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ARTICLE

Working in archaeology in a changing world: Australian archaeology at
the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic

Geraldine Matea,b and Sean Ulmb

aCultures and Histories Program, Queensland Museum Network, South Brisbane, QLD, Australia; bARC Centre of Excellence for
Australian Biodiversity and Heritage, College of Arts, Society and Education, James Cook University, Cairns, QLD, Australia

ABSTRACT
The COVID-19 pandemic is transforming the global labour market, including the Australian
archaeological profession. This, the fourth in a series of comprehensive surveys of Australian
professional archaeologists undertaken in early 2020, provides longitudinal data on trends in
the state of the archaeological profession in Australia. Findings include the early impacts of
COVID-19. Headline results show a young (average age 42 years), well-qualified (92% holding
an Honours degree or higher), well-renumerated (average salary AUD102,430) workforce
focused on Indigenous archaeology (65%), working in the private sector (60%), and predomin-
antly based on the eastern seaboard (78%). Longitudinal data show an expanding archaeo-
logical industry in Victoria and a softening of demand in all other states and territories,
particularly Western Australia. Sex and age data show a profession dominated by females
(58%) with increasing numbers of young females in the career pipeline (average age of males
46 years and females 40 years). Indigenous participation rates in professional archaeology
remain low (1.9%). The impact of COVID-19 had a considerable effect on confidence in stability
or growth in the coming year, with a slump of 15% across the profession after the declaration
of the pandemic. But confidence remained positive at 58% overall. Data show slowing wages
growth (6.5% over 5 years compared to the national average of 11.4%) and a continuing pro-
found gender pay gap of 18.8%, or on average males taking home $17,800 more than females.
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Introduction

The 5-yearly Australian Archaeology in Profile: A
Survey of Working Archaeologists (aka Profiling the
Profession) surveys provide unique insights into lon-
gitudinal trends in the archaeological profession prac-
tised in Australia and practised overseas by
Australian-based archaeologists. Since 2005, the sur-
veys have charted changing professional employment
conditions and workplaces, access and participation
rates, skill gaps and industry confidence. At the same
time, the summative reports of survey findings (Mate
and Ulm 2016; Ulm et al. 2005, 2013) have aimed to
assess how survey responses reflect the changing con-
text in which professional archaeologists operate,
such as the impacts of changing legislation and regu-
latory frameworks, oscillating growth and contraction
in the resources and urban construction sectors, and
broader labour market trends.

This long-term survey has contributed to a grow-
ing international suite of surveys of the archaeo-
logical profession across Europe, Asia, and the

Americas (Aitchison 2013; Aitchison and Edwards
2003, 2008; Aitchison and Rocks-Macqueen 2013,
2020; Gaspar et al. 2020; Lazar et al. 2014; Tan
2019; Zeder 1997; Zorzin 2010). The outcomes of
previous Profiling the Profession surveys in Australia
have informed teaching and learning practice and
university course design (Fairbairn et al. 2013;
Wallis et al. 2013), contributed to the development
of The Australian Archaeology Skills Passport
(ANCATL et al. 2021) and national benchmarking
of archaeology degrees (Beck et al. 2020), supported
survey designs for the archaeological profession in
other countries (Tan 2019), and underpinned debate
about the practice and professionalisation of archae-
ology (Wallis 2020), particularly the participation of
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in the
profession (Costello 2021; Wilson 2014).

In the five years since the last Profiling the
Profession survey in 2015, the landscape of the arch-
aeological profession and archaeological workplaces
across Australia have continued to change. The
growth of the discipline and the volatility of the
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resources sector, paired with an increase in urban
and infrastructure development, have continued to
shape the nature of the work undertaken and the
availability of employment. This fourth survey pro-
vides longitudinal data, with an attendant ability to
demonstrate trends in demographic profile, employ-
ment stability, qualifications, and teaching and
learning practices.

The survey was deployed across a period of
major global disruption due to the COVID-19 pan-
demic, providing a unique opportunity to create a
benchmark of where the Australian archaeological
profession was immediately before the pandemic
and to explore the early impacts of the pandemic on
sector confidence.

Methods

The fourth survey in the Profiling the Profession ser-
ies adds to data acquired in 2015 (Mate and Ulm
2016), 2010 (Ulm et al. 2013), and 2005 (Ulm et al.
2005). This long-running survey allows an increas-
ing focus on longitudinal analysis. The survey was
once again carried out under the auspices of the
Australian National Committee for Archaeology
Teaching and Learning (ANCATL), a subcommittee
of the Australian Archaeological Association Inc.
(AAA), which includes representatives from
Australian universities teaching archaeology, profes-
sional associations, Indigenous groups, industry
groups, and public sector employers.

The survey instrument comprised four parts:
demographic profile (20 questions); employment
information (14 questions); professional activities
(12 questions); and learning and training issues (5
questions) as well as an open comments field. The
full survey instrument is included in the
Supplemental Material. As the aim of the survey
was to continue building a profile of professional
archaeology in Australia, eligibility to complete the
survey was limited to anyone who:

� used archaeological skills in paid employment
during the calendar year preceding the survey
(i.e. 2019); and

� worked in Australia, or was based in Australia
and worked overseas.

In the 2020 survey, some minor changes to the
survey instrument were made, but these were
designed to ensure backwards compatibility with
responses from previous surveys to allow longitu-
dinal analysis:

� In response to comments in the previous survey
that it was too long and might deter respondents,

we split the survey into two sections. The first
comprised questions on demographic profile,
employment information, and professional activ-
ities. The second optional section comprised
questions on learning and training issues. All
respondents had access to a final open com-
ments field.

� Six additional salary brackets were added to the
question on income (‘$190,000 or greater’ was
expanded in $10,000 increments to ‘$250,000 and
greater’) to capture detail on higher salary brack-
ets, as data from 2015 indicated the aggregation
of salaries over $190,000 concealed the range of
higher salaries earned.

� Answers to the question on ‘What is your sex?’
were expanded to be more inclusive, adding
options for ‘None of the above’ and ‘Rather
not say’.

� We replaced closed tick box responses with
drop-down selections for four larger questions to
make the survey less cluttered and quicker
to complete.

In developing the 2020 survey instrument we
consulted with a broad range of stakeholders,
including members of ANCATL and the executives
of the AAA, Australasian Society for Historical
Archaeology Inc. (ASHA), Australasian Institute for
Maritime Archaeology Inc. (AIMA), Australian
Association of Consulting Archaeologists Inc.
(AACAI) and Australian Indigenous Archaeologists’
Association (AIAA). This consultation phase
resulted in two additional minor changes:

� We added a new question about specifying inter-
ests in professional development topics (‘What
type of professional development courses would
you be interested in participating in the
next year?’).

� We added a new subquestion to the Likert scale
statements on Teaching and Courses on non-uni-
versity learning opportunities (‘Outside of univer-
sities there is a need for vocationally-based
learning opportunities in archaeology’).

This study was approved by the James Cook
University (JCU) Human Research Ethics Committee
(Ethics Approval Number H7938). The final survey
was vetted and tested by members of ANCATL
before deployment. SurveyMonkeyVR was used to
gather survey responses. The survey was launched on
13 January 2020 and closed on 1 May 2020.

With the cooperation of the major archaeological
associations in Australia, the online survey was dis-
tributed using the listservers and social media chan-
nels of the AAA, ASHA, AIMA, AACAI, and AIAA.
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In addition, the survey was widely promoted
on major archaeology listservers and social
media platforms.

Results

The 2020 survey received 603 responses. Nineteen
responses were removed as they did not meet the
primary conditions of employment (i.e. they did not
earn income from archaeology in 2019), or because
of non-completion of mandatory questions (answer-
ing questions on age, sex and qualification were
taken as indicative of completion of the survey, if
no other questions were answered). Overall the final
number of responses (n¼ 584) was much higher
than in previous surveys (2015 n¼ 355; 2010
n¼ 399; 2005 n¼ 301) (Table 1). The response
drop-out throughout the first section of the survey
was 8.7% from beginning to end. Overall 88% of
respondents who reached the end of the first section
elected to complete the optional second section
dedicated to skills analysis and teaching and learn-
ing. Responses also included a range of qualitative
comments (5,669 words, n¼ 122), mostly focused
on professional standards, graduate skill levels,
industry accreditation, systemic racism, collaborating
with Indigenous communities and employ-
ment security.

The survey was deployed across a period of
major global disruption with the declaration of the
COVID-19 pandemic on 11 March 2020. A total of
488 responses were collected before the pandemic
declaration and 96 afterwards, allowing a unique
opportunity to explore changing attitudes around
sector confidence through examination in particular
of the questions around the number of archaeo-
logical staff in respondents’ workplaces, and any
changes in employment numbers expected. The
post-COVID-19 pandemic declaration lockdowns
may have increased participation from people who
would otherwise have been engaged with fieldwork.

The demographics of Australian archaeologists

Ordinary association membership of the major
Australian archaeological associations (i.e. not a stu-
dent or institutional membership category) was used

in combination with survey data to estimate the cur-
rent size of the archaeological profession. The com-
bined membership of the four peak associations in
the survey census year of 2019 was reported at
1,139 members (608 members of AAA, 278 of
ASHA, 163 of AACAI, 90 of AIMA).

This number was then adjusted proportionally
using information from the survey. Overall 64% of
respondents were a member of at least one of the
four major associations. Some respondents held
memberships of more than one of the four major
associations—21.4% were members of two, and 4.1%
were members of three or all four of them, resulting
in an overestimate of 49% of the size of the profes-
sion. Accounting for this reduced the estimate to
770. However, 36% of respondents were not mem-
bers of any of the 4 major associations. So, increas-
ing 770 by 36% gave an estimate of 1,040. Taking
this approach to estimating the number of archaeol-
ogists in Australia (which follows the approach used
in the last two surveys), the estimated number of
archaeologists in Australia has increased by c.41.5%
since 2015.

It should also be noted that membership of an
archaeological association does not necessarily
equate with eligibility to complete the survey.
Members may not have earned a salary in archae-
ology in the census year, may be retired but not
self-identifying as a concessional member, or may
have earned a salary in a job which they did not
regard as using their archaeological skills. Thus the
calculated response rate may be artificially low due
to a potential overestimation of the gross number of
working archaeologists.

Age and sex profile
Overall, the average age for the discipline has
changed little over the last 15 years. While the 2020
survey results show the highest average age since
the survey began—42.3 years old (Table 2)—this is a
net change of less than one year over the four sur-
veys. The average age of males has increased from
42.5 years in 2005 to 46.3 in 2020, while the average
age of females has been stable and lower than that
of males, decreasing from 41.4 years in 2005 to 40.1
in 2020. It also shows in the differences between the

Table 1. Survey response rates versus the estimated num-
ber of archaeologists, 2005–2020.

Survey
year

#
Responses

Estimated no. of
working archaeologists

in Australia
Response
rate�

2005 301 �600 50.00%
2010 399 500–600 66.50%
2015 355 735 48.30%
2020 584 1040 56.00%
�Response rate based on the estimated size of profession.

Table 2. The average age of respondents in all four sur-
veys, 2005–2020.

Average age (years)

Survey year 2005 2010 2015 2020

Females 41.4 39.2 39.3 40.1
Males 42.5 44.3 42.9 46.3
Overall average age 42 41.6 41 42.3

Note that 1.7% of respondents (n¼ 10) in 2020 who responded ‘None
of the above’ and ‘Rather not say’ to the sex question are included in
the overall average but not the results analysed by sex owing to the
small sample size.
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median age range for males (46–50) and that for
females (36–40), which is fully 10 years younger.
The lower average and median age of females could
be influenced by an overall increase in younger
females entering the discipline, and also personal
circumstances such as the relative proportion of
females leaving the profession earlier with family
responsibilities or pursuing careers outside of
archaeology that provide a different work-
life balance.

Previous surveys have indicated a trend towards
a younger discipline. Results from 2020 indicate
60.9% of respondents are aged 45 years and under
(Table 3). The greater proportion of females under
45 appears to be a direct reflection of the ongoing
changing profile of our profession. The demographic
profile of females and males shows increasingly
more females in younger age groups. In 2020,
females dominate all but one age group up to 51–55
years old, while males dominate in age groups of 56
and above (Figure 1). This profile has changed con-
siderably across the four surveys (Figure 2). In com-
parison, in 2005 males dominated all age groups

except 16–25. This distribution also reflects observ-
able differences in the composition of enrolments in
university courses in archaeology and more broadly,
with more females than males enrolled in higher
education (Norton et al. 2018).

In the 2020 survey, the previously noted trend
towards more females in the sector overall in com-
parison to the number of males increased markedly
(Table 4, Figure 3). There are now 16.8% more
females in the archaeological workplace than males
(female 58.4% vs male 41.6%) in Australia. This
trend has been observable in surveys in other coun-
tries, including several European countries (Lazar
et al. 2014) and Canada (Jalbert 2019), but it is still
in direct contrast to the United Kingdom (e.g.
Aitchison and Rocks-Macqueen 2013:93) and
America (Altschul and Patterson 2010). The greater
representation of females across the profession in
Australia is influenced by the continuing flow-
through of a larger proportion of females in
younger age groups. The demographic profile, show-
ing a dip in the employment of women after 30
(Figure 1), also matches population-wide employ-
ment trends reported by the Australian Bureau of
Statistics who note a distinctive drop in employment
for women around 30 years of age (ABS 2021).

Indigenous participation
Indigenous participation rates in professional
archaeology as reported by previous surveys have
been highly variable, but remain at low levels, rang-
ing from 1.9% in 2020 to 2.8% in 2015. The number
of respondents identifying as Indigenous in the 2020
survey is lower than the proportion of Aboriginal

Table 3. The proportion of respondents under 45, by sex
across four surveys.

% Under 45

Survey year All Females Males

2005 57.2 57.3 57
2010 61.7 67.5 55.6
2015 67.3 72.8 62.3
2020 60.9 69.4 48.9

Note that 1.7% of respondents (n¼ 10) in 2020 who responded ‘None
of the above’ and ‘Rather not say’ to the sex question are included in
the overall average but not the results analysed by sex owing to the
small sample size.

Figure 1. Respondents by age and sex, 2020 (n¼ 555).
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and Torres Strait Islander people in the broader
Australian population, measured at 3.3% in the 2016
census data (ABS 2018).

International linkages and participation
Another changing demographic is the proportion of
Australian-born to non-Australian-born archaeolo-
gists working in and from Australia. When we
began the survey we were especially interested in
the proportion of non-Australians in the older age
groups, representing the international beginnings of
archaeology in Australia, including Australian
archaeologists who were trained overseas. Over the
first three surveys we saw a falling off of the propor-
tion of overseas-born archaeologists, however, that
reduction has plateaued over the last five years
(Table 5, Figures 4–5). In previous surveys, over-
seas-born archaeologists dominated some age
groups, particularly in the older age ranges. In 2020,
as for 2015, Australian-born archaeologists predom-
inate in all age groups (except for 76–85 in 2020).
In 2020 there has been, however, a marked increase
in representation of overseas-born archaeologists in
the 26–35 age group, anecdotally attributed to more
young professionals pursuing careers in Australia.
Of the 26.6% non-Australian born archaeologists,

Figure 2. Demographic profile by sex/age, 2005–2020. Note that 1.7% of respondents (n¼ 10) in 2020 who responded ‘None
of the above’ and ‘Rather not say’ to the sex question are included in the overall average but not the results analysed by sex
owing to the small sample size, and to aid comparison across surveys.

Table 4. The proportion of males and females in the discip-
line by survey year, 2005–2020.
Sex 2005 2010 2015 2020

Female % 47.8 52.8 51.4 57.4
Male % 52.2 47.2 48.6 40.9
Other % N/A N/A N/A 0.3
Rather not say % N/A N/A N/A 1.4

Note that categories ‘Other’ and ‘Rather not say’ were introduced in
the 2020 survey.

Figure 3. Changing proportion through time of males and
females in the archaeological profession, 2005–2020. Note
that 1.7% of respondents (n¼ 10) in 2020 who responded
‘None of the above’ and ‘Rather not say’ to the sex question
are not included here owing to the small sample size.

Table 5. The proportion of Australian-born and non-
Australian-born archaeologists through time, 2005–2020.
Australian born 2005 2010 2015 2020

Yes % 67.9 71.7 75.9 73.4
No % 32.1 28.3 24.1 26.6
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76.7% are qualified at postgraduate level and above
(compared to 60% across the board—see below),
32% work in universities (higher than the survey
average of 24%—see below), and 52% work in the
private sector. These data emphasise a high level of
imported expertise, but also may be attributable to
better employment opportunities and remuneration
in Australia compared to other countries. Overall,
53.2% of archaeologists born outside of Australia
come from the UK, and a further 18.3% come from
the USA, with New Zealand-born archaeologists the
third-largest representation (13.8%). In comparison,

Aitchison and Rocks-Macqueen (2020) report
that only 14% of archaeologists practising in
Britain are from outside the UK, 11% from the
European Union.

Working in archaeology

Like the demographic profile of the profession, the
archaeological workplace has changed in the last 15
years. From a starting point in 2005 of relatively
recent professionalisation, to a dynamic and impact-
ful workforce (albeit still making up only a very

Figure 4. Changing proportion of Australian-born and non-Australian-born archaeologists by survey year, 2005–2020.

Figure 5. Age profile for Australian-born vs. non-Australian-born archaeologists in 2005 (n¼ 299); 2010 (n¼ 399); 2015
(n¼ 352); and 2020 (n¼ 554).
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small proportion of the adult labour market in
Australia), archaeology in Australia is recognised as
a growth industry with very high skill levels—
defined as 5þ years training or experience, or a
Bachelor Degree or higher (National Skills
Commission 2021a)—and strong future demand
(National Skills Commission 2021c). Successive
Profiling the Profession surveys have highlighted just
this context, and provide a fine-grained picture of
where and how archaeologists are employed.

Australian archaeologists are employed across the
world. While for the most part archaeologists based
in Australia work in Australia (98.3% of survey
respondents are based in Australia and of those
88.5% work predominantly in Australia), the next
three most regular regions people worked were
Europe, Asia, and the Pacific. Those working in
Australia remain predominantly based on the east-
ern seaboard with New South Wales (NSW),
Victoria (VIC), Queensland (QLD) and Australian
Capital Territory (ACT) accounting for 78.2% of
respondents, while 73.9% of respondents work on
the eastern seaboard. Longitudinal data show some
movement in where archaeologists are based and
where they work. In 2020 more archaeologists lived
in VIC and NSW than any other state (Table 6) and
VIC and NSW also represented the states where the
most work was undertaken (Table 7). Those data
show that this balance is different from previous
surveys, with higher proportions of people living
and working in QLD and Western Australia (WA)
in 2015. The decline of work in WA is likely to be
correlated with the historically low iron ore price
between 2015 and 2019. Work in WA is likely to
have rebounded after the survey period with the

twin influences of a rebounding iron ore price and
the ramifications of the destruction of archaeological
sites at Juukan Gorge engendering greater invest-
ments in cultural heritage management by major
miners (Koolmatrie 2020). In Queensland, the
resources sector has been through a period of rela-
tive downturn between the 2015 and 2020 surveys
(Queensland Resources Council 2019). In previous
surveys, it has been reported that larger proportions
of NSW and VIC archaeologists work in historical
archaeology, while in QLD and WA, those working
in Indigenous archaeology predominate. In the 2020
survey the highest proportion of historical archaeol-
ogists was represented in NSW (49.1%) followed by
VIC (25.4%). For Indigenous archaeology, VIC is
again the location of the highest proportion of work
(32.5%—i.e. 32.5% of people working in Indigenous
archaeology in Australia primarily work in
Victoria), followed by WA (20.4%), NSW (21.5%),
and then QLD (16.5%).

The vast majority of archaeologists (74%) remain
based in capital cities. Over time this has ranged
from a minimum of 72% in 2015 up to 78% in
2010, while regional centres have similarly ranged
from 14% in 2010 and 2020, up to 19% in 2015.
Only 10% of respondents in 2020 live in rural areas
and 2% are based remotely.

Subject focus
The longitudinal data show decreasing participation
rates from historical and maritime archaeologists
and increasing participation in Indigenous archae-
ology, with relatively static participation from
Classical archaeologists (Figure 6). The ‘Other’ cat-
egory comprises professionals with particular focus
areas and methods (e.g. archaeological science, heri-
tage and planning, prehistorical archaeology).
Indigenous archaeology and historical archaeology
remain the two most populous subject areas.

Across the profession as a whole, 65.4% of all
respondents identified Indigenous archaeology as
their primary subject focus (Figure 7). This is a
slight increase since 2015 when 63.9% of respond-
ents worked in Indigenous archaeology. A further
16.6% of respondents active in other subject foci
indicated they were also active in Indigenous
archaeology, representing in total 81% of the discip-
line. Overall, more females than males primarily
work in Indigenous archaeology, a marked change
from the last survey (in 2015, 31% of respondents
were females working in Indigenous archaeology,
and 33% were males; in comparison in 2020, 37.1%
of respondents were females in Indigenous archae-
ology and 27.4% were males). In historical archae-
ology, there remain proportionally more females.
Once again, Classical archaeology appears to be

Table 6. State in which archaeologists are based, 2005–2020.
% based in each state

State 2005 2010 2015 2020

ACT 6.8 6.4 4.6 4.9
NSW 37.3 31.3 26.4 30.1
NT 2 1.5 1.2 0.2
QLD 17.8 15.1 20.3 14.8
SA 9 6.2 7.5 6.1
TAS 4.1 2.3 1.7 1.6
VIC 14 22.6 22.9 28.4
WA 9.2 14.6 15.4 13.9

Table 7. State in which archaeologists undertake work, 2010–2020.�
% working in each state

State 2010 2015 2020

ACT 2.8 2.9 2.2
NSW 29.1 30 28.7
NT 1.5 1.6 0.9
QLD 14.6 16.6 14.4
SA 5.3 5.8 4.4
TAS 3.3 1.6 1.1
VIC 20.9 22.4 28.5
WA 18.6 19.2 15.2
�The question addressed to the state respondents worked in was intro-
duced in 2010.
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under-represented in the survey as only 10 respond-
ents identified this as their primary subject focus,
with a further 21 respondents reporting working in
that subdiscipline some of the time.

Workplace confidence
There is a continuing upward trend of engagement
in cultural heritage management (CHM) across all
disciplinary areas, with 62.5% (n¼ 336) of all
respondents reporting that they spent at least half of
their time undertaking such work. Comparative data
from 2015 (61%) and 2010 (59%) demonstrates the
continuing strong profile of CHM activities as the
dominant locus of employment in the profession.
This trend correlates with perceived workplace con-
fidence across the sector based on expectations of
changing employee numbers (Figure 8), with 70.2%
of respondents expecting the workforce to maintain
current numbers or increase archaeological staff in

the coming year. Data from the survey year (2019),
saw 75.6% of respondents noting that workplaces
had remained the same or increased. The perceived
workplace confidence is improved in comparison to
the figures in 2015 which saw 64.7% of respondents
expecting their work to maintain current numbers
or expand. In comparison to the sector as a whole,
in 2020 the private sector respondents showed simi-
lar confidence with 72.7% of respondents expecting
the coming year to see no change or an increase in
the number of archaeological staff. This is a more
positive outlook than the last survey (2015) which
saw only 53.7% of private-sector respondents experi-
encing a static or growing workforce and only
61.2% expecting the same number or growth in the
following year (2015).

The impact of COVID-19 had a considerable
impact on confidence across the profession
(Table 8). Of the respondents who completed the

Figure 6. The longitudinal trend in primary subject focus, 2005–2020.

Figure 7. Distribution of respondents by primary subject focus and sex, 2020 (n¼ 547).
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survey before the declaration of the COVID-19 pan-
demic by the World Health Organisation on 11
March 2020 (n¼ 461), 72.7% expected stability or
growth in the sector in the coming year. Of those
who responded after the declaration of the pandemic
(n¼ 90), confidence had slipped to 57.8% expecting
stability or growth for 2020. While this is still posi-
tive, it does show an overall impact on sector confi-
dence. Despite this relative optimism in the early
days of the pandemic, recent work by Hoggarth et al.
(2021) in North America has shown longer-term
employment and economic losses, with females—pro-
portionally over-represented in casual employment in
the university and CHM sectors (see below)—being
disproportionally represented.

Employment sector
The private sector provides the main employment
opportunities in archaeology in Australia. In 2020,
60% of respondents were employed in the private sec-
tor, continuing the strong upward trend seen in 2015
(55%) and 2010 (52%) from our baseline data in 2005
(47.9%) (Figures 9–10). The next largest employers are

universities (22.5%, down from 24.6% in 2015) and
government (10.9%). Employment in the government
sector has significantly declined from our baseline of
22.7% in 2005 when almost one-quarter of profes-
sional archaeologists were employed in the public sec-
tor. The longitudinal data demonstrate the long-term
trend towards strong growth in the private sector,
marked contraction in the public sector, and a slight
contraction in the university and museum sectors.

There are discernible gender differences across
employment sectors (Table 9). In universities there
has been a substantial reversal from previous surveys
with employment in the sector split 60.5% females
and 39.5% males (compared with 45.8% females and
54.2% males in 2015, and 41.4% females and 58.6%
males in 2005). This more closely aligns with the gen-
der participation rates across the profession as a
whole. In the private sector there continue to be more
females (58.8%) than males (41.2%). While in 2015,
females were already more prevalent in the private
sector than males (52.6% females vs 47.4% males) this
trend is again moving in concert with the changing
proportion of females participating across the

Figure 8. (Top) For all respondents and those working in the private sector and (Bottom) for pre- and post-pandemic declar-
ation (all respondents): (left) changes in workforce numbers for 2019; (right) expected to change in the workforce for the com-
ing year (2020). Each series represents 100% of respondents by category.

Table 8. Percentage of respondents observing/expecting workforce to stay the same or
increase (n¼ 551).
Workforce to stay the same or increase? All Pre-COVID-19� Post-COVID-19��
Year just gone (2019) 75.60% 75.90% 74.20%
Year ahead (2020) 70.20% 72.70% 57.80%
�11 March 2020 or before (n¼ 461).��After 11 March 2020 (n¼ 90).
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discipline; and, while in previous surveys government
employment has reflected gender equity, in 2020, we
observe the move to a greater number of females than
males employed in government (55% females,
45% males).

Employment conditions
The average salary commanded in archaeology in
Australia now sits at AUD102,430, with a distribu-
tion ranging from $0-$10,000 up to greater than
$250,000 and a median salary range of

Figure 9. Distribution of respondents by primary employer and sex, 2020 (n¼ 559).

Figure 10. Longitudinal trends for the primary employer, 2005–2020.

Table 9. The proportion of males and females broken down by primary employer through time, 2005–2020.
2020 2015 2010 2005

Sector by time
%

Female
%

Male
%

Female
%

Male
%

Female
%

Male
%

Female
%

Male

Government 5.9 4.8 6.1 6.1 8.6 7.3 11.2 11.5
University 13.6 8.8 11 13 11.4 13.9 10.4 14.7
Museum 1.6 1.3 3.5 1.2 2.5 2 1.8 2.5
Private 34.7 24.3 29 26.1 28.5 23.5 24.5 23.4
Land council 2 1.1 0.9 1.4 1.5 0.5
Other 0.4 0.4 0.6 1.2 0.3 0
Total 98.9� 100 100 100
�Note that 1.7% of respondents (n¼ 10) in 2020 who responded ‘None of the above’ and ‘Rather not say’ to the sex question are not included in
the results owing to the small sample size.
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$90–$100,000 (Figure 11). This represents continued
but slowing salary growth. Over the last 15 years we
have seen ongoing increases, with a 31% increase
from 2005 to 2010, 12% increase from 2010 to 2015,
and 6.5% increase from 2015 to 2020 (Mate and Ulm
2016; Ulm et al. 2005, 2013). The most recent
increase of 6.5% is substantially below the nationally
observed salary increase which has risen c.11.4%
from 2015 to 2019 (ABS 2020). Archaeologists still
earn 15% above the national average (AUD89,486 in
Nov 2019), however, this differential is also eroding
(in 2015 archaeologists earned 20% above the
national average salary and in 2010, almost 30%
above); this is despite being recognised federally as
an area of strong future growth (National Skills
Commission 2021a). Moreover, archaeologists are
paid substantially below professionals in tangentially
related disciplines such as mining engineering (aver-
age AUD162,136) (National Skills Commission
2021b). Note that the average salaries for archaeology
presented here might be slightly underestimates
owing to the small percentage of respondents earning
above $250,000 per year who were shaped back to an
average salary of $255,000.

The gender pay gap
The average salary for males in the discipline of
$112,500 has increased by $6,704 (6.3%) in the last
5 years (up from $105,796 in 2015). In comparison,
the average salary for females ($94,700) has risen by
$9,794 (11.5%) since 2015 (up from $84,906). This
still equates to a gender pay gap of 18.8%, or on
average males taking home $17,800 more than
females (Table 10). While reduced from the high of
25% identified in 2015, this is still above the
national average differential of 13.4% (ABS 2020),
an extraordinary comparison given our survey is for
a single profession, while the national wage statistics
include a range of occupations, including those
lower-paid occupations which females generally
occupy that are attributed as part of the cause of the
earning disparity.

Norton et al. (2018) suggest that the retention of
graduate-qualified females in the research sector has
improved as a result of the wider availability of paid
maternity leave. This may be a factor in both the
slight reduction in the pay gap between genders
(Figure 12) and the reduction in the fall-off of older
females in the discipline (Figure 2). Further to this,

Figure 11. Distribution of average salary by sex for respondents in full-time work, 2020 (n¼ 428). Average income $102,430
(Male: $112,500; Female $94,700). Average income based on all income data, including those with no sex nominated. Average
income based on salary mid-point; mid-point of top category taken as $255,000. Salaries in the bottom ranges represent part-
year full-time employment.

Table 10. Average salary comparison of males and females over time, 2005–2020.
Year Average salary Avg male salary Avg female salary Gap ($) % Difference�
2005 $64,973 $68,393 $60,000 $8,393 14.0% (12.3%)
2010 $85,636 $92,796 $78,475 $14,321 18.2% (15.4%)
2015 $96,171 $105,796 $84,906 $21,070 25.0% (19.9%)
2020 $102,430 $112,500 $94,700 $17,800 18.8% (15.8%)
�Calculated as Pay Gap ¼ (Avg Male Salary/Avg Female Salary) � 100%. Values in parenthesis are calculated using an
alternative formula used by the Australian Workplace Gender Equality Agency (WGEA): Pay gap ¼ (Avg Male Salary – Avg
Female Salary)/(Avg Male Salary) � 100% (Workplace Gender Equality Agency 2021).

AUSTRALIAN ARCHAEOLOGY 239



the upwards trend in the proportion of work units
with five or more archaeologists in their local work-
place (60.4% in 2020; cf. 51% in 2015, 47.2% in
2010, and 45.5% in 2005) may also make maternity
leave and flexible working arrangements more easily
accessible to working mothers, contributing to the
retention of females in the workforce.

Consideration of average salaries masks some of
the detail related to the range of employment condi-
tions. The proportion of survey respondents receiv-
ing high-end salaries has risen significantly to 52.3%
of respondents earning $100,000 or over (well above
the 2019 national average of AUD89,486). In 2005,
approximately 9% of respondents earned over
$100,000, in 2010 the figure was 17.5%, and in 2015

it was 27.9%. In the 2020 survey, males still domi-
nated higher salary brackets (over $160,000) making
up two-thirds of the 9.35% of respondents with
earnings in this range (Figure 11). Examining aver-
age salary by age and sex to remove the impact of
the greater proportion of young females, the salary
distribution shows that females still earn below
males in most age groups (Figure 13).

The other factor that may influence the range of
salaries is the sector in which respondents are based.
As Table 11 shows, there are differences in the aver-
age salary earned in different employment sectors
across the discipline. Continuing the trends observ-
able in previous surveys, universities command the
highest average salary with government employees
and those working in land councils/Indigenous rep-
resentative bodies the next closest.

Casualisation of labour is regularly cited as an
issue of concern in the contemporary employment
market. In 2020, over 60% of respondents were
employed in permanent full-time work, with full-
time employment increasing to 71.1% when contract
full-time employment is included, while just under
20% were casual employees (Figure 14). This

Figure 12. Change in average salary through time by sex, 2005–2020.

Figure 13. Average salary by age and sex, 2020.

Table 11. Comparative average salary by primary
employer, 2005–2020.
Primary employer 2005 2010 2015 2020

Government $59,630 $79,000 $94,189 $105,588
University $76,744 $85,143 $116,961 $121,742
Museum� $65,555 $83,182 $85,000 $98,000
Private $63,930 $83,540 $89,359 $95,000
Land council� $50,000 $80,000 $79,000 $103,462
All $64,973 $85,636 $96,171 $102,430
�Note small sample sizes (n< 20).
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compares less favourably with the UK (for which
there are longitudinal data for a population of over
7,000 archaeologists) where 80% of archaeologists
are employed permanently and 84% of archaeologist
are employed full-time (Aitchison and Rocks-
Macqueen 2020). In Australia, less than one-third
(28.9%) of respondents were employed on a part-
time or casual basis in 2020; although some free text
comments in the survey were made about employ-
ment conditions these were largely related to job
security rather than about increasing casualisation.

The longitudinal trend shows an increasing
degree of permanent full-time employment, and cas-
ual contracts trending generally upwards, although
employment conditions appear slightly more stable
in the most recent survey (Figure 15). Considering
employment conditions by sector, it is apparent that
Government (federal, state, and local) has the high-
est permanent workforce, while universities and
land councils/Indigenous representative bodies have

the highest proportion of contract and casual
employment, and, as might be expected, there is
some casual labour in private companies, approxi-
mately 20% (Figure 16).

There is some gender disparity in those accessing
casual and contract employment. The two major
employment sectors in terms of casual and contract
work are universities and the private sector,
accounting for 12.1 of the 14.5% of contract labour
and 16.3 of the 18.4% of casual employment.
Examining the proportion of males and females in
temporary employment (Figure 17), females are
under-represented in permanent positions in the
private and university sectors but proportionally
represented in casual work. In the university sector,
females are over-represented in contract work sug-
gesting less access to stable employment; overall in
universities, 54.8% of females are in contract or cas-
ual work while 33.2% of males are under non-per-
manent employment conditions.

Figure 14. Employment conditions, 2020 (n¼ 544).

Figure 15. Employment conditions through time, 2005–2020.
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Qualifications and experience
A four-year honours degree is now firmly
entrenched as the ‘minimum industry standard’
for professional archaeologists in Australia (Beck
et al. 2020). In the 2020 survey, 91.7% of

respondents held an Honours degree qualification
or higher (Figure 18). In corollary, this trend
towards professionalisation has been demonstrated
in the falling percentage of respondents working
in archaeology without formal university

Figure 16. Employment conditions by sector, 2020 (n¼ 544).

Figure 17. Casualisation comparison (left) private sector; (right) university, 2020.

Figure 18. Distribution of highest qualification, by sex, 2020 (n¼ 567).
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qualifications (2.4% in 2020, 3.5% in 2015, and
2.5% in 2010, down from the baseline of 6.2%
in 2005).

There is also an increasing number of archaeolo-
gists (60%) holding postgraduate qualifications,
Masters (by coursework or research), or PhDs. In
comparison, the most recently available data for the
UK and Europe suggests 94% of British and
European archaeologists have a degree qualification
or higher and 47% of British archaeologists and 69%
of European archaeologists have postgraduate quali-
fications (Aitchison and Rocks-Macqueen 2013;
Aitchison et al. 2014:36). The gender imbalance in
PhD qualifications in Australia, observed in 2015,
has reversed and we now see females in the majority
in the 33% of respondents holding PhDs.

Level of qualification continues to be influenced to
some degree by primary subject foci (Figure 19); for
example, maritime archaeology continued to empha-
sise a Masters qualification, while the Classics are

heavily populated by PhD level qualifications, a reflec-
tion of the largest academic population of respondents
with 90% of Classics respondents employed in univer-
sities or museums. In Indigenous and historical
archaeology, there has been an increase in postgradu-
ate qualifications, with both subdisciplines now having
more practitioners with postgraduate qualifications
than with Bachelor’s degree qualifications (including
Honours). In historical archaeology, for example, 7.3%
have an undergraduate qualification (not including
Honours), 35.8% have Honours degrees, while 54.5%
have postgraduate qualifications (27.6% with Masters
and 26.8% with PhDs).

Employment sectors also have defined qualification
profiles, with universities unsurprisingly being domi-
nated by those with PhD qualifications, followed by
museums. There has been growth as well in the num-
ber of postgraduate and PhD qualifications of
respondents working in Government and in land
councils/Indigenous representative bodies from 2015

Figure 19. Qualification by subject focus, full-time only, 2020 (n¼ 426).

Figure 20. Qualification by the primary employer, 2020 (n¼ 555).
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to 2020. An Honours degree continues to be the high-
est qualification held by the majority of respondents
working in the private sector (Figure 20).

Qualifications also continue to influence remu-
neration, with respondents having doctoral qualifi-
cations continuing to be over-represented in the
salary brackets of $100,000 and above (Figure 21).
Across the last 15 years, PhD qualifications have
equated with an above-average salary, while there is
some volatility in terms of trends around other
qualification levels (Table 12). Those with no formal
qualifications continue to represent the lowest salary
brackets, while respondents with Bachelor’s degrees
including Honours are also predominantly repre-
sented in salary brackets below $100,000. This may
be partially attributable to the proportion of recent
graduates earning lower incomes.

Volunteering
In line with previous surveys, the use of volunteers and
the necessity to volunteer to gain experience continues
to be highly topical (Smith et al. 2015; Wallis 2020). The
ongoing need for volunteering opportunities as a means
of gaining relevant experience has not changed, and in
fact, volunteering experience is becoming increasingly
formalised, including through the introduction of The
Australian Archaeology Skills Passport (ANCATL et al.
2021). Participation rates continue to be high, with over
90% of respondents indicating they have participated in

some form of volunteering in the past. The cumulative
duration has been trending upwards over the last 10
years with the 2020 survey indicating that now over 50%
of respondents have volunteered for more than 6months
(Table 13, Figure 22). As for previous surveys, the
emphasis of volunteering remains focused on an arch-
aeological excavation, survey and laboratory work,
together with volunteering in museums, libraries and
through teaching (Figure 23).

Learning and training

In the 2020 survey, 18.5% of respondents (106
respondents) undertook formal study in the previ-
ous year. Following the trend in previous surveys,
the majority of studying respondents (84.8%) were
enrolled in postgraduate studies and over half
(54.3%, n¼ 57) were undertaking PhD research.
This continues the growth in the proportion of
respondents studying at the doctoral level (47.1% in
2004, 48.8% in 2009, and 53.3% in 2014). Overall,
87% of respondents undertook some form of profes-
sional development in 2019.

Skill sets and skills gaps
The extended range of skills reviewed in previous
surveys was again assessed in 2020 (Table 14). Most

Figure 21. Average salary/salary distribution by qualification, 2020 (n¼ 375).

Table 12. Average salary by qualification, 2005–2020.
Highest qualification 2005 2010 2015 2020

No formal $51,818 $72,500 $51,000 $76,667
UndergraduateþHonours $60,000 $80,463 $88,723 $99,651
Postgraduate (excl PhD) $63,333 $81,977 $80,000 $95,612
PhD $73,284 $94,977 $117,987 $122,958

Table 13. Volunteering participation rates through
time, 2005–2020.

Year

% respondents
that have
volunteered

% respondents
that have volunteered
for 6 months or more

2005 91.9 42.8
2010 93.2 39.8
2015 91.7 45
2020 92.4 51.1
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valuable skills were identified based on weighting
across respondents, while skill gaps were determined
by calculating an index of the gap between how
valuable respondents perceived each skill to be in
their workplace and their assessment of their level
of experience for each skill.

The most valuable skills identified in the 2020
survey are all transferable, non-archaeology-specific
skills (Table 15) with interpersonal communication,
report writing, and computer literacy identified as
the top three skills. The most valuable skills con-
tinue to emphasise the importance of undergraduate
training in transferable skills, a point that is also
reflected in comments on graduate skills in the
free-text responses that similarly emphasise report
writing, interpersonal communication, and GIS
skills. Four of the top five most valuable skills—
interpersonal communication, report writing (writ-
ten communication), computer literacy (digital
skills), and critical thinking—also reflect the skills
identified as critical for future employment in The
New Work Smarts report (The Foundation for
Young Australians 2017). Of the skills gaps identi-
fied (Table 16), three were also non-archaeological
but transferable skills—statistical analysis, GIS, and
advocacy/public relations. The remaining seven skill

gaps were predominantly specialist archaeological
skills such as ancient DNA analysis, isotope analysis,
and residue and use-wear analysis.

When these results are further interrogated con-
cerning subject focus there is marked commonality
in skills gaps across subject areas (Table 17). In par-
ticular GIS, floral analysis, residue and use-wear
analysis, and statistical analysis are highlighted
across disciplines. As previously suggested (Mate
and Ulm 2016), these specialist skills gaps may rep-
resent particular skills that would not necessarily be
held by the average archaeologist and instead indi-
cate a business need and opportunity for specialists.
Further to this, 95% of respondents felt there should
be shorter (e.g. 2–5 day) professional development
courses on offer for archaeologists, and again the
three highest skills gaps (statistical analysis, GIS,
and advocacy/public relations) suggest some prior-
ities. One written response highlighted the need for
professional development opportunities to be access-
ible for those living or working in rural and remote
areas. With the large-scale move to virtual meetings
and training necessitated by the COVID-19 pan-
demic, this may now be more easily addressed.

The newly added question regarding the type of
professional development respondents would like to

Figure 22. Time spent volunteering, by survey year, 2005–2020.

Figure 23. Predominant volunteering activities during 2019 (2020 survey).
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participate in yielded two forms of information. On
the whole, the preferred style of professional devel-
opment was conferences, with short courses and
workshops the next two most desired delivery meth-
ods. In terms of preferred topic areas, these reflected
some of the skill gaps identified, most particularly
GIS and mapping techniques, artefact analysis (both
lithics and historical archaeology artefacts), and a
range of specialist skills (most particularly geo-
morphology and soil science, human skeletal ana-
lysis, and residue and use-wear analysis). In
addition, professional development related to under-
standing legislation and its changes, working with
Indigenous communities, and digital imaging
(including photography, photogrammetry, the use of
LiDAR and drones, etc) were all identified by sev-
eral respondents as topics of interest.

Preparing students for working in archaeology
The first survey of the archaeology profession in
Australia was catalysed by a desire to generate qual-
ity baseline data to inform decisions about archaeo-
logical teaching and learning. As Ulm et al. (2005)
found at the time, the engagement between

educational institutions and the CHM sector, and
the responsibilities of each for ensuring graduate
skillsets was an important factor. The identification
of the importance of experience since that time has
continued in the 2020 survey, with:

� 97.6% of respondents agreeing that practical,
field-based archaeological experience should be
an important part of undergraduate training;

� 87.4% of respondents agreeing that there is a
need for a greater emphasis on developing prac-
tical consulting skills in undergraduate degrees;

� 95.9% of respondents agreeing there is a need to
better coordinate opportunities for students and
early career graduates to gain vocational experi-
ence in the workplace; and

� 89.5% of practitioners being willing to place
Early Career Graduates.

While 19% of respondents disagreed that there
was responsibility for non-academics in training
graduates, this is down from previous surveys, with
a continuing trend towards shared responsibilities
for undergraduate and graduate training (Table 18).

Table 14. Skill areas used to define gaps in training.
Non-archaeology specific skills Archaeology specific skills

Advocacy/public relations Ancient DNA analysis
Computer literacy Archaeological theory
Critical thinking Cataloguing of artefacts
Cross-cultural communication Ceramic analysis
Diving Computer modelling and simulation
Four-wheel driving Conservation of artefacts
General business Dating techniques
Geographical Information Systems (GIS) Drawing/illustration
Human resource management Excavation techniques
Indigenous consultation Faunal analysis
Interpersonal communication Field survey techniques
Knowledge of intellectual property issues Floral analysis
Leadership Heritage management planning
Library/archival research Human skeletal identification and analysis
Negotiation/mediation Isotope analysis
Occupational health and safety Knowledge of legislation
Photography Policy development
Project management Remote sensing
Report writing Residue and use-wear analysis
Sales/marketing Rock art recording and analysis
Statistical analysis Sediment analysis
Teaching/training Significance assessment
Time management Stone artefact identification and analysis

Understanding of research ethics

Table 15. Top-10 most valuable skills identified in 2020 sur-
vey (all respondents), in order of perceived value.
Top 10 most valuable skills

Interpersonal communication
Report writing
Computer literacy
Critical thinking
Cross-cultural communication
Library/archival research
Occupational health and safety
Geographical Information Systems (GIS)
Leadership
Photography

No archaeology-specific skills ranked in the top-10.

Table 16. Top-10 skill gaps identified in 2020 survey (all
respondents).
Top 10 skills gap

Statistical analysis
Geographical Information Systems (GIS)
Advocacy/public relations
Floral analysis
Isotope analysis
Ancient DNA analysis
Residue and use-wear analysis
Rock art recording and analysis
Computer modelling and simulation
Sediment analysis

Archaeology-specific skills shaded.
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Free text responses
The most revealing in terms of measuring the tem-
perature of the discipline is the free-text responses.
A total of 122 additional comments were received
from the survey responses. Several themes emerged
as part of the free comments section of the survey,
including bullying and discrimination. This
emphasis is likely to be related to heightened discus-
sions in the profession around these issues at the
Australian Archaeological Association Annual
Conference in 2019, immediately before the release
of the survey (Ulm et al. 2019) and high-profile
focus on the issues of bullying and discrimination
globally (Wade 2019). There were also comments
around the impact of bureaucracy and inconsisten-
cies in legislation for those working (particularly
commercially), and several comments about the
quality of work being conducted and the need for
national standards around archaeological and cul-
tural heritage practice.

A recurring theme in responses to the Profiling
the Profession survey over the last 15 years has been
related to both graduate teaching and graduate skills
(see also Gibbs et al. 2005). While there were similar
sentiments expressed in the 2020 survey, both in
terms of the skillset that graduates did or did not
possess and views regarding the responsibility or
otherwise of private sector workplaces to provide
training to graduates, the relative frequency of these
comments were less than those observed in previous
surveys: 2020� 16 out of 115 comments (13.9%);

2015� 16 out of 89 (18%); 2010� 42 out of 106
(39.6%). Comments encompassed a range of senti-
ments about graduates needing different skill sets,
and where responsibility for that training lies, but in
the 2015 and 2020 survey there were also comments
from recent graduates on skills they felt were neces-
sary to be effective in the field. Finally, there was a
range of comments about employment conditions,
including ongoing reliable employment opportuni-
ties, and casual pay scales.

Discussion and conclusion

The results of the 2020 Australian Archaeology in
Profile survey highlight a growing and maturing
profession. The continuing gender pay gap identi-
fied compares to nationwide conditions.
Nevertheless, despite increasing levels of qualifica-
tion and uptake in higher degree research, archaeol-
ogists in Australia continue to be comparatively
underpaid in professional terms. This may be influ-
enced by the pay gap in a discipline with a greater
representation of young females. Archaeologists in
Australia are predominantly home-grown and edu-
cated here, and the majority of archaeologists work
and are based on the eastern seaboard. The employ-
ment landscape over the last five years has moved
towards more stable conditions and this is also rep-
resented in the relatively buoyant view of the sector,
even in the face of a pandemic.

Table 17. Top-10 skill gaps by primary subject focus, 2020.
Historical Maritime Indigenous Classics Other

Floral analysis Stone artefact identification
and analysis

Isotope analysis Heritage
management planning

Rock art recording
and analysis

Isotope analysis Statistical analysis Advocacy/public relations Statistical analysis Significance assessment
Residue and use-

wear analysis
Indigenous consultation Floral analysis Geographical Information

Systems (GIS)
Indigenous consultation

Rock art recording
and analysis

Faunal analysis Ancient DNA analysis Sediment analysis Residue and use-
wear analysis

Statistical analysis Geographical Information
Systems (GIS)

Geographical Information
Systems (GIS)

Residue and use-
wear analysis

Heritage
management planning

Geographical Information
Systems (GIS)

Knowledge of intellectual
property issues

Computer modelling
and simulation

Rock art recording
and analysis

Floral analysis

Sediment analysis Cross-cultural
communication

Statistical analysis Human skeletal
identification
and analysis

Policy development

Ancient DNA analysis Floral analysis Remote sensing Knowledge of legislation Geographical Information
Systems (GIS)

Cross-cultural
communication

Residue and use-
wear analysis

Residue and use-
wear analysis

Human
resource management

Advocacy/public relations

Advocacy/public relations Rock art recording
and analysis

Ceramic analysis Indigenous consultation Ancient DNA analysis

Table 18. Changing response to the responsibility of non-academics for undergraduate and graduate training, 2005–2020.
Response 2005 2010 2015 2020

Agree or strongly agree that non-academic professional archaeologists have a
responsibility to train undergraduate students

47.5% 52.6% 48.8% 54.3%

Agree or strongly agree that non-academic professional archaeologists have a
responsibility to train graduates

68.5% 75.5% 76.4% 80.9%
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The starting premise of this survey was to better
understand the teaching and learning needs of
undergraduates and graduates, and skill gaps and
professional development needs to move towards a
more professional discipline. Teaching and learning
emphasis over the 15 years since the survey began
has seen a shift towards more vocationally-based
learning and this is reflected in deeper engagement
between the private sector and learning institutions.
Professional development activities are also address-
ing at least some of the needs of practitioners. The
skillset for the sector continues to emphasise spe-
cialist skills as a gap, but more and more transferra-
ble skills are seen as valuable for those undertaking
work in the discipline. This emphasises and sup-
ports the move towards more practical and voca-
tionally based tuition as part of the tertiary
education platform.

In 2021 the Australian Government implemented
new legislation in the Job-Ready Graduates Package
changing the cost structure of university degrees
based on unsubstantiated claims about the contribu-
tion of different disciplines to the Australian labour
market or the national interest (Australian Academy
of the Humanities 2020). From 2021 students pay
113% more than in the past to study a degree in
archaeology ($14,500 per year) (Australian
Government 2021). The rationale for elevating the
fees for archaeology runs counter to the evidence
for strong labour market demand for archaeologists
(as identified by the Australian Government’s own
National Skills Commission 2021a). For example,
the Australian resources sector contributes around
10% of GDP (Department of Industry, Science,
Energy and Resources 2020) and relies on archaeol-
ogists to undertake the cultural heritage surveys
ahead of mine development. Sixty percent of profes-
sional archaeologists are employed in the private
sector undertaking cultural heritage work and these
roles have expanded over the last two decades to
service the expanding resources sector. It remains to
be seen what impact the Job-Ready Graduates
Package has on degree enrolments and retention
and in particular the anticipated deleterious impacts
on participation rates of Indigenous students and
females (Australian Academy of the
Humanities 2020).

The changing employment landscape, particularly
with the impact of COVID-19, will continue to be a
factor in demand for professional archaeologists.
Our survey, early in the pandemic, indicated dimin-
ished confidence in terms of stability and growth.
Work by Hoggarth et al. (2021) which showed a
pronounced impact on the sector in North America
felt especially by females, may yet be borne out in
Australia. With females in archaeology in Australia

over-represented in temporary employment (con-
tract and casual employment) in the two largest
employment sectors, the impacts of the pandemic in
terms of stability in the discipline may still
be evolving.

Despite the apparent impact of recent events,
archaeology remains well-positioned to prepare stu-
dents and professionals with both specific and gen-
eric skills for future career flexibility. Studies of
future employment highlight the central role of skill
sets that are difficult to automate, including critical
and creative thinking (problem-solving); interper-
sonal and cross-cultural communication; collabor-
ation, cooperation and teamwork; information and
communication technology skills; leadership; social
skills; resilience; and emotional intelligence
(Hajkowicz et al. 2016; Lambert 2017; Peetz 2019;
The Foundation for Young Australians 2017).

The longitudinal data provided by the 2020
Australian Archaeology in Profile survey establishes
the context for engaging in current debates around
employment conditions and workplace behaviour. It
provides information to inform future professional
development and teaching and learning strategies,
and provides data to support advocacy for the role
of the discipline in STEM- and HASS-based
research. The continued low participation rates of
professionally qualified Indigenous archaeologists,
however, remains a challenge for the profession. At
this moment when the spotlight is again turning to
corporate citizenship and social justice, the opportu-
nities to ‘do it better’ are clear. Hopefully, however,
the engagement, vibrancy and professional base of
the archaeology profession in Australia speak well
for the future of the discipline.
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18(1):146–178.

Gibbs, M., D. Roe and D. Gojak 2005 Useless graduates?
Why do we all think that something has gone wrong
with Australian archaeological training? Australian
Archaeology 61:24–31.

Hajkowicz, S.A., A. Reeson, L. Rudd, A. Bratanova, L.
Hodgers, C. Mason and N. Boughen 2016 Tomorrow’s
Digitally Enabled Workforce: Megatrends and Scenarios
for Jobs and Employment in Australia over the Coming
Twenty Years. Brisbane: CSIRO.

Hoggarth, J.A., S. Batty, V. Bondura, E. Creamer, C.E.
Ebert, K. Green-Mink, C.L. Kieffer, H. Miller, C.V.
Ngonadi, S.E. Pilaar Birch, C. Pritchard, K. Vacca, T.B.
Watkins, E. Zavodny and A.R. Ventresca Miller 2021
Impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on women and
early career archaeologists. Heritage 4(3):1681–1702.

Jalbert, C. 2019 Archaeology in Canada: An Analysis of
Demographics and Working Conditions in the
Discipline. Unpublished PhD thesis, Department of
Archaeology, Faculty of Humanities and Social
Sciences, Memorial University of Newfoundland.

Koolmatrie, J. 2020 Destruction of Juukan Gorge: We
need to know the history of artefacts, but it is more
important to keep them in place. The Conversation 2
June 2020. Retrieved 5 August 2021 from <https://the-
conversation.com/destruction-of-juukan-gorge-we-

AUSTRALIAN ARCHAEOLOGY 249

https://www.humanities.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/AAH-Policy-2020-Senate-Inquiry-Job-Ready-Legislation.pdf
https://www.humanities.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/AAH-Policy-2020-Senate-Inquiry-Job-Ready-Legislation.pdf
https://www.humanities.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/AAH-Policy-2020-Senate-Inquiry-Job-Ready-Legislation.pdf
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/3238.0.55.001
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/3238.0.55.001
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/labour/earnings-and-work-hours/average-weekly-earnings-australia/latest-release
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/labour/earnings-and-work-hours/average-weekly-earnings-australia/latest-release
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/labour/earnings-and-work-hours/average-weekly-earnings-australia/latest-release
https://www.abs.gov.au/articles/changing-female-employment-over-time>.
https://www.abs.gov.au/articles/changing-female-employment-over-time>.
https://www.studyassist.gov.au/help-loans-commonwealth-supported-places-csps/student-contribution-amounts
https://www.studyassist.gov.au/help-loans-commonwealth-supported-places-csps/student-contribution-amounts
https://www.studyassist.gov.au/help-loans-commonwealth-supported-places-csps/student-contribution-amounts
https://publications.industry.gov.au/publications/resourcesandenergyquarterlydecember2020/documents/Resources-and-Energy-Quarterly-Dec-2020.pdf>.
https://publications.industry.gov.au/publications/resourcesandenergyquarterlydecember2020/documents/Resources-and-Energy-Quarterly-Dec-2020.pdf>.
https://publications.industry.gov.au/publications/resourcesandenergyquarterlydecember2020/documents/Resources-and-Energy-Quarterly-Dec-2020.pdf>.
https://publications.industry.gov.au/publications/resourcesandenergyquarterlydecember2020/documents/Resources-and-Energy-Quarterly-Dec-2020.pdf>.
https://theconversation.com/destruction-of-juukan-gorge-we-need-to-know-the-history-of-artefacts-but-it-is-more-important-to-keep-them-in-place-139650>.
https://theconversation.com/destruction-of-juukan-gorge-we-need-to-know-the-history-of-artefacts-but-it-is-more-important-to-keep-them-in-place-139650>.


need-to-know-the-history-of-artefacts-but-it-is-more-
important-to-keep-them-in-place-139650>.

Lambert, P. 2017 The future of work and skills.
Professional Educator 17(2–3):15–17.

Lazar, I., T. Kompare, H. van Londen and T. Schenk
2014 The archaeologist of the future is likely to be a
woman: Age and gender patterns in European archae-
ology. Archaeologies 10(3):257–280.

Mate, G. and S. Ulm 2016 Another snapshot for the
album: A decade of Australian archaeology in profile
survey data. Australian Archaeology 82(2):168–183.

National Skills Commission 2021a Job Outlook:
Archaeologists. Retrieved 5 August 2021 from <https://
joboutlook.gov.au/occupations/archaeologists?occupatio
nCode=272414>.

National Skills Commission 2021b Job Outlook: Mining
Engineers. Retrieved 5 August 2021 from <https://
joboutlook.gov.au/occupations/mining-
engineers?occupationCode=2336>.

National Skills Commission 2021c Skills Priority List.
Retrieved 5 September 2021 from <https://www.natio-
nalskillscommission.gov.au/2021-skills-priority-list>.

Norton, A., I. Cherastidtham and W. Mackey 2018
Mapping Australian Higher Education, 2018. Retrieved
23 March 2021 from <https://grattan.edu.au/report/
mapping-australian-higher-education-2018/>.

Peetz, D. 2019 The Realities and Futures of Work.
Canberra: ANU Press.

Queensland Resources Council 2019 Economic Impact of
Minerals and Energy Sector on the Queensland
Economy 2018/19. Retrieved 10 September 2021 from
<https://www.qrc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/
Economic-Impact-of-Resources-Sector-on-Qld-
Economy-2018-19-Final-compressed.pdf>.

Smith, C., J. Garvey, H. Burke and I. Domingo Sanz 2015
Success strategies for a career in archaeology.
Archaeologies 11(2):300–336.

Tan, N.H. 2019 Preliminary report: Archaeology educa-
tion in Southeast Asia. SPAFA Journal 3:1–27.

The Foundation for Young Australians 2017 (FYA) The
New Work Smarts Report. Retrieved 10 September 2021
from <https://www.fya.org.au/wp-content/uploads/
2017/07/FYA_TheNewWorkSmarts_July2017.pdf>.

Ulm, S., A. Ross and M. Slack (eds) 2019 Disrupting
Paradise: The Archaeology of the Driest Inhabited
Continent on Earth: Conference Handbook. Gold Coast,
QLD: Australian Archaeological Association Inc.

Ulm, S., G. Mate, C. Dalley and S. Nichols 2013 A work-
ing profile: The changing face of professional archae-
ology in Australia. Australian Archaeology 76:34–43.

Ulm, S., S. Nichols and C. Dalley 2005 Mapping the
shape of contemporary Australian archaeology:
Implications for teaching and learning. Australian
Archaeology 61:11–23.

Wade, L. 2019 Archaeological society tries to stem con-
tinuing controversy over #MeToo scandal. Science
Insider. Retrieved 5 August 2021 from <https://doi.org/
10.1126/science.aax7505>.

Wallis, L.A. 2020 Disrupting paradise: Has Australian
archaeology lost its way? Australian Archaeology 86(3):
284–294.

Wallis, L.A., A.C. Gorman and H. Burke 2013 The oppor-
tunities and challenges of graduate level teaching in
cultural heritage management. Australian Archaeology
76:52–61.

Wilson, C. 2014 Indigenous archaeologies: Australian per-
spective. In C. Smith (ed.), Encyclopedia of Global
Archaeology, pp.3786–3793. New York: Springer.

Workplace Gender Equality Agency 2021 (WGEA)
Australia’s Gender Pay Gap Statistics. Retrieved 13
August 2021 from <https://www.wgea.gov.au/sites/
default/files/documents/Gender_pay_gap_fact_sheet_
Feb2020.pdf>.

Zeder, M.A. 1997 The American Archaeologist: A Profile.
Walnut Creek: Altamira Press.

Zorzin, N. 2010 Arch�eologie au Qu�ebec: Portrait d’une
profession. Arch�eologiques 23:1–15.

250 G. MATE AND S. ULM

https://theconversation.com/destruction-of-juukan-gorge-we-need-to-know-the-history-of-artefacts-but-it-is-more-important-to-keep-them-in-place-139650>.
https://theconversation.com/destruction-of-juukan-gorge-we-need-to-know-the-history-of-artefacts-but-it-is-more-important-to-keep-them-in-place-139650>.
https://joboutlook.gov.au/occupations/archaeologists?occupationCode=272414
https://joboutlook.gov.au/occupations/archaeologists?occupationCode=272414
https://joboutlook.gov.au/occupations/archaeologists?occupationCode=272414
https://joboutlook.gov.au/occupations/mining-engineers?occupationCode=2336
https://joboutlook.gov.au/occupations/mining-engineers?occupationCode=2336
https://joboutlook.gov.au/occupations/mining-engineers?occupationCode=2336
https://www.nationalskillscommission.gov.au/2021-skills-priority-list
https://www.nationalskillscommission.gov.au/2021-skills-priority-list
https://grattan.edu.au/report/mapping-australian-higher-education-2018/
https://grattan.edu.au/report/mapping-australian-higher-education-2018/
https://www.qrc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/Economic-Impact-of-Resources-Sector-on-Qld-Economy-2018-19-Final-compressed.pdf
https://www.qrc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/Economic-Impact-of-Resources-Sector-on-Qld-Economy-2018-19-Final-compressed.pdf
https://www.qrc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/Economic-Impact-of-Resources-Sector-on-Qld-Economy-2018-19-Final-compressed.pdf
https://www.fya.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/FYA_TheNewWorkSmarts_July2017.pdf
https://www.fya.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/FYA_TheNewWorkSmarts_July2017.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aax7505
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aax7505
https://www.wgea.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/Gender_pay_gap_fact_sheet_Feb2020.pdf
https://www.wgea.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/Gender_pay_gap_fact_sheet_Feb2020.pdf
https://www.wgea.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/Gender_pay_gap_fact_sheet_Feb2020.pdf

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Results
	The demographics of Australian archaeologists
	Age and sex profile
	Indigenous participation
	International linkages and participation

	Working in archaeology
	Subject focus
	Workplace confidence
	Employment sector
	Employment conditions
	The gender pay gap
	Qualifications and experience
	Volunteering

	Learning and training
	Skill sets and skills gaps
	Preparing students for working in archaeology
	Free text responses


	Discussion and conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	Orcid
	References


