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Introduction
In his 2011 book The Psychopath Test, Jon Ronson ponders the personality traits that can help an individual to climb the corporate ladder. He ruminates upon the notion that “a clinical absence of empathy” may propel one upwards, hoping that this is untrue. The piece examines individual differences and how they may affect the various outcomes of professional projects and ventures. Within behavioural psychology, the effects of different personality types in the workplace have become an often discussed topic (Sackett and Walmsley 2014; Higgins et al. 2007). It should be noted that this research has been rarely (if at all) applied to archaeology. In the industry, the lifespan of a project can be affected by many different variables, some easier to control or mitigate the effects of than others. Roleplay scenarios conducted within this module served to illustrate how internal (individual differences within a team) and external (site conditions, legislation, community involvement) variables. The roleplay scenarios took place at various points of different project lifecycles, often focussing on project initiation. Critically examining these scenarios can provide insight into how a project may be delivered successfully, and the variables which may prevent or affect this. 

Internal variables

Individual personality differences
As a project is conducted by a series of individuals working across separate teams, the individual personality differences of those involved can make a significant difference; these roleplay scenarios were no exception. Recent behavioural research tends to cite four or five major personality types, with the Big Five theory specifying five key personality traits: neuroticism, agreeableness, extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness (Goldberg 1993). Erikson (2019) went as far as to halve his four personality types into extroverted and introverted types, further equating this duality to passive and active, reserved and implementer. In my experience, it is typical that archaeology is made up of more introverts than other industries. It might be that the studious, quiet nature of archaeology often attracts like-minded individuals. This introversion was evident in our roleplay scenarios in which certain degrees of passivity and reservation undoubtedly had a detrimental effect. Oftentimes, it appeared that no group members wished to volunteer for the role of chair. However, it should be noted that these project management scenarios (though theoretical) were a new experience for many in the group, particularly when it came to chairing a discussion. Choosing who would take up the role of chair was often a difficult process, with many likely hesitant due to a perceived lack of specific knowledge on the given topic.
It is possible that the predisposition of the archaeologist towards introversion makes them more likely to be passive and reserved. This, combined with the theoretical nature of the tasks, undoubtedly made us participants more agreeable with one another. Some methods used in the discussion likely exacerbated this, such as the usage of the show of hands method to vote on a management system for a project in Scenario Five. While pleasantly democratic, this voting method is too visible, likely skewing the winning management system that was eventually voted for. Due a desire to fit in with the majority (normative social influence), a perception that those voting are right (informational social influence) or a combination of both (Cialdini 1984), this type of decision making is inherently flawed in this scenario. In my opinion, a different voting system (an anonymised one such as using a poll or ballot system) would allow for informed decision-making that is democratic but more equitable and thus more conducive to the aims of the project. Despite the predominance of introverts in archaeology, a more visible system allows more dominant individuals to have more say in a project. Though it may use more resources than initially anticipated, active work needs to be undertaken in project management to ensure that such inequalities are addressed and mitigated, not simply ignored (see figure one for an illustration of this). Understanding individual personality differences can help us to strive for equity as much as possible. Doing so can assist in the delivery of a more diverse and well-informed industry, in which individuals that were likely once ignored can have their say. This is still very much a work in progress in many industries, not just archaeology. Where the system fails or is lacking, the dominance of a (or multiple) project discussion(s) by certain individuals could affect vital elements of a project lifespan, such as budget allocation. Less traditionally engaged individuals may fail to secure an acceptable budget and timeframe in which to achieve the work necessary within their team. In the roleplay scenarios, agreeableness also affected many of the roleplay scenarios, likely due to introversion and the theoretical nature of the scenarios. In real life scenarios, the studying and application of project management styles and techniques would allow increased confidence to inform more conducive discussion.

Professional differences
Professional individual differences also affected some of the roleplay scenarios, not just personality differences. It became apparent quite quickly that there was a shared basic archaeological knowledge within the cohort, but a varied specialisation of knowledge between individuals. For example, it was clear that members of the cohort felt more comfortable chairing a roleplay scenario close to their own specialism. This occurred in a scenario in which a cohort member was able to act as chair as it pertained to historic building recording (their specialism). This undoubtedly assisted the efficiency of the scenario, with the chair knowing when and where to pivot the discussion. Spending too long contributing to one point of a discussion was quite typical throughout the scenarios in which group members felt they had little knowledge. If not handled correctly, this could cause a project to suffer delays or lose focus. Using the “generic MoRPHE project model” (Historic England 2014, 9) could help to focus such a project in the long-term, with a thorough MoRPHE-compliant project design allowing for short-term plans to be formulated with this design in mind. 
Of course, professional and personality differences in the workplace are not completely isolated from one another. Sackett and Walmsley (2014) named two trait categories (major attribute categories and applied social skill attributes) that work alongside the basic personal tendency attributes found in the Big Five theory (see figure two), creating the proficiency of an individual at a given time in an area. From this and the roleplay scenario, it is possible to understand how knowledge and skills (in combination with the personality types present within a group) in an area can affect the success of a project. This was evident in Scenario Eight, in which discussion members were asked to react to clips from the popular television programme The Detectorists, depicting unethical behaviour on site in the form of unauthorised removal of a Roman mosaic due to a supposed lack of funds. Despite our different specialisms, backgrounds and even previous knowledge of the programme, all individuals were able to share their opinions and insights into this, seemingly due to each individual having undertaken some professional time in an excavation role. Despite most being able to share their experience (first-hand or otherwise) of ethical dilemmas in archaeology, it is notable that there is an apparent shared high standard of ethics in the industry, likely due to the works of organisations such as the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists. In my seven years in the industry, I have seen ethical standards improve dramatically, such as in the ethical transport of human remains. Further education by such organisations on other, less emotive topics would help to further their understanding, and not just to those in senior management positions.

External variables
Project risk
There are many variables that are, at first glance, out of our control in successful archaeological project delivery. Project risks can delay the delivery of a project if not effectively managed. According to guidance by Historic England (2014, 32), such risk factors should be identified at the initiation stage of a project for them to be effectively managed, though their impact can be difficult to predict. In my experience, I have seen project delays due to a failure to appropriately factor risk management into a project. This was evident in Scenario Seven, in which we sought to create a Written Scheme of Investigation for a development proposal. The proposed development area contained modern buildings, ranging from old farming buildings to a Second World War pillbox. For the latter, we were hesitant to suggest its removal, even if surveyed beforehand. Some members of the team suggested its incorporation into the development, such as in a green space. Although this was generally thought to be a feasible idea within the discussion, this would likely delay project delivery if done so in real life. It would be difficult to ascertain the extent of this delay; developments on areas of wartime activity can pose the risk of unexploded ordnance. It is impossible to understand the extent to which such risks will delay a project until it has begun; fluid communication between teams to mitigate these is crucial. 

Allocation of resources versus budgetary constraints
Scenario Seven involves the archaeological investigation of an area that is to be a housing development, a common occurrence in British commercial archaeology. Archaeology has become a step in the housebuilding process thanks to government legislation at the end of the twentieth century. This can often create a difficult working balance in which archaeology is costly (for the developer) yet can easily become unprofitable (for the archaeological unit). Failings in project delivery by the project management team can lead to elevated levels of stress in the excavation and post-excavation teams, occasionally delaying works further and perhaps even becoming a project risk if not monitored carefully.  
This was discussed in Scenario Nine (the project planning and budgeting scenario), in which we worked in different project roles to find an appropriate but reasonable allocation of resources. The general consensus was that contextualising an area in its background (previous work in the area, nearby heritage assets, current on-site developments) would inform the level of resources to allocate to a project. This type of preliminary research also formed the basis of Scenario Four, in which we used pre-existing Historic Environment Records to build a picture of the surrounding area of a potential site. This requires some research as we would be required to make an informed decision on the likelihood of planning permission being granted. It was agreed that we should not spend too much time on research in this early stage as paid work may not always result, meaning that extensive time spent in unnecessary research could prove fruitless. However, effective and thorough work would likely secure future work or build upon the reputation of the contracted researcher. This is a difficult balancing act, one that is largely dependent upon the site itself. As the area in Scenario Nine was deemed to be of low archaeological potential, it was easier to agree that minimal resources could be allocated. It was also agreed that this should not lead to the cutting of corners (such as insufficient site welfare) on the project, likely from the experience of this by most in the group. Successful project delivery is reliant upon staff wellbeing and welfare. Hearing anecdotes from the past from more experienced colleagues and from examining the experiences of group members, it is somewhat possible to better understand how project managers have failed to mitigate such issues in the past. It should be noted that archaeology is an industry of thin margins and profits. When pressure is put on to reduce costs, it can be costings that affect junior staff that are cut, such as overtime and site welfare. Furthermore, there is an ongoing pay crisis in the industry that some worry has the potential to go unresolved and make the industry dangerously unprofitable in the face of the lengthy housebuilding process. 

Conclusion
There are many factors, internal and external, that affect successful project delivery within a team. Defining the external factors that can affect project delivery is easy; internal factors require a certain degree of self-awareness. Many archaeological units are beginning to recognise the need to formally train project managers and those likely to become project managers. Learning from mistakes was once typical within archaeology, regardless of rank. As the industry grows and becomes more self-aware, project management can be better delivered through learning and coaching. The discussed variables are contingent upon stable support systems within a company and industry, upheld by assertive professional bodies. From a cynical point of view, managing these factors is most conducive to successful project delivery. More importantly, their management ensures the best for staff wellbeing.
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