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Abstract
There is a current and projected dearth of individuals with the required skills and education to become
professional archaeologists. Because of this, the discipline should consider underlying causes leading students
to have a lack of interest in pursuing archaeological careers. Social cognitive career theory posits that self-
efficacy, expected outcomes, and goal mechanisms mediate a student’s career-relevant interest and
aspirations. To understand undergraduate students’ perceptions of archaeological careers, we surveyed and
interviewed students enrolled in an introductory course in biological anthropology and archaeology at a
regional comprehensive university in the United States. Students completed surveys at the beginning and
end of the course, and some students volunteered for an interview. Survey results revealed no significant
changes in career interest from the beginning to the end of the course. Interview data indicated that taking
the course gave students a better appreciation for archaeology, and none interviewed felt less likely to pursue a
career in the discipline. We identify persistent perceptions that students held about the discipline that may
dissuade them from considering archaeology as a viable career option, and we provide recommendations that
may help attract more students to careers in archaeology.

Resumen
Actualmente y en el futuro, se prevé una escasez de personas con las habilidades y la educación necesarias
para convertirse en arqueólogos profesionales. Por lo tanto, la disciplina debe considerar las causas subya-
centes que llevan a los estudiantes a tener una falta de interés en seguir una carrera en arqueología. La
teoría cognitiva social de las decisiones carrera postula que la autoeficacia, los resultados esperados y los obje-
tivos median el interés relevante para la carrera y las aspiraciones profesionales de un estudiante. Para com-
prender las percepciones de los estudiantes universitarios sobre las carreras arqueológicas, encuestamos e
entrevistamos a estudiantes inscritos en un curso introductorio de antropología biológica y arqueología en
una universidad regional en los Estados Unidos. Los estudiantes completaron encuestas al principio y al
final del curso, y algunos estudiantes se ofrecieron como voluntarios para una entrevista. Los resultados
de la encuesta no revelaron cambios significativos en el interés profesional desde el principio hasta el final
del curso. Los datos de las entrevistas indicaron que tomar el curso les dio a los estudiantes una mejor
apreciación de la arqueología y ninguno de los entrevistados se sintió menos propenso a seguir una carrera
en la disciplina. Identificamos percepciones persistentes sobre la arqueología que pueden disuadir a los estu-
diantes de considerarla como una opción de carrera viable, y proporcionamos recomendaciones que pueden
ayudar a atraer a más estudiantes a carreras en arqueología.
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Scholars have interest in understanding factors that lead students to develop their career interest,
decide a program of study that aligns with that interest, and pursue their eventual profession (Kier
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et al. 2014; Lent et al. 2002). Much of this research has been conducted among students majoring and
pursuing careers in high-demand industries, particularly science, technology, engineering, mathemat-
ics, and medical fields (Coyan et al. 2020; Godwin et al. 2016; Jiang et al. 2020). Recently, sectors that
employ individuals with the skills, training, and education to conduct archaeology have noted a lack of
applicants, and the number of archaeological job openings is projected to grow into the next decade
(Altschul and Klein 2022). With this current and projected disparity in the number of individuals
trained as archaeologists and the number of job openings, there is a need to understand what may
lead students away or toward a career in archaeology. We investigate two exploratory and fundamental
questions: (1) What factors dissuade students from considering archaeology as a viable career?, and (2)
How can the discipline attract more students to pursue degrees in anthropology and careers in
archaeology?

As a first step to address these questions, we implemented a mixed-methods study among under-
graduate students—both anthropology and nonanthropology majors—enrolled in an introductory
course in biological anthropology and archaeology at a regional comprehensive university in the mid-
western United States. This study incorporated a validated career interest survey (Kier et al. 2014) to
quantitatively assess students’ changes in perception of careers in archaeology toward the course’s
completion, along with semistructured interviews among a subset of students to gain deeper and con-
textualized insights. We interpret the results using social cognitive career theory (Brown and Lent
2019; Lent and Brown 1996, 2019; Lent et al. 1994; Wang 2013; Wang et al. 2022) and provide initial
recommendations for the field of archaeology, archaeological educators, and departments offering
anthropology degrees. These recommendations are intended to help archaeological educators attract,
retain, or graduate students who have the skills to support the demands of the archaeological labor
market (Altschul and Klein 2022; Larkin and Slaughter 2021; Morgan 2023).

Social Cognitive Career Theory

We apply the social cognitive career theory (SCCT)—a well-researched and established conceptual
model used to interpret an individual’s career choice and performance. SCCT considers factors that
steer a student toward or away from a particular career choice (Brown and Lent 2019; Lent and
Brown 1996, 2019; Lent et al. 1994; Wang 2013; Wang et al. 2022). Although scholars have applied
the SCCT model to multiple points along an individual’s career trajectory (Brown and Lent 2019;
Lent and Brown 2019), we specifically use the aspect of the model focused on the processes through
which (1) an individual begins to form academic and career interests; (2) an individual’s interest, com-
bined with other factors, begins to steer that individual toward career-relevant choices; and (3) an indi-
vidual achieves varying levels of performance and persistence in their educational and career pursuits
(Lent and Brown 1996). Consequently, we are applying the model when students begin to explore
career options and the associated academic preparation to secure employment in that career. Social
cognitive career theory posits that three linked factors lead to a student’s career-relevant interest
and career aspiration. These factors are (1) self-efficacy, (2) expected outcomes, and (3) goal mecha-
nisms (Figure 1). These three factors are undergirded by a person’s personal factors (e.g., identity),
contextual determinates (e.g., family support structure), and learning factors.

Self-efficacy involves an individual’s judgment of their own abilities to successfully perform and
accomplish a specific task, reach a certain goal, or overcome a particular challenge (Bandura 1989;
Kirsch 1986; Zimmerman 2000). One’s self-efficacy interacts with personal, behavioral, emotional,
and contextual experiences and factors (Lent et al. 1994). Self-efficacy beliefs do not equate to one’s
actual ability to accomplish a task; however, successful task performance generally requires both com-
petence of ability and a strong sense of self-efficacy (Bandura 1991). Scholars have found that strong
self-efficacy within a certain domain predicts higher academic and career choice performance indexes
(Lent and Hackett 1987).

The second factor considered in the SCCT model is outcome expectations (Lent et al. 1994).
Outcome expectations are an individual’s belief in a potential result given their choices, actions, or
efforts. Where self-efficacy centers on one’s belief in one’s abilities, outcome expectation relates to
an individual’s perceived and anticipated output if they perform a particular behavior. Within the
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SCCT framework, an individual considers not only how well they think they can do something (self-
efficacy) but also what the end outcome will be from their performance of that task (outcome expec-
tations). The interaction between self-efficacy and outcome expectations within the model depends on
the nature of the activity and the presumed certainty of the outcome. For example, a person may per-
ceive that they will gain a great deal of value from performing a particular task, but they avoid that task
given their lack of self-efficacy in that task.

Goal mechanisms represent the third factor in the SCCT framework (Lent et al. 1994). When con-
sidering career options, goals—whether implicit or explicit—become a component of an individual’s
consideration and, ultimately, their choice of a career. Goal mechanisms motivate behavior and
offer individuals a degree of specificity and clarity around intentionality. Career-choice goals can be
either immediate or long term, and they can range from acquiring specific competencies to achieving
advancements, success, and a comfortable standard of living.

Personal factors, contextual determinants, and learning factors undergird the three main compo-
nents of the SCCT model (Byars and Hackett 1998; Lent et al. 2018). Personal factors may include
those unique influences that people bring with them to educational experiences, such as influences
of identities, effects of minoritization and othering in learning settings, and an individual’s personality
traits (Byars and Hackett 1998). Contextual determinates reference supports and barriers that students
may experience, such as institutional academic support structures, financial barriers or aid, and family
influences and objections (Wang 2013). Learning factors include influences students carry forward
from past learning experiences, such as task-related and learning accomplishments, learning from
the experiences of others, socioemotional experiences while learning, and external praise (Byars and
Hackett 1998). Importantly, the SCCT model posits that factors within the model are continuously
defined and redefined as students experience and interact with learning.

Special Considerations for Careers in Archaeology within the SCCT Framework

Given the SCCT framework, we suggest that there are factors specific to archaeological career choice
that require additional consideration. These factors are (1) the lack of K–12 archaeological education in
public schools in the United States, (2) the popularized perception of archaeology, (3) undergraduate
archaeology courses rooted in colonial narratives, and (4) the perceptions of archaeological fieldwork.

For many K–12 students attending public schools in the United States, anthropological and archae-
ological knowledge, concepts, and practices are not components of their curriculum (Davis 2000; Ellick
2016; Haeberle 2020; King 2016; Popson and Selig 2019). Research has shown that prior knowledge,
observations, and experiences in a discipline or skill support a student’s self-efficacy in that discipline
(Prieto and Altmaier 1994; Van Dinther et al. 2011). Consequently, most students do not form self-
efficacy in archaeology until college, when they take an anthropology or archaeology course. This is
unlike many college majors in which students enter college with prior experience, thereby supporting

Figure 1. Visualization of the social cognitive career theory model as an individual is at career choice.
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students to have self-efficacy in these subjects. For example, first-year college students have already
established mathematics self-efficacy, allowing them to assess which collegiate mathematics courses
to take and whether mathematics would be a suitable major.

Students entering college may have archaeological self-efficacy. They may feel confident in their
social studies skills, having had coursework in history, which translates to archaeology.
Furthermore, students may have participated in archaeological learning if their teacher incorporated
an archaeological curriculum in the classroom (Moe 2016), or if they engaged with archaeology con-
tent during museum visits, summer camps, or other extracurricular activities. However, we suggest that
without coursework and practice in archaeology, students may steer away from anthropology and
archaeology courses, because they lack the experience to know if archaeology would be an interesting
and achievable subject for them.

Another factor that may contribute to an undergraduate student’s consideration of careers related to
archaeology is media depictions of the field. In popular media, archaeological representation tends to
be analogous to adventure. This notion is embodied by pop culture “archaeologists,” such as Indiana
Jones and Lara Croft, whose careers feature the search for lost treasure in exotic locations (Pyburn
2008; Rassalle 2021). The imagery associated with popular archaeological portrayals paints a picture
of a discipline and occupation inaccessible to many people. Physical fitness and wealth are required
to travel to exotic places and to perform adventurous—and often dangerous—work. Such perceptions
may misalign with a student’s motivation for choosing their specific major and expected career.
Conversely, these adventurous depictions and the possibility of travel to new and exotic places may
attract students to the discipline.

Popularized depictions of archaeology are coupled with forms of teaching archaeology that remain
rooted in colonial narratives. Researchers have noted that the ways in which instructors conventionally
teach introductory anthropology courses elevates Westernized ways of knowing and interpreting the
past and marginalizes other epistemologies and paradigms (Hutchings and La Salle 2014; Oland
2020; Quave et al. 2021). As Quave and colleagues (2021:88) note, such practices center colonial nar-
ratives of anthropology—“the myth of human societies as a teleological march from ‘savagery’ toward
‘civilization’”—and may lead students who have been historically marginalized in anthropology and
higher education to see the discipline as a field with a colonialist past and trajectory.

Correlates of these depictions in popular culture of exoticness and physicality are also in the bro-
chures for archaeology field schools, albeit to a lesser extent. College students may be dissuaded not
only by these promotional materials but by the requirement to have course credit in a field school
for graduating, finding employment, or securing future educational opportunities (Baxter 2009;
Brookes 2008; Colaninno et al. 2021; Douglass et al. 2024; Heath-Stout and Hannigan 2020;
Lightfoot 2009; Mytum 2011; Walker and Saitta 2002). Such materials highlight images intended
to entice prospective students with picturesque and adventurous landscapes. Given the lack of
diversity they feature, these images may further distort the perception of who can do archaeology
(Hall et al. 2004). This lack of diversity is also represented in the demographics of those who do
and teach fieldwork (Colaninno et al. 2024; Ginsberg 2017; Hall et al. 2004; National Science
Foundation, National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics 2019). This issue may be furthered
by the financial burdens and opportunity costs that students experience when departments require an
archaeological field school for degree completion (Douglass et al. 2024; Heath-Stout and Hannigan
2020).

These factors may signal that archaeology is not an attainable career. This may mean that students
have preconceived notions that finding employment as an archaeologist is challenging, that their iden-
tities exclude them from the field, and that to have a job in archaeology means a career far from home.
Consequently, the discipline may be facing unique barriers when trying to attract students.

Methods

Research Design

Our mixed-methods approach used a concurrent triangulation research design (Creswell et al.
2003:229). We used a validated and modified quantitative survey instrument (Kier et al. 2014), coupled
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with qualitative, semistructured interviews with a subset of students who took the survey. With a con-
current triangulation research design, both quantitative and qualitative instruments are developed at
the same time. Additionally, we interpreted these two data types simultaneously, and during our initial
interpretation, we gave equal weight to the quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell et al. 2003:229).
This approach allowed us to confirm and cross-validate our data while offsetting the inherent weak-
nesses of each data type (Tashakkori et al. 2021:8–10). After initial triangulation, we prioritized the
qualitative data, given their rich context informing the intersection of students’ perceptions of archae-
ology, a career in archaeology, and the SCCT framework.

We derived the quantitative data from an 11-item career interest survey (Kier et al. 2014) that we
modified to align with archaeological career interests (see Supplemental Text 1). This survey is on a
5-point Likert scale with 5 indicating a response of “Strongly Agree” and a 1 indicating “Strongly
Disagree.”

We designed the interview protocol based on Brinkmann and Kvale’s (2015:131) concept of thema-
tizing the interview study. When designing the protocol, we clarified the study’s purpose and then
developed the interview questions based on our research questions in the context of the SCCT
model, with an emphasis on how undergraduate students perceive archaeology and the potential for
an archaeological career. We designed the interview to be semistructured to allow for the exploration
of the interviewee’s thoughts and feelings around our research topic that we did not anticipate. The
resulting interview protocol included 14 questions (see Supplemental Text 2).

We conducted this research among undergraduate students taking an introductory course that cov-
ers topics in biological anthropology and archaeology, in collaboration with course instructors. Given
that multiple instructors teach this course, the range of topics discussed varies across instructors; how-
ever, instructors feature and review content that meets the course objectives. The course surveys intro-
ductory topics in biological anthropology, from evolution to hominins, while bringing in
archaeological topics from early humans and foragers to the rise of civilization. It is the instructor’s
discretion to incorporate the topics of archaeological careers or locally relevant archaeology. Neither
author instructed this course during our study.

The pre-course survey was open for one month at the beginning of the spring and summer semes-
ters in 2021 and reopened for a month at both semesters’ end. The pre- and post-survey instruments
used identical language. We were unable to track each student’s identity with their responses given our
Institutional Review Board protocol (Southern Illinois University Edwardsville IRB #988). Because of
this, we do not know if students who responded to the pre-survey also responded to the post-survey.
The survey also collected students’ demographic information, including self-reported gender identity,
racial/ethnic identity, class standing, major, and highest level of education of parent(s)/guardian(s). We
collected all data anonymously.

After students completed the survey, they were directed to a link to volunteer for an interview. We
conducted the interviews at the end of the semester, by which time the students had completed most of
the course. Our research design did not include student interviews at the start of the course.

A total of 187 responses were recorded for the 11-item survey. For the pre-survey, we collected data
from 101 respondents, and for the post-survey, we collected data from 86 respondents. Prior to distri-
bution, a 5%–30% (30–180 respondents) response rate was anticipated and thought likely sufficient to
derive significant trends from the data (Baruch and Holtom 2008). The survey cohort represents
anthropology majors and nonmajors.

Eleven students, one anthropology major and 10 nonmajors, volunteered for the post-course inter-
view. Interviews were conducted via Zoom, and the audio recording of the interview was used to gen-
erate a transcript of the conversation that served as the basis for the qualitative analysis.

Survey Data Analysis

The survey data were separated into pre- and post-course responses. Using five separate two-way inde-
pendent-measures ANOVAs, each including the pre-post comparison and one of the five demographic
variables, we tested for statistically significant changes from pre-course to post-course implementation,
as well as any overall significant response differences among each unique demographic variable. We
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also examined whether any pre-post differences were dependent on the response categories for each
demographic variable.

The gender category was divided into those who identified as female and male, and we grouped
those identifying as nonbinary or offering a nonbinary free response (n = 7) into a single “other” cat-
egory. We chose to separate reported racial identities into three categories—White, Non-White, and
other—instead of comparing all individually reported racial/ethnic identities. For the responses to
the “Major” category, we kept anthropology as a separate factor, because this variable is pertinent
to the study. Otherwise, the students’ majors were organized into general categories: Arts and
Humanities; Business; Education; Health; Social, Behavioral, and Economics (sociology, economics,
psychology, etc.); STEM (science, technology, engineering, and mathematics); and undeclared.
Parent education included seven categories: less than high school diploma, high school diploma,
some college, two-year degree, four-year degree, professional degree, and doctorate.

As designed by Kier and colleagues (2014), the 11 survey items fall into six categories based on the
SCCT model: self-efficacy, outcome expectations, goals, interests in a career in archaeology, contextual
supports, and personal disposition. Kier and colleagues (2014) determined that these groupings were
unreliable as separate factors. For this reason, we did not conduct analysis on the survey’s separate
categories; we only conducted analyses on responses as a whole. The Cronbach’s Alpha (a measure
of internal reliability) was α = 0.803 for the 11 items, which is consistent with Kier and colleagues’
(2014) reported internal reliability.

Interview Data Analysis

The interview transcripts were coded—meaning we assigned a “short-hand designation to various
aspects of [the] data [to] easily retrieve specific pieces of the data” (Merriam and Tisdell 2015:199)
to examine trends in students’ perceptions of archaeology, archaeologists, and careers in archaeology.
We initially open coded three transcripts to establish a coding structure of primary codes based on
themes we observed in the interviewees’ responses and the a priori themes of the SCCT model
(Merriam and Tisdell 2015; Saldaña 2021:92–93). The remaining interviews then were analyzed
using this coding structure, to which adjustments could be made based on further discoveries.
During open coding, we highlighted statements and phrases that answered the specific interview ques-
tions, as well as themes that pertained to our research questions (Merriam and Tisdell 2015).

After all interviews were coded, we reviewed coded excerpts for trends in the responses and inter-
viewees’ general opinions about archaeology (Merriam and Tisdell 2015). In addition, we looked at
how certain codes applied to the interviewees’ answers, determined which codes co-occurred, and
tracked if the coding revealed interesting correlations. Our final qualitative analysis resulted in the con-
solidation of the coding frame’s 11 primary codes into two primary themes: (1) notions of archaeology
and (2) evidence of the SCCT components. These two primary themes were further divided to inform
our model of how undergraduate students perceive archaeology and careers in archaeology (Figure 2).
All names used for the interviewees are pseudonyms.

Results and Findings

Survey Respondent Demographics

The pre-course implementation resulted in responses from 101 students, whereas the post-course
implementation included 86 responses. The identified gender of the cohort sample (female = 54%)
reflects the recent national proportion (female = 58%) of students enrolled in institutions of higher
education, z = 0.17, p = 0.434 (one-proportion z-test; National Center for Education Statistics 2023;
Table 1). Racial/ethnic identity of the pre-course survey reflects a majority White student body
(White = 70%), which characterizes the student population of the historically and primarily
White-serving institution where we conducted the research. Most respondents for the post-course sur-
vey also self-identified as White, but the percentage of White respondents declined by 18.1% from the
pre- to the post-survey. The cohort included in this research has a larger percentage of White students
compared to the 2021 national average, which was 51%, z = 6.34, p <0.001 (one-proportion z-test;
National Center for Education Statistics 2023; Table 1).
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Because we surveyed an introductory course, the cohort’s class standing skewed toward freshmen
and sophomores, with all undergraduate-level class standings represented (Table 2). A wide range
of majors enrolled in this course and responded to the survey; business majors were the most repre-
sented among pre-course survey respondents, whereas social, behavioral, and economic majors
(excluding anthropology) were the most represented in the post-course cohort (Table 2). Within
the pre-survey, most students’ parent/guardian education level was a four-year degree, whereas for
the post-survey the most common parent/guardian degree reported was a professional degree
(Table 3). This research is human subjects research and is dependent on voluntary participation.
We did not investigate any demographic shifts in pre- to post-survey respondents. Demographic shifts
in who decided to participate in the research is likely due to chance.

Career Interest Survey Responses

Across all analyses, there was no significant change in archaeological career interest between pre- and
post-introductory course responses (p = 0.518–0.932; Table 4). The mean for the pre-course cohort
was 3.07 (SD = 0.49), and the mean for the post-course cohort was 3.03 (SD = 0.51; Table 5). With
regard to the demographic variables, the only statistically significant main effect was parent/guardian
education level (p = 0.035; Table 4). Using Tukey’s post-hoc tests, we found that the main effect
was due to a significant difference between those with a parent/guardian who has a doctorate and a

Figure 2. Consolidated themes with operationalized codes.

Table 1. Cohort Demographics by Aggregated Self-Identified Gender and Race.

Demographic Pre-Course Percentage Post-Course Percentage

Gender identity

Female 57.4 55.8

Male 39.6 39.5

Other 3.0 4.7

Racial/ethnic identity

White 69.3 51.2

Non-White 19.8 31.4

Prefer not to answer 10.9 17.4
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four-year degree (p = 0.045). Due to the small sample size in some response categories, we conducted a
modified analysis on parent/guardian education level, combining the seven separate categories into two
broader groups: those students whose parents/guardians hold a bachelor’s degree or higher and those
with less education than a bachelor’s degree. Unlike the previous analysis, this modified version did not
result in a main effect of parent/guardian education level (p = 0.202; Table 4). We also conducted a
modified gender analysis with only those who identified as female or male, due to the small sample
size of the “other” category. As with the previous gender results (p = 0.668), there was no significant
main effect of gender (p = 0.413). In each two-way ANOVA, we examined the interaction between pre-
and post-responses and one of the five demographic variables (Table 4). These analyses produced no
significant interaction effects (p = 0.087–0.951). The lack of an interaction effect includes the modified
parental/guardian education level (p = 0.122) and gender (p = 0.496) analyses (Table 4). Pre- and post-
survey mean responses and standard deviations for each item are in Supplemental Table 1.

Interview Findings: Notions of Archaeology

One theme we saw emerging from the qualitative analysis is that students have preexisting notions of
archaeology prior to course enrollment. These notions persisted throughout the course to influence
their conceptualization about what a career in archaeology would be like. Within the notions of

Table 2. Cohort Demographics by Class Stand and Major.

Pre-Course Percentage Post-Course Percentage

Class standing

Freshman 36.6 34.9

Sophomore 31.7 31.4

Junior 18.8 20.9

Senior 12.9 12.8

Major

Other 7.9 5.8

Anthropology 4.0 1.2

Arts and humanities 4.0 7.0

Business 24.8 23.3

Education 9.9 10.5

Health 5.9 8.1

Social, behavioral, and economics 22.8 34.9

STEM 20.8 9.3

Table 3. Cohort Demographics by Parent Education.

Pre-Course Percentage Post-Course Percentage

Less than high school 3.0 3.5

High school diploma 10.9 12.8

Some college 18.8 20.9

2-year degree 8.9 9.3

4-year degree 33.7 18.6

Professional degree 20.8 29.1

Doctorate 4.0 5.8
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archaeology theme, we identified two subthemes: (1) misunderstandings as barriers and (2) field
schools. We further identified two tertiary themes subsumed within the “misunderstanding as barri-
ers” subtheme, including (1) archaeology is elsewhere and (2) archaeology is physicality (Figure 2).

The students we interviewed mentioned their notions about archaeology. When students evoked
terms to describe where archaeologists conduct research, they did not speak of nearby locations.
Instead, they noted that archaeology is conducted elsewhere. For example, when Rowan was asked
by the interviewer to describe what archaeologists do, his response typified this idea: “[An archaeolo-
gist is] someone who goes and travels the world and looks for historical sites, things that could have
any sort of history or event of past humans or even early apes.” When referencing where archaeologists
conduct research, students used terms such as “the jungle,” “the desert” (students were at an institution
in the US Midwest, far from desert environments), “Africa,” and “traveling the world.” When we asked
the interviewees to describe the physical characteristics of an archaeologist, several respondents noted
the importance of the clothing choices archaeologists make to accommodate environments where they
work. Interviewees evoked imagery of khakis and a hat. Rowan further explained how he would
describe the attire of an archaeologist: “a fit person that just has tan clothing, [a] bucket hat and
just always, just traveling around.” These excerpts led us to the finding that these students perceived
archaeology as an activity occurring elsewhere.

We noted three ways that students described the physical appearance of archaeologists. These
included characterizations of archaeologists as older individuals, people who are physically fit, and
“ordinary people.” Some interviewees perceived archaeologists as scientists who are older. This is
exemplified by a comment from Jordan: “I’d describe an archaeologist as probably someone who’s
maybe a little bit older or well known in their field. I don’t think it’d be something that a newly joined
scientific person would do. I think there’s someone with a little bit more background in the subject.”
The perception of archaeologists as physically fit was regularly stated by the interviewees, such as
Terry: “Somebody who’s fit because they’re, you know, they’re moving around and digging all the
time.” Other interviewees noted that their perception of who does archaeology had changed since
they took the course. This is exemplified by the following excerpt from Morgan:

In the past, I usually [thought] of them as old White people wearing hats and survival kits. [They]
go out and find stuff. But as of today, I think that the views [are] more diverse than ever. So, I

Table 4. P-Values and Partial Eta-Squared Values for All ANOVA Analyses.

Main
Effect

Pre/Post
Partial Eta
Squared

Main Effect of
Demographic

Partial Eta
Squared

Interaction between
Demographic and

Pre/Post
Partial Eta
Squared

Gender
identity

0.857 0.000 0.668 0.004 0.785 0.003

Modified
gender
identity

0.666 0.001 0.413 0.004 0.496 0.003

Racial/ethnic
identity

0.609 0.001 0.208 0.017 0.942 0.001

Major 0.518 0.002 0.098 0.067 0.951 0.012

Class
standing

0.932 0.000 0.665 0.009 0.495 0.013

Parent
education

0.776 0.000 0.035a 0.074 0.087 0.061

Modified
parent
education

0.666 0.001 0.202 0.009 0.122 0.013

a Significant p-value.

Advances in Archaeological Practice 339

https://doi.org/10.1017/aap.2024.27 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/aap.2024.27


don’t have really any other physical appearance that can describe them. I think they, I think it’s
just basically they look as normal as ordinary people.

The interview protocol asked interviewees about their perception regarding the requirement for stu-
dents to participate in a field school to earn a degree in anthropology with a specialization in archae-
ology. Interviewed nonanthropology majors had little knowledge of field schools, but many noted
enthusiasm to enroll in a field school if they planned to pursue a career in archaeology. The hands-on,
experiential learning aspect of the field school appealed to interviewees, who noted that archaeological
methods require students to gain practical skills before joining the workforce. Terry, who is an anthro-
pology major and intends to have a career in archaeology, shared her thoughts on the importance of
the field school: “[Archaeology] is a science. And I think to really understand the methods you have to
participate in [a field school].”

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics of Overall Survey and Demographic Variables.

N Mean Standard Deviation

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

Overall 101 86 3.07 3.03 0.49 0.51

Gender identity

Female 58 48 3.12 3.03 0.51 0.51

Male 40 34 3.00 3.02 0.48 0.53

Other 3 4 3.12 3.11 0.21 0.26

Racial/ethnic identity

White 70 44 3.04 2.97 0.49 0.53

Non-White 20 27 3.10 3.04 0.44 0.41

Prefer not to answer 11 15 3.20 3.20 0.65 0.59

Major

Undeclared 8 5 3.20 3.05 0.43 0.53

Anthropologya 4 1 3.91 — 0.69 —

Arts and humanities 4 6 3.00 3.11 0.27 0.17

Business 25 20 2.90 2.84 0.48 0.64

Education 10 9 2.99 3.12 0.63 0.54

Health 6 7 3.17 3.06 0.50 0.43

Social sciences 23 30 3.00 3.08 0.35 0.44

STEM 21 8 3.17 3.09 0.47 0.61

Class standing

Freshmen 37 30 3.15 3.07 0.40 0.48

Sophomores 32 27 3.06 3.03 0.58 0.59

Juniors 19 18 3.07 2.91 0.57 0.48

Seniors 13 11 2.89 3.12 0.41 0.42

Parent education

Less than 4-year degree 42 40 3.06 3.14 0.41 0.49

4-year degree or more 59 46 3.08 2.93 0.55 0.51

a We do not report the results from the one anthropology major who responded to the survey given aggregation restrictions with our IRB
protocol.
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Interview Findings: Components of the Social Cognitive Career Theory

Student responses to the interview questions yielded strong evidence that self-efficacy, expected out-
comes, and goal mechanisms—the three main factors of the SCCT model—guided students in their
career-related decisions and influenced how they envisioned a career in archaeology.

Interviewed students, particularly nonanthropology majors, mentioned that they enrolled in this
course because it fulfilled a requirement of either a humanities elective, a STEM elective, or both.
Students further elaborated that they took the course because it sounded interesting or they had
heard it was interesting. This is exemplified by a comment from Chris, a student who took the course
as a nonanthropology major: “It seemed interesting. It sounded like fun. And something that would be
enjoyable.”

Students frequently cited their aptitude to perform skills needed for their chosen major as a factor
that led them to select that major. Fran, a student pursuing an engineering degree, noted why she
chose engineering: “I considered choosing my major based off of my favorite courses, and that was
math.” Similarly, the importance of self-efficacy is apparent when Jordan speaks about his decision
to major in history: “So I’m a history major. I found that I enjoyed [history] in high school, so I
thought I’d do something I enjoy in college.” The lack of students’ preexisting knowledge of archae-
ology and absence of archaeological self-efficacy was also identified among the responses. Brianna,
when asked by the interviewer if she had ever considered archaeology as a career, responded,
“Honestly, no, I didn’t, because I really didn’t understand what the term was at first.”

Our findings also included outcome expectations and goal mechanisms, predicted by the SCCT
model, as contributing factors to students’ reasoning for choosing their major. In speaking about
her strong self-efficacy for math, Fran commented on selecting a major and career that would
challenge her, or her goal mechanism. She decided to major in engineering because her expected
outcome from this decision would be a career in engineering, which would continuously challenge
her. Students mentioned multiple goals that influenced their decisions to pursue their major. These
included finding a career where students could (1) find joy and passion; (2) do the job for the long
term, avoiding physical or mental exhaustion; (3) have a comfortable wage; (4) help other people;
(5) advance professionally; and (6) find job security. The students saw their career goals aligning
with the expected outcomes of their chosen profession. This is represented in an excerpt from
Morgan’s interview:

I want to have a good job in the future. And [a job] that pays well, and also comfortable to work with.
I don’t have to work too hard or spend overtime with anything. That’s why I chose business, because I
love anything related to economics. And there’s a lot of jobs in the business field that pay well.

Discussion

The quantitative research findings indicated that these students did not demonstrate growth in their
interest in an archaeological career after taking an introductory course in biological anthropology
and archaeology—a course that did not include a specific intervention designed to trigger career inter-
est. The findings from our interviews with students help us contextualize students’ perceptions of
archaeology and what an archaeological career might entail. We interpret findings from the interviews
within the context of preexisting notions that students have about the discipline, as well as how these
perceptions interact with career-related self-efficacy, expected outcomes, and goal mechanisms.

Misunderstanding as Barriers

The interview included questions that elicited students’ concept of what archaeology is and what
archaeologists do and how they visualize what an archaeologist looks like. Prior research indicates
that perceptions of the physical demands of field-based scientific research may dissuade students
from considering these disciplines as a viable career option (Alwin et al. 2021; Hall et al. 2004;
Perry 2004; Stokes et al. 2019). Given this prior research, as well as pop culture imagery of archaeology
and collegiate advertisements for field schools, we anticipated that students could have notions of
archaeology that present as barriers to entering the field.
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When we asked interviewed students to describe what comes to mind when they think about
archaeology, they commonly used phrases and terms that evoked a sense of far-off places, exotic loca-
tions, and adventure. Although these students were attending a university near several significant
archaeological sites—some of which are on the university’s campus—students perceived archaeology
as research that is not conducted where they are but somewhere else.

Given this sense of archaeology being elsewhere, students may discount archaeology as a career. They
may perceive a career in archaeology as one requiring extensive travel, which could equate with monetary
expenses and time away from home. Time away from home could limit their ability to be with their fam-
ily or start a family. This is expressed in an excerpt from Chris, a nontraditional college student with
children: “I feel like to do an adequate job of archaeology or anything in that field, you would need
to spend more time than just a week away from your family. You’d have to spend months at a time
at a site. . . . I don’t have that kind of time.” Because Chris perceives archaeology as a career that occurs
elsewhere, and he believes that being elsewhere would limit his ability to be with his family, he has dis-
counted archaeology as a career. The perceived requirement of having to be elsewhere is misaligned with
his career goal mechanisms, which include having a career that allows him to be with family.

Students may have formed this notion of archaeology being elsewhere due to the content covered in
this course. Instructors may have featured nonlocal archaeological sites, leading students to view
archaeology as something that does not occur locally. Course content that highlights local archaeolog-
ical sites may lead students to think of archaeology as something that happens where they are. This
finding underscores the importance of reviewing local archaeological sites, local archaeologists, and
jobs at local cultural resource management companies (and other agencies) that excavated those sites.

In the interview protocol, we did not ask students directly about their perceptions of the physical
requirements of archaeology. Given the semistructured interview format, students frequently commented
on their perception of the physicality of archaeology, which arose when students mentioned what archae-
ologists do and what archaeologists look like. Students commented that archaeologists spend their days
digging and walking around. Terry, the anthropology major, when asked about the appearance of an
archaeologist, mentioned that they are fit due to the physical nature of their work. Terry is excited to
participate in a field school and to have an archaeological career, and the physical nature of fieldwork
did not temper her enthusiasm. We infer from these comments that this student does not see the physical
requirements of archaeology as a barrier, and this physical requirement may align with her career goals.

Several students commented on selecting a career in which they could find longevity—one that they
could stay in and do for their entire working life. If students view archaeology as a career demanding a
high level of physicality, they may envision that an archaeological career would be short-lived. Students
could draw connections between days occupied by intensive digging and the physical deterioration of
their bodies. This perception that archaeology is physical and that intense physicality may cause body
deterioration runs counter to students’ goal mechanisms of career longevity.

Furthermore, these perceptions of archaeology as requiring physicality follows the perception of
field-related careers observed by other scholars, and this is rooted in ableism (Carabajal and
Atchison 2020; Carabajal et al. 2017; Hall et al. 2004; Heath-Stout 2023; Wilkie 2023). As a result, stu-
dents with disabilities, or students who believe that their physical abilities are limited, may think that a
career in archaeology is not feasible. Although the data collected from student interviews did not defin-
itively indicate that students would disregard a career in archaeology due to the perceived physical
requirements, we suggest that the participants may perceive the physicality of a fieldwork-involved
career as a barrier to inclusion. Hall and colleagues (2004:265) note that “there is evidence that
some of the spaces of fieldwork self-select out, through physical and social barriers, those who perceive
their bodies as not up to the physical challenge of negotiating these spaces.” The predominant percep-
tion of archaeology as physically demanding could unintentionally dissuade students with disabilities
and/or perceived physical limitations from considering archaeological careers.

For many students, their incipient concept of archaeology likely arose from depictions of archaeol-
ogists in popular media—most notably, Indiana Jones. Jordan, when asked what an archaeologist looks
like, commented, “I’m gonna be real with you. I kind of thought of Indiana Jones.” This popular movie
franchise, the colonialist theme that runs through the franchise, and the colonial past of anthropological
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and archaeological research undergird many of the students’ perceptions of the discipline and what a
career in archaeology would be like (Moshenska 2017; Prorokova 2020; Silliman 2020). Although
students did not explicitly use terms such as “colonial” or “colonialism,” traveling to far-off places,
engaging in adventures that require physical abilities, and discovering and studying long-lost artifacts
are concepts embedded in the interviews. We suggest that the colonial background of archaeology
lingers in the way these students think about archaeology, and this could affect how students think
about the discipline—positively or negatively. Students may be attracted to the adventure depicted
in pop archaeology imagery or turned away by its colonial past. As other researchers have noted,
these views of archaeology as a discipline rooted in colonialism may also be a component of how intro-
ductory courses are taught (Oland 2020; Quave et al. 2021).

With archaeology situated atop a backdrop of popularized colonial imagery, and with its own legacy
serving as a force of colonialist endeavors, we argue that students who do not identify or align their
perceptions with visualizations of the “colonizers” may struggle to envision themselves as an archae-
ologist. Following the work of Moshenska (2017), we define colonizers as White people—primarily
men—from families of middle to high socioeconomic status, with the means and ability to travel.
Not all those who enter the field of archaeology share these identities, but popularized notions of
the field may dissuade students who do not identify with “colonizer” characteristics from considering
career possibilities in the field.

The Field School

An initial consideration with this research was whether students viewed field schools as a barrier to a
career in archaeology. We based this on recent scholarship indicating that participation in a field
school may be a burden for students (Colaninno et al. 2024; Douglass et al. 2024; Heath-Stout and
Hannigan 2020; Lambert and Colaninno 2023). We did not identify these concerns among those inter-
viewed. Interviewees almost universally accepted the concept of a field school or a field-based course
requirement for students pursuing an archaeological career. Furthermore, they expressed excitement
about the potential to take a course that is extensively hands-on. Students saw the value of gaining
practical experience before entering the job market. These data suggest that field schools are a strength
of archaeological undergraduate education.

Given the incongruity between the results of this research and recent research highlighting issues
with field schools (Colaninno et al. 2020, 2024; Douglass et al. 2024; Heath-Stout and Hannigan
2020), we speculate that interviewed students looked favorably on the field school’s basis in experiential
learning—a high-impact educational practice. However, these students were not confronted with the
realities of the financial burden of field school (Douglass et al. 2024; Heath-Stout and Hannigan
2020) or other field-based dangers (Clancy et al. 2014; Colaninno et al. 2020; Meyers et al. 2018;
Nelson et al. 2017; VanDerwarker et al. 2018; Voss 2021). Only one student, Pat, suggested that it
should not be required if someone can get practical experience through an internship.

Of the students who expressed interest in a field school, several were from demographics that have
been historically marginalized in archaeology (i.e., female, Non-White). This is counter to prior
research that suggests Non-White students may have a sense of discomfort with fieldwork due to dif-
ferential access to opportunities to gain familiarity with field experiences (Giles et al. 2020; Greene
et al. 2020; O’Brien et al. 2020; Stokes et al. 2015). Researchers have demonstrated that field-based
courses enable students to learn employable skills while establishing students’ sense of belonging in
the field and their identity as those who do field research (Beltran et al. 2020; Zavaleta et al. 2020).
If the discipline hopes to diversify who contributes to archaeological knowledge, we must ensure
that historically marginalized individuals feel invited and welcomed in spaces where archaeology is
taught and practiced. Additional research into students’ views of field school—which include those
of nonmajors, majors, and undergraduate and graduate students—is warranted.

Social Cognitive Career Theory

The interviewed students commented on factors that contribute to their choice of major and expected
career. These factors align with the SCCT model. We expand on these factors to identify how students
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think about their career choice and how their choices align with their perceptions of a career in
archaeology.

Some of the interviewed students expressed prior interest in anthropology or archaeology before
enrolling in the course. We suggest that, broadly, undergraduate students tend to have a preexisting
interest in archaeology and/or that the specific students who enroll in this introductory course had
a preexisting interest in the topic. In other words, we cannot determine if undergraduate students gen-
erally find archaeology interesting, if those students who enroll in an introductory archaeology course
do so because they have prior interest in the topic, or both. This finding could be related to self-
selection bias or to those students who chose to participate in a voluntary interview about archaeology
(Robinson 2014).

Research suggests that the US public has an elevated interest in archaeology compared to the mean
scoring output of a survey used to assess archaeological interest (Ramos and Duganne 2000).
Undergraduate students may follow this general trend, having an elevated interest in archaeology
sparked by the popular depictions of archaeology through film and media. Scholars have also deter-
mined that preexisting interest is among the factors students consider when selecting college courses
(Chaturapruek et. al 2021).

Interest is a component in the SCCT model that influences learners prior to career choice. As
students engage in learning, accomplish tasks, and acquire new skills, they gain self-efficacy, and
through this process, they continue to develop an interest in subject matters in which they have pos-
itive self-efficacy (Lent et al. 1994). Although we found that interviewed students expressed preex-
isting interest in archaeology and cited this preexisting interest as a reason they enrolled in the
course, we suggest that students did not have an existing level of archaeological interest that
would lead them to a career in the field (Lent et al. 1994). All the students we interviewed, except
for one majoring in anthropology, lacked prior experience doing archaeology and therefore lacked
archaeological self-efficacy. We suggest that the expressed interest was not strong enough or rein-
forced through activities to influence their career choice. With students’ preexisting interest, we
identified triggered situational interest as described by Hidi and Renninger (2006). Triggered situa-
tional interest is interest that is “sparked by environmental or text features such as incongruous,
surprising information; character identification; or personal relevance and intensity” (Hidi and
Renninger 2006:114). Hidi and Renninger (2006) go on to suggest that triggered situational interest
serves as a precursor to reengaging in a subject matter. We argue that the popularized depictions of
archaeology may be a means for students to develop triggered situational interest in archaeology,
but the lack of opportunities for students to gain experiences and self-efficacy in archaeology limits
their ability to sustain their interest.

Students frequently mentioned that their beliefs in their abilities to complete a task or understand a
subject matter was among the factors leading them to their major. Jordan’s comment on his choice to
major in history and Fran’s decision to pursue engineering exemplify how students considered self-
efficacy: Jordan noted his fondness for history in high school, and Fran noted her mathematical apti-
tude and abilities.

Students in the United States seldom have opportunities to engage in archaeological learning prior
to college (Davis 2000; Haeberle 2020; Popson and Selig 2019). We suggest that this lack of exposure to
pre-collegiate archaeological learning limits students’ ability to form archaeological self-efficacy; con-
sequently, students are less likely to consider anthropology or archaeology as a career. The only student
we interviewed who was majoring in anthropology and who aspired to an archaeological career was
Terry. She was also the only student interviewed who had engaged in archaeological learning as a
child. She said, “I discovered a book about Pompeii in third grade, and I took an archaeology—‘course’
isn’t quite the right [word]—activity session during summer camp one year, and I love learning about
culture.” The book on Pompeii sparked Terry’s interest in archaeology, and she subsequently gained
some experience in archaeology through a summer camp, where she presumably accomplished
tasks and gained skills an archaeologist might use. The combination of these interactions may have
helped her gain an understanding of archaeology, supported her interest development, and helped
her see that she could do archaeology.
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Some students who lacked prior archaeological experiences and self-efficacy, and held misconcep-
tions about archaeology, noted that they were more likely to consider a career in archaeology after
learning more about the discipline. Chris’s perception of archaeology prior to taking the course and
after he completed the course exemplifies this point. When the interviewer asked Chris if his view
of archaeology changed after taking this course, he commented, “Immensely. I was one of the ignorant
people that thought of dinosaur bones. And then I learned so much more through this class.” When
asked if he would consider a career in archaeology, he went on to say, “It was interesting, the way [the
instructor] brought . . . the way the information that was there, the studies that were shown, the dif-
ferent lives that . . . it was just interesting all throughout. I loved it.”

Students commented on what they expected to gain from pursuing their chosen career and what
motivated them in their career choice. These motivating factors included having a career that students
would be able (1) to enjoy and find their passion; (2) to do for the long term, avoiding physical or
mental exhaustion; (3) to find a comfortable wage; (4) to help other people; (5) to advance profession-
ally; and (6) to find job security. We suggest that students’ expected outcomes and goal mechanism for
their career misalign with their perceptions of what a career in archaeology would be like. Clearly, stu-
dents may be able to find joy and passion with a career in archaeology, but there is the potential for
students to see misalignment with other motivators. In particular, we noted that many students did not
see archaeology as a needed discipline or as a discipline in which they could find job security. When
the interviewer asked Morgan if he would ever consider a career in archaeology, he commented, “The
world needs businessmen, they need lawyers, and all doctors and all that, to help [people] with daily
life.” With this statement, Morgan is expressing that he does not see archaeology as a career needed to
support peoples’ daily lives, and for this reason, it is not a career for him. Whitney had a similar view
and stated, “I just don’t see it. . . . I’ve never heard of, like, ‘Archaeologists needed here.’ So, I was really
going for [a career] where they need people. For job security.” Both of these students believe they will
not find what they want out of a career in the field of archaeology.

Integrated Perspective: Quantitative and Qualitative Data

We did not find a significant change in the quantitative measure of archaeological career interest as
measured through Kier and colleagues’ (2014) career interest survey from pre-course implementation
to post-course. Our findings from student interviews support this assertion. We suggest that although
these students found archaeology interesting, they have prior concepts about what archaeologists do
and what a career in archaeology would entail that prevent many from envisioning archaeology as a
viable and sustainable career. These prior concepts also misalign with the goal mechanisms and
expected outcomes that they have for their careers and adulthood.

As two archaeologists who have been in the field for decades, we note that some of the students’
perceptions of an archaeological career align with challenges we have experienced. At times, work
has been difficult to find, given that labor demands wax and wane with government policy and infra-
structure growth (Altschul and Klein 2022; Cushman and Howe 2012). With past and future
boom-and-bust cycles in the sectors that employ archaeologists, students may perceive that an archae-
ological career does not come with the same job security as other professions. These job security con-
cerns are likely associated with perceived financial concerns. Students’ concerns of financial insecurity
with a career in archaeology may be further exacerbated by weak early and mid-career earnings fore-
casts with an anthropology degree (Federal Reserve Bank of New York 2023). We have also questioned
the sustainability of our career decision given that injuries and chronic health issues have, at times,
made fieldwork difficult, or because we decided to forego medical care to accommodate employer
demands associated with the urgency of the field season. These experiences as professionals working
in the field align with students’ perceptions that career longevity may not be obtainable in archaeology.
Many of the career concerns that students hope to avoid are issues archaeologists experience.

Limitations

This study included data collected from undergraduate students at one university taking an introduc-
tory course in the subfields of biological anthropology and archaeology. These data are a limited proxy
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for undergraduate students broadly. This study’s cohort represents students who chose to take the sur-
vey and volunteered to be interviewed. There are undiscoverable biases based on students who volun-
teer to participate in research, and we cannot circumvent self-selection bias given the voluntary nature
of research participation (Robinson 2014).

Furthermore, given the exploratory nature and implementation of this research at one university,
our results may have limited generalizability with respect to other student bodies. Each student is
unique with regard to their career interest. Each student body is unique regarding members’ collective
sense of what attracted them to the institution at which they decided to pursue a degree. Additional
research at other institutions with different demographic characteristics may have different perceptions
of archaeological careers.

The anonymity required for this research creates limitations. Because we maintained student ano-
nymity, we cannot connect pre- and post-survey responses to specific individuals or specify demo-
graphic information about students providing interviews. This limits the breadth of interpretations
that could have been made about perceptions that students from historically marginalized populations
or students with disabilities have about archaeology. Capturing the intersection of student identities
and perceptions of archaeology more comprehensively is a much-needed area of research. We encour-
age others to leverage these results and define specified research questions related to the identities of
students—particularly those who have been racially and ethnically minoritized and/or have disabili-
ties—and their perceptions of archaeology and archaeological careers.

The research design did not include an intervention where instructors intentionally discussed
careers in anthropology or archaeology. Intentional changes to an instructor’s course design might
strengthen a student’s understanding of careers in archaeology and help the college-educated public
understand the value of archaeology and related topics such as historic preservation. Future research
should explore interventions that strengthen a student’s interest in archaeological careers, particularly
those that align with students’ expected outcomes and goal mechanisms.

Recommendations and Conclusions

This research represents an exploratory study to understand if students experience a change in their
career interest when introduced to archaeology in an introductory course in college. It also documents
more fully how and why students hold views about the field and its potential career opportunities. We
stress the exploratory nature of this research as a first step to understand more comprehensively what
may attract students to or dissuade them from archaeological careers. Complementary research should
be conducted among other student populations and at other institutions to understand the range of
attitudes students have toward archaeology. In addition, there should be interventions that may draw
students to the discipline and promote more realistic understandings of the various archaeological career
opportunities it offers. If the field of archaeology hopes to recruit more students, we must consider novel
ways to combat persistent caricatures and misperceptions of archaeology while refocusing the prevailing
narrative to ones that represent anti-colonialist forms of thinking. We close with five recommendations
that may encourage students to reconceptualize archaeology as a potential career option. Although our
research was conducted with undergraduate students, these recommendations may be applicable to
archaeologists interacting with both students at multiple educational levels and the public.

(1) Emphasize archaeology that occurs locally. With increased spending directed toward cultural
resources, archaeological education should emphasize archaeology that occurs locally. This rec-
ommendation applies to instructors of undergraduate anthropology courses, as well as those
interacting with K–12 students and teachers, and with the public. Our research indicates
that interviewed undergraduate students perceive archaeology as a science that is not conducted
in nearby places. Changing this perception among those learning archaeological content may
help the public—including K–12 and college students—understand that archaeology occurs
locally and that there are local jobs in archaeology.

(2) Highlight archaeological careers that are not exclusively based on field methods or excava-
tions. Students frequently spoke of archaeological excavations when we asked them what
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archaeologists do. This suggests that students view archaeology as field methods, but they may
not have a clear understanding of the range of career opportunities beyond fieldwork. As stu-
dents expressed concerns about the need to find a career that they could do throughout their
lives, understanding that not all careers in archaeology require fieldwork may be appealing.
Further, these career options may attract students who have or perceive that they have physical
limitations that could make fieldwork difficult to access. As archaeologists teach and speak
about archaeology, we should convey the range of career possibilities, particularly those that
do not require fieldwork.

(3) Consider ways to reposition archaeological education so that the colonial legacy of
archaeology is explicitly called to task and anti-colonizing practices are emphasized.
Quave and colleagues (2021) highlighted the limitations of current postsecondary introduc-
tory courses in archaeology, noting that these courses typically follow trends in human his-
tory over a progressive timeline. Such pedagogical approaches privilege selected
epistemologies over others and perpetuate the “savage to civilization” narrative. This narra-
tive obscures the diversity of human experiences, as well as the contributions that
Non-White, non-Western scholars have made to the field. We add our voices to those
who call on archaeological educators, particularly those teaching undergraduate and gradu-
ate courses, to reconsider teaching and learning practices and to emphasize anti-colonizing
pedagogies. Archaeological educators have suggested ways to incorporate diverse and inclu-
sive content (Re-Centering Southeastern Archaeology 2020). We encourage archaeologists to
integrate this content into their courses.

(4) Continue to explore educational options in K–12 spaces that create opportunities for stu-
dents to develop archaeological interest and establish self-efficacy in archaeological skills
and tasks. Archaeological educators have long expressed the need to incorporate archaeology
into K–12 education. We suggest that doing so could attract more undergraduate students to
archaeology. If students are introduced to the concepts of archaeology early in their education
and that education is sustained, they may develop archaeological self-efficacy. This could help
students both see themselves as archaeologists early in their educational career and develop
plans to major in anthropology as undergraduate students. Archaeological educators should
also focus on K–12 programming that increases students’ archaeological self-efficacy. There
is also a need for more informal archaeological education opportunities.

(5) Develop course materials that explicitly address how a career in archaeology can align with
students’ career goal mechanisms and expected outcomes, and discuss archaeological career
options. The course for which we conducted this research was not intended to attract students
to a career in archaeology. If archaeology faces a labor shortage, departments and instructors of
collegiate-level courses should consider reconfiguring courses to incorporate content that
explicitly addresses archaeological misconceptions and helps students understand how their
career-related expected outcomes and goal mechanisms align with a career in archaeology.
Additionally, anthropology departments may consider more intentional coursework on careers
in archaeology, given that these courses are likely the first opportunity students have to learn
about archaeological career options. Archaeological outreach programs may also consider dis-
cussions of the range of archaeological jobs within the context of the SCCT framework.
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