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Abstract
Your abstract is a very important component of your application. In language that an
interested layperson could understand, you need to convey what’s at the heart of your
project. Your abstract should begin broad and go narrow, communicating the major
theme or debate in anthropology your research addressed, then explaining the particular
question you investigated. It should convey the “why,” “what,” “where,” and "how" of
your research, while giving the reader a strong sense of the publication(s) you plan to
finish to communicate your results. Your abstract will be the shortest part of your
proposal, but it will also the hardest to write. You will need to have a very clear idea of
your plans to do a good job. You probably should write it last.
In Career Arcs: Identity, Oppression, and Diversity in Archaeology, I present an intersectional,
qualitative study of how racism, classism, sexism, heterosexism, and ableism shape the
demographics of archaeology, and the knowledge that archaeologists produce. I examine the
personal narratives of over seventy diverse archaeologists, with whom I conducted in-depth,
semi-structured interviews. I demonstrate that intersecting systemic oppressions deeply shape
who enters archaeological careers, the conditions of those careers, and the research
archaeologists pursue. On the disciplinary level, our homogenous demographics limit the
knowledge of past human societies that archaeologists produce. I offer strategies for
marginalized archaeologists to build successful careers and for established scholars to support
the creation of a discipline as diverse as the past peoples we study.

Question 1:
Describe the research that forms the basis of this application and the conclusions that you
have drawn.(Note: If you are including a short period of additional research in your
fellowship application, explain why additional research is needed and the relevance of
this research to your publication plans.) [Maximum: 1500 words] When answering this
question, applicants should clearly describe their specific research questions and
preliminary conclusions. They must make clear how their findings further
anthropological debates and add to the existing literature. Applicants are advised to make
sure that their theoretical claims are supported by appropriate evidence from their
research. The Foundation looks carefully for proposals that acknowledge and discuss an
applicant's research in the context of the large body of work done by international
scholars. If a period for additional research is included in the proposal, the objective and
significance of this component should be included in the answer to Question 1.
Applicants should be explicit about how this research relates to the completed research
and its importance. Applicants should remember that the underlying objective of the
award is to support writing for publication.
Anthropologists study past peoples of all genders, races, sexual orientations, nationalities,
ages, socioeconomic statuses, and abilities. Yet we ourselves tend to be straight, white,
cisgender, non-disabled, from middle- or upper-class backgrounds, and, when in positions of
authority, men. How can universities that remain populated and led by the privileged few address
the questions and problems that face the world today? My research program addresses this
question by focusing on diversity and equity issues in academia, and how they affect the
knowledge we produce.
Since the 1980s, feminist archaeologists have critiqued the male domination of the
discipline and this demographic imbalance’s effects on knowledge production (Conkey and
Spector 1984; Gero 1985). Gero’s (1985) germinal publication on the gender composition of
archaeology dissertators, grant recipients, and journal authors inspired waves of what Wylie
(1997) terms “equity critiques” in the discipline in the early 1990s (Victor and Beaudry 1992; du
Cros and Smith 1993; Beaudry and White 1994; Claassen 1994; Ford 1994; Ford and Hundt
1994; Nelson, Nelson, and Wylie 1994; Handly 1995) and the late 2010s (Bardolph 2014;
Bardolph 2018; Bardolph and Vanderwarker 2016; Tushingham, Fulkerson, and Hill 2017;
Goldstein et al. 2018; Meyers et al. 2018; Radde 2018; Fulkerson and Tushingham 2019; Jalbert
2019; Colannino et al. 2020; Heath-Stout in press). Many of these publications follow Gero in
counting numbers of men and women who publish in a particular journal or receive a particular
grant over a set period of time; others use surveys to gather data about experiences of sexual
harassment or other issues. They tend to focus nearly exclusively on sexism, to the exclusion of
other forms of oppression such as racism, classism, ableism, and heterosexism.
Equity critiques focused on these other systemic oppressions do exist in archaeology, but
they tend to be both less numerous and less likely to be supported by data. Anti-racist and anticolonial critique is especially well-developed (e.g., Franklin 1997; Franklin 2001; Agbe-Davies
2002; Atalay 2006; Smith and Wobst 2005; Atalay 2012; Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson
2008; Bruchac, Hart, and Wobst 2010; Colwell-Chanthaphonh et al. 2010; Battle-Baptiste 2011;
Gonzalez-Tennant 2018), and there are many excellent publications on decolonizing
archaeological practice, but to my knowledge, there have been no systematic studies of the
experiences of archaeologists of color until my own. Queer theory has been applied to past

societies (e.g., Dowson 2000; Voss 2007; Voss 2008; Blackmore 2011; Voss and Casella 2012),
but published conversations about heterosexism among archaeologists have been limited
(Blackmore et al. 2016; Rutecki and Blackmore 2016). Published critiques of ableism
(O’Mahony 2015) and classism (Shott 2006; Heath-Stout and Hannigan 2020) in the discipline
are even fewer and farther between. In sum, critiques of sexism in archaeology have included
extensive quantitative data, but excluded intersectional perspectives, while antiracist critiques
have focused more on the practices of the discipline than on systematic data-gathering about the
presence and experiences of archaeologists of color. Discussions of heterosexism, ableism, and
classism in the discipline are just beginning.
In order to expand all of these equity critiques, I conducted a study, grounded in
intersectional feminism. Coined by Kimberlé Crenshaw (1989; 1991) and theorized by a rich
lineage of women of color thinkers (e.g., Combahee River Collective 2017 [1967]; Collins 1991;
Collins and Bilge 2016; Cooper 2016), “intersectionality” refers to the idea that societies are
“shaped not by a single axis of social division, be it race or gender or class, but by many axes
that work together and influence each other. Intersectionality as an analytic tool gives people
better access to the complexity of the world and of themselves” (Collins and Bilge 2016:2). I
originally focused on the operations of sexism, racism, and heterosexism in archaeology, and am
currently expanding my research to more directly address classism and ableism in the discipline.
Following McCall (2005), I subscribe to what she terms an “intercategorical” approach to
intersectional research, in which I investigate how social ideas about the categories of identity
produce inequalities in people’s experiences. Furthermore, as advocated by Choo and Ferrée
(2010), I work from the perspective that all of these systems of oppression are at work and
intersecting with each other in any social situation.
I began with the research question, “how do identities and experiences of gender, race,
and sexual orientation shape the knowledge that archaeologists produce?” I envision this
question as being applicable at two different scales, the individual and the disciplinary. I am
curious about how each individual archaeologist’s research trajectory is shaped by intersecting
systemic oppressions, and how their identities affect the knowledge of the past that they produce
through their research. On the larger scale, I set out to investigate how the relatively
homogeneous demographics of the discipline shape what archaeologists, collectively, do and do
not learn about past societies.
In order to address these questions, I conducted a series of qualitative in-depth
interviews, in which I interviewed a diverse sample of 72 archaeologists about their experiences,
research programs, identities, and perceptions of diversity issues in the discipline. The interviews
demonstrate that marginalized archaeologists are pushed into or pulled out of particular subfields
and specializations based not only on their interests and the quality of their work, but on the
ways they are treated and mistreated on the basis of their identities. This mistreatment falls along
a spectrum of severity from microaggressions (Sue 2010) to outright violence. Prejudice and
abuse (or the threat of possible abuse) create an extra cognitive burden for marginalized
archaeologists, who must spend time and energy strategizing how to navigate a hostile discipline,
rather than on producing archaeological knowledge. The most important factors for the success
of marginalized archaeologists were strong support from mentors and communities. These
mentors and communities ideally include a mixture of those who share marginalized identities
and thus deeply understand each other’s experiences, and those who hold social privilege but
mobilize that privilege in order to support marginalized community members and mentees.

The 72 interviews that I conducted in 2017–2018 and presented in my dissertation
(Heath-Stout 2019:pt. 3) were focused on sexism, heterosexism, and racism among
archaeologists. In the processes of interviewing and presenting preliminary data, I found that
classism and ableism were so entangled with racism, sexism, and heterosexism that a study of
the latter without exploration of the former was insufficient. I thus plan to conduct follow-up
interviews with some of my interlocutors and interviews with some new interlocutors who are
disabled and/or from poor or working-class backgrounds in order to gain a more fully
intersectional perspective. These interviews will be conducted by videoconference in Summer
2020, and analyzed during Fall 2020.
I seek support from the Wenner-Gren Hunt Postdoctoral Fellowship for writing about this
research in the form of a monograph, Career Arcs: Identity, Oppression, and Diversity in
Archaeology, which will use both the 2017–2018 interviews and the new set of interviews to
present an intersectional study of how ableism, classism, heterosexism, racism, and sexism shape
the demographics, career paths, practices, and knowledge production of archaeologists. The book
will be of interest to researchers on the politics of knowledge production, anthropologists
engaged in diversity-related service and teaching work, and students considering careers in
archaeology. Furthermore, it will provide suggestions for how archaeologists can build more
diverse and inclusive departments, research projects, and professional organizations, based in the
evidence of what has worked to welcome and support marginalized students and scholars.
This research builds on a long legacy of equity critique publications in archaeology, and
is the first systematic intersectional study of diversity issues in archaeology. It elucidates the
connections between archaeology’s demographics and knowledge production, and provides
specific actions that archaeologists can take to build a more diverse and inclusive field. By
understanding and diversifying the demographic composition of researchers, we can create an
academy that lives up to its meritocratic ideals and produces knowledge that will help society
respond to the problems it faces today and in the future.
Question 2:
Describe your research process (the research design you used to gather your evidence).
How have you used this evidence to support the conclusions that you have drawn?
[Maximum: 500 words] Applicants should provide a brief review of the actual research
conducted, focusing on the kind of evidence collected, the analysis used, and the reasons
underlying the choice of the specific methodology, or methodologies, employed.
The research for this project consisted of a qualitative in-depth interview study. Although
the homogenous demographics have often been assessed quantitatively (e.g., Gero 1985; Zeder
1997; Bardolph 2014; Association Research, Inc. 2016; Fulkerson and Tushingham 2019), the
mechanisms by which these trends reproduce themselves have rarely been systematically
studied. In order to understand how intersecting systemic oppressions shape the recruitment,
career paths, research trajectories, and retention of marginalized archaeologists, I conducted
interviews with a diverse sample of academic archaeologists.
Interviewees were recruited through a mixture of announcements at conferences and on
social media and snowball sampling, for in-person or videoconference interviews. I began by
asking my interlocutor how they had decided to be an archaeologist. Since most had been asked
this question many times, it put them at ease, while also providing important data about the

recruitment of archaeologists. If the interlocutor did not naturally launch into the story of how
they came to focus on the subfield they currently study, I asked about their current research and
how they came to it. Then, I gently guided the conversation to the topics of gender, race, and
sexual orientation in archaeology, often following up on hints from their first answers to gain a
deeper understanding of their experiences and insights. This fluid and conversational interview
style was especially appropriate because as an archaeologist interviewing archaeologists and
presenting my analysis to archaeologists, I wanted to build trusting and collegial relationships
with my interlocutors. All interviews were recorded; transcribed; and anonymized by replacing
names of people, sites, universities, and projects with short anonymous descriptors in brackets.
They were then coded and analyzed using NVivo software, according to the principles outlined
by Charmaz (2014).
This study was conducted using a constructivist grounded theory methodology, in which
“data form the foundation of our theory and our analysis of these data generates the concepts we
construct” (Charmaz 2014:3). One principle of grounded theory is that the researcher moves
back and forth between interviewing and analysis, letting later interviews and follow-up
interviews be influenced by early analysis. Although the 72 interviews conducted in 2017–2018
(Heath-Stout 2019) focused on race, gender, and sexual orientation issues, several interviewees
told me about their experiences of classism and ableism. Furthermore, much of the feedback I
received when distributing a survey for my quantitative journal authorship study (Heath-Stout in
press) criticized how the study overlooked class issues (Heath-Stout 2019:chap. 7). In order to
incorporate analysis of disability and class in archaeology, I will conduct a second series of
interviews during the summer of 2020, including a mixture of follow-up conversations with
previous interlocutors and interviews with newly recruited archaeologists, with a focus on these
two issues. I anticipate conducting up to thirty more interviews, likely by videoconference in
order to maintain social distancing measures. These new interviews as well as those from 2017–
2018 will form the basis for the monograph I will write during the tenure of my fellowship.
Question 3:
Outline the publication/s that will result from the fellowship. [Maximum: 500 words]
Applicants should state their publication plans. Provide an annotated outline of the book's
chapters or a description of the articles and the subjects that these articles will address.
Please be specific about the content of your book/articles and the journals or publishers
you will approach. Indicate if a book contract is already in hand or if publishers or
journal editors have already shown interest in your work. In addition, applicants should
describe what needs to be done during the fellowship period to bring the project to a
successful completion (e.g. editing/augmenting current drafts of chapter/s or articles,
initiating all or part of the project from scratch, etc.).
The fellowship would support the production of an academic book in a readable style, for
three primary audiences: anthropologists interested in diversifying the discipline, researchers on
identity and knowledge production, and students considering archaeology careers. Editors from
Routledge’s Archaeology of Gender and Sexuality Series, University Press of Florida, and
University of Alabama Press have expressed interest, and I am currently corresponding with
editors at University of California Press and Oxford University Press, as I prepare a proposal to
submit in Summer 2020. The book loosely follows the path of an archaeology career, from
chapter 2 on origin stories to chapter 7 on untimely career ends. It concludes with two synthetic

chapters: one discussing the implications of these systemic oppressions on knowledge production
and the other providing suggestions for concrete steps archaeologists can take in a variety of
contexts to build a more diverse and inclusive archaeology.
1. Introduction (drafted): The introduction establishes the argument, intersectional feminist
theoretical framework, the current literature on disciplinary demographics, study methods, and
structure of the book.
2. Discovering Archaeology (drafted): The chapter lays out the different ways students encounter
archaeology, how identities shape these experiences, and how imbalances in disciplinary
demographics begin with recruitment.
3. Barriers to Entry (in progress): This section explores problems students face in beginning
careers, with special reference to the cost of field school (Heath-Stout and Hannigan 2020) and
familial obligations and pressures.
4. Microaggressions and Macroaggressions (not begun): This chapter introduces the concept of
the spectrum of abuse (ranging from microaggressions to violence) using examples of sexism
and sexual violence, then applies the concept to other forms of oppression.
5. The Cognitive Burden of Marginalization (not begun): The theory of the cognitive burden of
marginalization is explored with examples of queer and/or disabled archaeologists navigating the
politics of disclosure, analyzed using disability studies literature (e.g., Samuels 2003; Kafer
2013) to theorize the differences between apparent and non-apparent marginalized identities.
6. Mentors and Communities (not begun): Here, I argue that for marginalized archaeologists to
succeed in their careers, they need support from mentors and communities, using stories from
Black interlocutors about mentors and communities of a variety of races.
7. Pushed Out (not begun): This chapter shares stories of archaeologists who leave the discipline
due to mistreatment, lack of job security, and other factors, in order to advocate for measures to
retain talented marginalized scholars.
8. Interests, Opportunities, and Reflexivity (not begun): This synthetic chapter examines how
these problems shape knowledge production, the limitations of our knowledge about the past,
and a call for reflexivity for all archaeologists.
9. Conclusion: Systemic Changes (not begun): The book ends on a positive note with suggestions
for archaeologists to implement in a variety of professional contexts in order to contribute to
systemic changes leading to a more diverse and inclusive discipline.
Appendix: Methods (drafted): The appendix comprises a detailed description of the methods
used, IRB approval, recruitment and consent scripts, and the full list of questions that guided
interviews
Question 4:
Question 4: The goal of the Wenner-Gren Foundation is to support original and
innovative research in anthropology. What contribution does your project make to
anthropological theory and to the discipline? [Maximum: 250 words] The Hunt
Postdoctoral Fellowship is very competitive. While many applications are examples of
excellent research and interesting case studies, applicants must also be clear as to the
uniqueness of the work and/or why it is an important contribution to the discipline of
anthropology. The Wenner-Gren Foundation defines anthropology in its broadest terms
as a discipline that advances significant and innovative research about humanity's cultural

and biological origins, development, and variation. A successful application is one that
emphasizes the contribution of the proposed research not only to the specific area of
research being addressed but also to the broader field of anthropology. Applicants should
be explicit about the potential contribution of their research to anthropological theory and
debate in the broadest possible sense. What relevance and/or impact would your
publication/s have for the field? Applicants should note that the answer to this question
must build on the arguments presented earlier in the proposal and clearly demonstrate
how the writing project will contribute to the relevancies claimed in the answer to this
question.
Since the beginnings of postprocessualism in the 1980s, anthropological archaeologists,
especially those engaged in feminist archaeology, have argued that the knowledge we create
about the human past is shaped by our own experiences, identities, and social contexts (Hodder
1982; Hodder 1985; Conkey and Spector 1984; Shanks and Tilley 1988). Reflexivity about one’s
own biases and the process of research has become a central tenet of feminist practice within and
beyond anthropology (Woolgar 1988; Spector 1993; Gero 2007; Battle-Baptiste 2011; Gero
2015; Harding 2015; Nelson 2015; Whitson 2017). Critical analyses of sexist disciplinary
practices and structures, which Wylie (1997) terms “equity critiques,” have also been a key
strand of feminist archaeology (e.g., Gero 1985; Nelson, Nelson, and Wylie 1994; Claassen
2000; Bardolph 2014; Goldstein et al. 2018; Fulkerson and Tushingham 2019). Career Arcs
brings together and develops these two traditions of reflexivity and equity critique by analyzing
the processes and phenomena by which systemic oppression shapes both the experiences of
marginalized archaeologists and the knowledge that archaeological research as a whole produces
about the human past. The project further serves the discipline by evaluating a variety of
practices for diversification, providing evidence-based suggestions for how to recruit and retain
archaeologists who hold a wider range of identities. This research and its dissemination thus
serve the goal of building a more heterogeneous and inclusive discipline that can more
effectively understand diverse cultures and societies.
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