of the postnominals by some Fellows and the lack of their use by academics.

Council Trustees were gratified by the overwhelming positive response to the Vision and Mission Statement, which were carefully considered against the original Royal Charter and current Laws.  They do not see a particular bias in the wording or intent of these statements towards archaeological research over other methods of understanding Scotland’s past.  Indeed, Council Trustees are very concerned to ensure that the Society re-states its focus on wide ranging antiquarian interests.  Council Trustees will consider the removal of the focus on archaeology in the first Law, while noting that this will require Privy Council and Office of the Scottish Charity Regulator (OSCR) approval since it will be seen to modify the charitable purpose of the organisation albeit in detail, and could require a significant resource.

Council Trustees regularly discuss the role and status of the Society in detail and consistently conclude that they wish the organisation to be both as open and accessible as possible while retaining its imprimatur and special qualities as a Fellowship organisation.  There are few other charitable organisations in Scotland quite like the Society in this aspect, but this need not deter the Society from creating its own role.  The overriding ethos is that of quality factual information regarding Scotland’s past, retaining the ability to enthuse and stimulate discussion, and that this should not be restricted to a learned few.  It is Council Trustees’ view that everyone with an interest in Scotland’s past should be afforded the opportunity to participate in the Society and feel part of a Fellowship of similarly interested peers.  Furthermore, the Council Trustees have no evidence of miss-use in recent times of membership of the Society and believe that membership itself is recognition of the importance of the Society. 
5. STRATEGIC PRIORITIES

Q2. Are the Strategic priorities appropriate?

There were 13 online responses to this question of which 11 said yes, 2 said no and 1 said don’t know.  A written response also supported the priorities.
Q3. What different approaches to prioritising Society activity would you suggest and why?

Of those who said no to Q2, one requested a greater emphasis on history and its interactive role with archaeology while another also emphasized a return to the founding principles with a broader remit and requested steps to encourage research, publications and lectures on Scottish material heritage.

The single don’t know suggested a redirection of focus into initiating research as a Society (as opposed to funding) especially through the analysis of artefacts through the latest scientific techniques, and the creation of a Society education committee to critically evaluate curricula with regard to heritage.  This respondent also suggested a magazine style publication.

Of those who supported the priorities one wanted more pro-active support for research, others reiterated the history vs archaeology issue and encouraged a more antiquarian view, and a couple queried the focus on accommodation, reported further below.  One highlighted the NMS Research Library as a resource alongside our archives in Historic Environment Scotland, while two other respondents in a different question also highlighted the NMS Research Library as a remarkable resource.  Another suggested an annual vote on priorities across the Fellowship.
There were some very interesting responses to this aspect of the consultation, and the Council Trustees will endeavour to implement some of these within the current priorities.  For example, there is already a heritage sector committee which looks to examine curricula, and the national Archaeology Strategy has education as an aim and delivery priority.  The Society is involved in the latter and has communication with the former, but this could be strengthened.  A magazine style publication can be considered as part of the review of Society publications, in the context of a  move towards more digital products.  The NMS Research Library is indeed one of the key resources linked to the Society through our collections, and also in this case through legislation.  The Society will continue to work with the library as a close partner in delivering research resources to the Fellows and public.
One response urged a more pro-active focus for research, basically involving the Society in leading or collaborating with others on projects as opposed to funding applicants to carry out research.  The Society already collaborates in undertaking research in some ways, such as supporting the NMS on a collaborative doctoral partnership between the NMS and University of Glasgow on “Collecting the Nation: Scottish history, patriotism and antiquarianism after Scott (1832-91)”.  There will undoubtedly be further opportunities for greater collaboration and support for research in this manner, and the Society will look to capitalise on these as part of the Heritage Hub.  However, there are clear demands on the Society grants and this will be prioritised as part of the Society’s charitable activity before it uses its own resources in developing its own research.
Council Trustees consider an annual vote on priorities across the Fellowship to be too costly in terms of resources.
5.1. An Independent Heritage Hub
Q4. This Strategic Plan includes Council Trustees’ aspirations for improving the premises of the Society for staff and Fellows.  Do you have specific comments on how this could be realised?

Eight responded online, with two, one website comment and a written comment, highlighting the need for money to achieve this.  Several respondents requested more detail before being able to respond effectively.  One simply agreed and another agreed the current accommodation is inadequate.  Other concerns were expressed with regard to the type of potential future accommodation, including the need for the premises to be “open” (presumably accessible) and the loss of links with the NMS, while a written response expressed frustration at the NMS facilities for events, including the seating and the lack of ability for the Society to do its own catering; the Society’s own premises was seen as a solution.  An email comment suggested a better definition of the ‘Heritage Hub’, while another online comment indicated that Heritage Hub was preferable to the current Society name or could be used more regularly in conjunction with the current name.

One response highlighted the Conveyance, the agreement between the Society and the Government to transfer ownership of the Society collections, and its relationship to agreed facilities for Society events as opposed to the provision of Society staff office accommodation.  It also noted the specifics of the then relationship between Government and the Society.  In summary, the Society office accommodation is not covered by the conveyance, which was a business transaction and not a gift to the nation.  Both this and another response highlighted the need for benefits to the Fellowship of a Heritage Hub to be better explained.
Council Trustees are understandably cautious regarding moving from the NMS, for many of the reasons explored by consultees, but emphasise that the current office accommodation is not adequate and is restricting the potential for the Society to realise its Vision and provide better services for its Fellows.  Options, risks and benefits are still being explored, and as these are developed greater detail will be made available to Fellows highlighting benefits to the Fellowship and the Society in realising its purpose and Vision.

5.2. Making Research Happen
One written response highlighted that grants and prizes were important for “people at all stages of their careers, professional or non-professional”.  The same response highlighted the lack of any explicit mention of “developing the academic/research context” under 6.1 An Independent Heritage Hub.  Another response highlighted disagreement with section 6.1.5 which rewards only voluntary contributions.
One written response highlighted ScARF and the need for greater accessibility to the online content and an explicit proposal on how to maintain its “original high standard”, as well as the possibility of reconfiguring the information along thematic lines.
Council Trustees certainly view ScARF as a key tool to help develop the academic/research context of exploring Scotland’s past, and support for this is expressed in 6.2 and 6.4.  The new funding for ScARF to March 2018 will also enable exploration of issues of accessibility and standards of information in ScARF. This has been initiated through a survey into the use of ScARF which will help inform future developments.

Council Trustees accept that while certain of its awards are tailored to outstanding work in a voluntary capacity, there is a need to recognise professional excellence also.  The Society will look to develop this aspect of recognition both independently and in collaboration with others.
5.3. Understanding 
Q5. This Strategic Plan includes some specific aims with regard to Society publications and especially the movement of the Proceedings to a digital resource. This is predicted to save about £30,000 annually in printing and postage costs. It will also improve accessibility to knowledge and the impact of current research. Council Trustees would welcome your comments specifically on the publication streams of the Society.

This question elicited the greatest volume of response, both online and otherwise.  Online 12 responded with 10 positive responses to going digital.  The majority of caveats were around ensuring there was still some form of hardcopy version available, usually as a printable PDF or other format.

Written responses were more negative, with one describing it as an “unholy rush to digitization”, another as “very disappointing”.  A third remained “concerned” that a digital solution has not been arrived at yet relative to hard copy.  The quality of the current PSAS articles was considered poor by one respondent, and the costs of publishing an annual journal queried when compared to the service, for a lower subscription fee, from the Society for Medieval Archaeology.  However, one written response agreed with the proposals so long as Fellows were offered an “opt in”, but was more concerned about paying extra for a hard copy in future.  An online response indicated that hard copy could be offered at a price to those who choose a digital version, whereas those who choose the hard copy continue to receive it for their membership; the same response noted that digital Proceedings “is obviously beneficial” although some members “may not have digital capabilities”.
One of the written responses commented specifically on moving excavation reports from hard copy to digital format, and suggested this would “militate against the serious critical review of excavation reports”.  In their view hard copy printing of chosen sites (thus indicating the Society’s prioritization of certain sites as important) should continue, and indeed books should be included in the exchange programme (although admitting this would have no financial benefit but suggesting enhanced research benefits for Fellows in return).  This same respondent demanded careful consideration of 1) why individual Fellows would continue to retain membership if everything is free online, and 2) the difficulty of reading text on screen (an issue raised by two other written responses).
One written response encouraged exploring options for print on demand, or “joining forces” with a publisher such as Taylor and Francis.  The respondent considered it “important that works should be available electronically, on publication, to subscribing libraries”.  The same respondent was concerned about defining the difference between an online PSAS and SHAIR, and felt that the Research Excellence Framework (REF) used in determining funding for academic institutions dictates the perception of the PSAS and that this may deter authors submitting work.

The concept of a research repository was also flagged by this respondent, asking for clarity between this and university research repositories, academia.edu, ADS and Canmore.  Another written respondent, outwith academia, felt this was a “vital specific aim”.
Positive responses included “the future is no doubt digital”, “inevitable though it will not be popular”, and “long overdue”.  Two respondents specifically agreed with removing the Annual Report from the Proceedings and placing it online and two specifically endorsed the move to SHAIR.  Two respondents noted that long-term archiving is not cost free, and one highlighted “potential cyber-attacks”.  Those that supported the move had little to say.

The longer responses from those that didn’t support the move to digital obviously merited careful consideration by Council Trustees and this formed a considerable part of their discussion on the revised Strategic Plan.  It was agreed to proceed with an opt-in system for hard-copy Proceedings and evaluate the take-up after the next issue.  Council Trustees are still persuaded that digital Proceedings are the more efficient and flexible means of delivering an annual journal, and note that the contents of recent volumes are restricted to Fellows, with the exception of those articles for which authors have requested, and paid for, Gold Open Access.  Book proposals will be considered on their merits for either hard-copy or digital production, or for both simultaneously.
The details of how the Society moves towards more digital production will be developed as part of the delivery of the Strategic Plan, and the comments made by Fellows will be invaluable in ensuring that this is as efficient and logical as possible.  Clarity will be required on the role of PSAS versus the SHAIR products and the actual means of dissemination carefully considered.  It is clear that there will need to be some means of providing individuals with the option of referable hard-copy of digital material, as PDF and/or other means such as Print on Demand and that long-term archival stability continues to be a key concern.  It is likely that the Society will, at least initially, need to invest some of the savings from not publishing and disseminating large numbers of hard-copy into developing a leading digital dissemination vehicle that enshrines the Society values of quality, transparency, and accessibility. 
Council Trustees trust that Fellows will continue to support the wider benefits of the Society as an independent hub for funding and publishing research, disseminating knowledge, stimulating interest in the past and advocating the importance and value of Scotland’s heritage.  Without the support of Fellows these services simply can’t continue.
5.4. Promoting Scotland’s Past
Q6. If you could nominate one issue that needs to be addressed or an idea that you feel would significantly improve the Society and the public’s understanding and engagement with it, what would it be and why?

12 online responses and the written responses were understandably varied, but four highlighted the issue of antiquarianism/broad remit versus a “narrower” archaeology, two wanted an easier joining process without elections, and three were keen on greater marketing of events and activity to a wider audience. Included in one of these was the positive comment about ‘Heritage Hub’ being an apt name for describing the Society.  One proposed greater use of prizes, one the sense of Fellowship, one emphasized possible Society exhibitions, one greater transparency, and one emphasised communication and transparency.
Council Trustees are grateful for the range of suggestions proposed by Fellows and will certainly look to deliver as many as possible through the Strategic Plan.  The consideration of the joining process has been discussed by both Fellows and Council Trustees on a regular basis and will be kept under review. There has been overall agreement for a long time that the elections are part of the unique process of the Society and a fundamental aspect of its imprimatur.  However, other means of making becoming a Fellow easier will be actively developed – such as providing for more elections through the year, a fully online nomination and voting process, and the potential to put a Fellows’ list online to enable potential Fellows to know who they might be able to approach for support.
6. DELIVERY
Q7. Do you agree with the actions proposed for delivery of the Strategic Plan?

There were 12 online responses to this question of which 10 said yes, 1 said no and 1 said don’t know.  The written responses were generally positive but highlighted specific areas which have been discussed already under the headings above.  Two highlighted 6.1.10 regarding possible collaboration and mergers; one indicated that joining forces with Archaeology Scotland merits appraisal, while the other was not keen on this, and would consider the paragraph as suggesting the take-over of other organizations.  It was noted by this respondent that the Strategic Plan lacked mention of any other organizations.  This respondent would rather see a Society “with a clear mandate to support and work with other societies on an equal-partnership basis”.  A response to a different question suggested a merger with the Scottish History Society to have “strategic advantages and economies of scale”.  A response which has not otherwise been considered in this report since it simply edits the text rather than expressing particular views, did also highlight the usefulness of setting out where the Society “plays a distinctive, unique role, separate but in partnership with our key players – HES, Arch Scot, NTS.”
The Council Trustees have agreed to revise the wording of this paragraph to initially stress the support and partnership aspect of what the Society does, but will also retain the option to explore merger if appropriate.  It was considered unnecessary to mention other organisations since this would require a significant input into the document due to the range of collaboration, support and distinctive roles already engaged in by the Society with a wide range of heritage and non-heritage organisations across Scotland and further afield.

Q8. How would you like to see this Strategic Plan taken forward?

One online response suggested using the consultation feedback to amend the Strategic Plan, and one wanted more information on the HLF funded project undertaken by the Society which is alluded to but not explained in the Strategic Plan.  This same respondent agreed with the aspiration of ensuring the Society is a national organization beyond Edinburgh and Aberdeen, and another written response supported the aspiration to be an independent body speaking for heritage while also highlighting the potential for friction between such an aspiration and co-operating and receiving funding from government through HES.  A response also noted the lack of prioritization in the actions.  The majority of the other responses highlighted the need for communication between Council Trustees and Fellows and the engagement of Fellows in the process.  Most were very pleased they had been consulted at this stage and one emphasized that it was the role of Council Trustees to move forward with the Plan once complete.
Council Trustees were glad to share their thinking with Fellows on the future of the Society to 2021 and welcome the opportunity to feedback the information on responses to the Fellows through this document.  It is hoped that this helps communicate and clarify some of the changes made to the final Strategic Plan initiated on 1 July 2016.  It is expected that the Annual Report, to be placed online, will review progress on the Strategic Plan and will form the basis of reporting to Fellows, which will also be undertaken through the Newsletter as required.   The Annual Business Plans agreed by Council Trustees will form the main prioritisation of the actions.

The Annual Report also contains further information on the HLF funded project referred to in the Strategic Plan, which was aimed at helping the Society become more sustainable in the future.  The project highlighted the need for certain key actions, such as the development of a Join Us leaflet and the concurrent consideration of the Society’s role and activity in the heritage sector, and how this is communicated to people who might be interested.

Q9. Would you like to be involved?
Q10. If so, how would you like to be involved?

There were 12 online responses to these questions of which 9 said yes and 2 said no.  The written responses were more equivocal, either not expressing an interest or saying yes but unsure how.  

Of those who expressed an interest one indicated they were on the new Editorial Advisory Board, another suggested membership of a “working group / focus group” to take the plan forward into action, another offered services in the US for any Global Fellows events, another expressed interest in knowing more about the ScARF Museums Project, and one wanted to be present at a “consultation event”.
Council Trustees were gratified by the positive response and will examine how best to involve Fellows directly in delivery of the Strategic Plan, while recognising that some already were involved, and in the process of returning comments had already helped with crystallising Council Trustees’ thoughts. 

6.1. Fellowship Subscriptions
Q11. Is a biennial re-assessment of subscriptions appropriate?
There were 12 online responses to this question of which 9 said yes and 3 said no.  Of those that said no one indicated that the terminology used was opaque, and that if increases were proposed this should be transparent, and an explanation required as to why it was needed.  One suggested annual increases were appropriate relative to inflation and the other gave no explanation.  One written response suggested triennial “might be a little less unsettling”.
Council Trustees are keen to avoid large increases in subscriptions in the future, and are thus pleased that the majority would accept that a biennial consideration is appropriate.  The consideration will be full and open, and may result in no increase or a relatively small one, but the overarching commitment is to ensure the Society subscriptions maintain their value relative to inflation and that large increases are avoided in future.
6.2. Staffing
Q12. Council Trustees believe Fellowship and Development is a key part of realising the Strategic Plan.  Do you have further ideas about developing the Society and Fellowship?

There were 10 online varied responses to this.  They included, Council Trustees making clear the reasons for co-opting Trustees, further initiatives in the USA, better marketing, Society sponsored museum exhibitions providing literature to and direct contact with the public, an advertised lecture within the museum, agreement with 6.3.6, 7 and 8, the importance of partnerships, including with the NMS Department of Scottish History and Archaeology, greater benefits for Fellows outwith Edinburgh and with interests in the post-medieval period, opening up membership to anyone, and recognizing and accommodating the “dichotomy of membership”.  One response suggested there were too few opportunities for Fellows to network, considering this to be “important for the sharing and generating of new ideas and projects”.
One online response considered the Society should “foster closer links with the universities and to encourage more student participation.”   The same response considered it essential to balance archaeology and history and the “popular/voluntary aspects” with the “professional needs”, and that the latter group appears to be “insufficiently appreciated and rewarded”.

These varied responses are welcome and some have been addressed elsewhere in this document.   Some are currently being addressed in various ways through projects such as Dig It! and ScARF, and others will require greater resources, and would be best developed through a Heritage Hub.  Council Trustees will attempt to address as many as possible in the delivery of the Strategic Plan. 
6.3. Timetable 2016-2021
Q13. Is the timetable achievable?

There were 11 online responses to this question of which 6 said yes and 5 said don’t know. “Anything is achievable with enough resources (and energy and enthusiasm).”
Council Trustees are comfortable with the timetable and believe the energy and enthusiasm displayed in the responses to the consultation are an excellent start!
7. GENERAL

Q14. Do you have any other comments?
8 responses were made online, and some of the written responses included general comments.  Comments included “I think you have enough to be going on with already”, “Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment”, “Long overdue review. I wish you well” and “…wishing the Trustees every success in taking the Society forward”.

Other responses included a plea to better publicize ScARF, a note that Dig It! has many good possibilities, and further support for the concept of a Heritage Hub.  One email response noted the need for proofreading the document (and other written responses made editorial comments too). One written response said, “The Strategic Plan contains a great many statements which are truly inspirational, and if a significant proportion of the objectives can be achieved, then the Society will have made a major contribution to Scotland’s cultural well-being.”
Council Trustees are grateful for the support of the majority of Fellows who responded to the consultation, and equally grateful to those who took the time to explain their dissatisfaction where necessary.  All responses were considered and the Council Trustees are hoping that the revised Strategic Plan 2016-2021 will indeed make a “major contribution to Scotland’s cultural well-being”.
This document summarizes the Fellows’ responses to the draft Society Strategic Plan for the next five years.








Consultation draft agreed by Council 5 October 2015 and made available to Fellows for comment on 30 November 2015.  Responses required by 31 January 2016.
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