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Abstract 
To what extent does the teaching of archaeology in general education resolve or 

perpetuate entrenched social injustices? This thesis builds upon prior archaeological outreach 

research to evaluate archaeology's current representation in American public-school curricula 

and to assess the impact its inclusion or absence has on education. Modern academic 

archaeology is explicitly connected to the present day through its use of modern perspectives and 

the funding of projects under the pretences of social utility. Despite these connections, 

significant gaps often exist between the work of modern archaeologists and the perception of the 

discipline in popular culture and public consciousnesses, and methods of outreach have often 

struggled to keep pace with developments in professional archaeology. This thesis investigates 

the USA as a case study, focusing on three states (California, Texas, and Alaska) to understand 

the prevalence of state archaeology in educational spaces (in comparison to the state’s 

archaeology) and assesses the impact that choices of inclusion and exclusion have on educational 

courses and greater sociopolitical conditions. 

 A close study of the state curricula from important US states reveals differing 

archaeology uses in the classroom. The Alaskan standards choose to explicitly apply 

archaeological material to provide students with an understanding of local and indigenous history 

and perspectives. Texan curricula emphasize ancient Greek and Roman history to construct a 

connection between the perceived ideals of antiquity and the egalitarian principles of the 

American Declaration of Independence and Constitution. California largely omits using 

archaeology in detail to instead focus on political and cultural developments within historical 

periods. These choices reveal differing perspectives on the purpose of social studies education 

and often come at the expense of a critically engaged, reflective perspective of injustice. As a 

result, archaeology is often used to reinforce sociopolitical hegemony in US classrooms. 

Calls to re-orient professional archaeology towards socially engaged, explicitly political 

positions must also include a renewal of critical outreach. Engagement with educational spaces 

must be included in a politically oriented archaeology. School systems in the US are highly 

politicized environments. It is often difficult to combat the reproduction of injustice through 

hegemonic institutions like education boards, as these institutions often benefit from its 

reproduction. Thus, optimal methods for engagement often differ depending on state curricula 

and politics, and effective top-down outreach through curricula may not always be attainable.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction  
 Archaeologists are tasked with creating knowledge, understandings of the past, and 

disseminating results. Archaeological information is communicated to a range specialists and 

non-professionals, but what effects does communication with wider audiences have? How is 

archaeology taught in non-university classrooms, and what effect does the use or absence of 

archaeology have on new generations? Academic archaeology has existed under the pretense that 

archaeologists' results are valuable to modern societies (Little 2007, 2009). Grants and state 

funding are given after archaeologists justify the value of a project to the field and the benefits its 

results can provide to the greater public (Niklasson 2013, Isherwood 2011, Thomas 2017). 

Because of this, the knowledge production of academic archaeology actively connects to the 

current day, and the direction and focus of archaeological projects are directly tied to modern 

societal trends, needs, and interests.  

Despite pretenses of social utility, the greater public often has limited direct engagement 

with academic archaeology. Popular perceptions of archaeology are not controlled exclusively by 

archaeologists but exist through engagement with other sociocultural apparatus, such as 

educational environments (Holtorf 2005, 2007, Gero and Root 1990). Significant gaps often exist 

between the production of archaeological knowledge within the discipline and the understanding 

of archaeology in greater society. How pronounced is this gap evident in non-university 

educational environments? Are current archaeological trends and understandings communicated 

to and represented in non-university educational settings? This thesis seeks to critically evaluate 

these issues by analyzing educational standards and curricula. 

The use of archaeology in general classrooms is often tied to preexisting conceptions of 

national identify. Nations often privilege teaching national archaeologies at the expense of 

others, selectively applying archaeology to suit educational and political interests. For example, 

Denmark draws significantly from its history of national archaeology to construct an education 

that celebrates its ancient past to reinforce traditional national identities and promote patriotism 

(Sørenson et al. 1996, Trigger 1984). The use of archaeology in national consciousnesses varies 

across the world, and decisions over what archaeology is privileged can effect national 

perspectives, politics, and identity (Sørenson et al. 1996, Trigger 1984). As a result, certain 

archaeologies are visible in public consciousnesses, but significant gaps exist between 

professional archaeology and the perception of archaeology’s scope in general environments. 
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 Significant gaps in the representation of archaeology in the profession and its use in 

general education environments necessitate understanding what those differences are and what 

effects these differences have on the role and perception of archaeology in educational 

environments. The dissemination of archaeological knowledge through sociocultural apparatus to 

the greater public often revises and recontextualizes archaeological information to suit 

sociopolitical objectives (Holtorf 2005, 2007). To better understand how archaeology affects 

educational settings, archaeologists must compare its presence in educational environments to 

available local and state archaeology.  

To date, North American archaeologists have generally approached and understood 

interaction with schools through classroom-based outreach, field trips, interactions with 

museums, or planned material studies in the classroom (Ducady et al. 2016, King 2016, 

Henderson and Levstik 2016). Independently and locally applied outreach efforts are useful in 

allowing archaeologists to connect with local populations and provide visible benefits to the 

school, such as broadening the scope of social studies, the ability to work with varied material, 

and the visibility of professions in the humanities (as well as supporting conservation efforts) 

(Mayro et al. 2017, Shackel and Chambers 2004, Little 2009). However, they rarely interact with 

challenging the framing of the classroom space as a whole. Few archaeological papers have 

sought to comprehensively understand how archaeology relates to and participates in the 

generational reproduction of sociopolitical conditions through educational policy. For a long-

term approach to studying and applying archaeology to classrooms regularly and consistently, 

archaeologists must understand the current state of historical narratives in education and the 

implementation of archaeology in existing standards.  

This thesis seeks to fill in a gap in existing research by analyzing the current application 

of archaeology in state standards and curricula, using the previous academic frameworks of 

archaeologists like Trigger, Hutchings, La Salle, and Hamilakis and reframe their analysis of 

archaeological constructivism within the contexts of public school environments. A distinct 

focus on secondary pre-university classrooms is applied. All of the selected curricula are 

intended for US high school classrooms, though this paper seeks to situate its findings within a 

global context. After closely studying specific case studies, this paper seeks to evaluate the 

potential for continued engagement with educational spaces from a top-down perspective and 
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their validity in sustaining critically-based outreach. Consequently, this paper follows three 

research questions: 

  

● How has archaeological information been translated into educational standards in 

US public school history curricula? How does this use compare to available local 

and state archaeology?  

● What narratives do educational standards privilege or construct through their use 

of archaeology? How are these choices related to modern sociopolitical 

conditions? 

● How can archaeologists engage with outreach through educational curricula? Is 

top-down outreach a worthwhile strategy of engagement? 

 

This thesis uses specific important states within the US (Texas, California, Alaska) as 

case studies to understand archaeology's current use (or absence) in classrooms and evaluates the 

role and effect archaeological material has within state curricula. The US represents an ideal case 

study because of its position as a modern settler colonial state and its historical and current 

diversity. It is a ‘voluntary immigrant’ nation formed primarily through immigration and 

injustice (Mamdani 2015 pg. 599). The modern US is a composite of many historical factors- its 

racial and ethnic diversity are impacted by its legacies of immigration (European in the 20th 

century, Asian migration in California, Immigration from southern and central America into the 

southern US) and the trade of enslaved peoples  (Tullos 2004, Wagner 2012).  

In iconography and language, the US often has styled itself as a land of freedom and 

opportunity- the first nation born from the enlightenment ideals of Western Europe and a 

continuation of the republican virtues of antiquity. Immigrants have come to the US in historical 

and modern periods for economic opportunity and the ‘American Dream.’ Despite this 

presentation, American history is characterized more by disparity, privilege, and injustice than 

by equality and egalitarianism (Sawyer and Wagner 2023). Historical injustices based on class, 

race, and identity have significantly affected the material realities of modern Americans (Hagan 

and Albonetti 1982). Historical courses in standardized environments often fail to analyze this 

irony critically (Goldstein 2020). A comparative study of state curricula can reveal variations in 

the perception of American identity and archaeology's roles in classrooms to construct them.  
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 Before closely studying the state curricula of US states, this paper will briefly summarize 

the theoretical perspectives utilized and the state of prior research regarding curriculum review 

and archaeology. As little archaeological work has studied top-down education perspectives 

(curriculum, standards) in broader educational environments, this paper will seek to adapt the 

perspectives of existing research regarding archaeological curricula in universities to a broader 

context. This paper summarizes the effects of education as a space of sociocultural reproduction 

and the archaeological classification work of Bruce Trigger, as both are highly relevant to this 

study and used throughout. Following a discussion of relevant theory, this paper will discuss the 

study's analytical methodology, including the acquisition and selection process for the individual 

case studies. 
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Chapter 2: Theory and Method 
 This section briefly describes and defines relevant theories and prior research used 

throughout this thesis, including a discussion of social reproduction in educational contexts, 

previous research on archaeological curricula, and a discussion of classifications of archaeology. 

These three themes are discussed further throughout the paper, particularly in the analysis and 

discussion. However, they are worth defining and discussing here to clarify and construct a 

foundation for later conclusions. Following this discussion, this section describes the analytical 

methodology of the paper, including how case studies were selected and how primary documents 

were located.  

Archaeology, Education, and National Identity 

 Educational spaces are critical environments for forming personal, social, and national 

identities and play a critical role in reproducing sociopolitical norms. Bourdieu’s (1973, 1990) 

theories of social reproduction of the beliefs, norms, and distribution of forms of capital 

specifically identify educational settings as critical to the reproduction of sociocultural 

conditions and differences in means. How generations learn about sociopolitical participation 

affects how they interact with their conditions. Views and understandings of the world (and its 

history) influences the generational ability to understand the nature of sociopolitical inequality. 

Educational spaces are critical for understanding sociopolitical development as generational 

changes affect national self-perception and the understanding of civic engagement (Eccles and 

Roester 2011). National identity is created and reproduced through social engagement and 

educational systems.  

The processes of social reproduction in educational spaces occur in structural design 

(how to participate in schools and society) and directly through course content. What students 

are taught directly affects their perspectives on societal participation, social values, and national 

identity. National education devotes significant time to informing students of state history, often  

with the purpose of creating sociopolitical engagement. Within these contexts, archaeology can 

play important visible and invisible roles. The highlighting of certain aspects of national 

archaeology can significantly affect the perception of national identity, as can the erasure of local 

archaeologies or archaeologies of the underprivileged. For example, Sweden often directly 

engages with Stone Age archaeology in education through local archaeology (local sites) and 
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general standards (Segerholm 2003, Facos 1998, Emilsson 2009). This presence directly affects 

perspectives on national identity and the visibility of archaeological material within the context 

of broader society. In other nations, such as the US, certain archaeologies like those of 

Indigenous genocide or American slavery are often overlooked by educational spaces because 

they do not coincide with desired beliefs of patriotic national identity or American 

exceptionalism. The connections between educational spaces, archaeology, and national interest 

reveal archaeology’s active participation in social reproduction and identity formation. What 

effects do these participations have? How are the representations of certain archaeological 

periods in classrooms and the omissions of others related to sociopolitical conditions? To better 

understand these broader connections, archaeologists must extend the research of educational 

curricula to non-university settings. 

Previous Studies of Archaeological Curricula  

Archaeologists concerned with constructing critical pedagogies and critiquing the 

narratives of current curricula have often focused on evaluating the frameworks of entry-level 

university archaeology courses and attempted to describe potential alternatives within the bounds 

of university education (Bender and Smith 1999, Carey 2009, Flewellen et al. 2021). The 

academic work of writers such as Hamilakis, Hutchings, and La Salle has sought to identify the 

narratives apparent in large introductory courses taught by North American universities and 

identify gaps between their construction and the realities of archaeological practice (Hamilakis 

2018, 2004, Hutchings and La Salle 2014). In their paper Teaching Anti-Colonial Archaeology, 

Hutchings and La Salle (2014) characterize the narratives of introductory archaeology courses as 

primarily focused on teaching popular archaeology rather than seeking to grapple with ethics or 

evaluating the position of the discipline in a global context (pg. 30). Hamalakis’(2004) paper 

Archaeology and the Politics of Pedagogy similarly critiques university archaeology and its 

reproduction of colonial perspectives. These papers are politically oriented and highly critical, 

utilizing a politically engaged form of archaeology that seeks to engage with archaeology’s role 

in the cultural reproduction of colonial perspectives within university classrooms (Barton 2021, 

Jenks 1993). Engagement in these studies is not outreach-based but seeks to reform the 

discipline’s self-image by promoting a critical perspective in introductory classrooms. 
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Revision to college-level archaeological frameworks is necessary and topical. Shifting 

introductory environments within universities towards critical perspectives and away from 

romanticized survey courses could positively affect how students engage with and perceive the 

professional discipline. Beyond these environments, archaeologists must also consider the 

bounds by which we define archaeological engagement and the range by which we extend 

critical curricula review. What statements do the confinement of these critical frameworks to 

university education reveal about access to archaeological material? The reproduction of colonial 

perspectives that support current injustice is not reserved for university settings (Collins 2009). 

Archaeologists must evaluate whether these restrictions are the product of pedagogical freedom 

or agency in university settings or an issue with the unwillingness to engage in outreach with 

hegemonic institutional systems due to unfamiliarity, politicization, or anxiety of archaeological 

stewardship. Barriers to access to university settings must not limit the efforts to extend 

critically-based archaeological pedagogy. Further work is needed to extend perspectives beyond 

university settings to understand archaeology’s role and function in broader educational 

environments. 

Evaluating and Classifying Archaeology 

Critiques of archaeological curricula have often built upon the work of Bruce Trigger, 

particularly his classifications for how archaeology is constructed. His paper Alternative 

Archaeologies establishes colonial and national typologies for the orientation of archaeological 

research. Triggers (1984) typologies of archaeological work are based on their focus and 

relationship to modern sociopolitical contexts. Nationalist archaeologies focus primarily on 

constructing the history of a nation or space (Trigger 1984 pg. 359). Many older traditions of 

archaeology are inherently nationalist and actively connect to patriotism or glorify a sense of 

national unity to ease sociopolitical tensions (class conflict). Trigger identifies the traditional 

archaeology of Denmark and Germany as nationalist, writing that they actively promote national 

pride through constructed connections to prehistory and seek to boost the ‘pride and morale of 

nations or ethnic groups’ and is ‘strongest amongst peoples who feel politically threatened (p. 

360).’  

Colonialist archaeologies are created in countries where the ‘native population was 

wholly replaced or overwhelmed by European settlement or in ones where Europeans remained 
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politically and economically dominant for a considerable period of time (pgs. 360-61).’ Colonial 

archaeologies often emphasize the primitiveness of the native people or construct narratives of 

limited social or technological development. Early American archaeology is often characterized 

as colonial, as it has historically approached Indigenous contexts with static depictions of 

sociocultural change and technological development (pg. 361). 

Trigger’s typologies of archaeological research are helpful for the study of outreach 

because their connection to modern sociopolitical conditions determines their classification. The 

work of Trigger has been iterated upon in the decades since its initial publication. Additional 

categorizations have been developed for cultural and regional variation between Trigger’s 

themes (Trigger 2008, Habu et al. 2008). Constructing archaeological narratives in American 

classrooms often incorporates outdated perspectives or information (Lyman 2010). In the case of 

archaeology, state boards often use archaeological material in methods that do not reflect current 

practices in the profession. Trigger’s classifications provide a useful template for understanding 

how archaeology has been used in educational standards. 

 This thesis reframes the work of archaeologists like Trigger, Hutchins, La Salle, and 

Hamilakis within the contexts of public school environments. As these authors have primarily 

focused on assessing work confined within professional archaeology or university settings, some 

reframing is required to adapt these methods to be critically applied to broader settings. It is 

overly generous to assume that the pedagogical freedom within the university classroom can be 

extended to high school environments. The process by which pedagogy, curriculum, and 

standards are created and sustained in public education is significantly more complicated, and 

archaeologists must account for these difficulties when suggesting revision. This feature is 

complicated further by educational federalism and the variation in outreach approach that may be 

needed based upon differing state systems (Heise 2006, Pinder 2010). This paper will examine 

what narratives state curricula and standards construct compared to local archaeology. Since this 

paper prioritizes a top-down approach, actionable conclusions differ significantly due to the 

nature of public education systems.  

Methodology 

 Unlike many European nations, the United States does not write curricula or adopt 

educational policy at a national level. Instead, the responsibility of operating schools falls upon 
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states, who also write and approve the curricula and standards to be used by public school 

courses (Legal Information Institute 2020, Pelsue 2017). As a result, the US is an ideal setting 

for a comparative analysis of the use of archaeological material in public curricula. As a 

component for the background of this paper, curricula from all fifty US states were located, read, 

and analyzed. After a review of all states’ curricula, the decision was made to focus on a select 

number of states as case studies to enable more detailed analysis and comparison and to avoid 

overgeneralization. Most states must provide public access to state curricula and standards due to 

their nature as public government entities. As such, curricula and documents used by state 

education boards and local districts are generally available through governmental or bureau 

websites or databases. In cases where these materials were unavailable, this study reviewed the 

curricula of the largest school system in the state with materials publicly available. Occasionally, 

local district standards were reviewed if state standards were too general or unspecific. The 

methodology described in Figure I below demonstrates the process of these selection decisions. 

All of the curricula, standards, and supplementary documents reviewed by this thesis were 

publicly accessible online. All documents were the most recent standards published for access to 

the general public by the state or local district at the time of the study.  
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Fig I: Selection Process for State Curricula 

 

Three states were selected from the 50 reviewed curricula to act as case studies in a 

comparative analysis; Texas, California, and Alaska. Texas is the largest Republican-controlled 

state in the US and the second most populous state. As the largest Republican state, its state 

policy decisions are often adopted by smaller Republican states. As a result, many conclusions 

from a study of Texan standards can be applied across the country. California is the largest 

Democratic-controlled state in the US and the most populous state. Like Texas, its position as the 

largest state controlled by its party results in many smaller democratic states adopting policies 

similar to California. As such, a close understanding of the use of archaeology in California 
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curricula can be extended nationwide. Alaska is the second youngest state in the US and has the 

highest number of Indigenous residents as a percentage of the state’s total population (15%). 

Unlike Texas and California, Alaska only provides a limited set of standards at the state level, 

allowing for a study on regionality's effects on local curricula. Figure II (reproduced below) 

describes the reason for each state’s inclusion and the material chosen for specific study. Each 

state has very different perspectives on the role and purpose of social studies curricula, and as a 

result the presence of archaeology in each state’s curricula also differs significantly. A 

comparative analysis of these three states enables a broader discussion of the variation in the use 

of archaeology in school standards and the implications of its use (or absence) nationwide. 

A review of each state chosen for a case study (Texas, California, and Alaska) (see 

Figure IV) follows a standardized method of analysis focusing on key components of educational 

curricula. Each state review seeks to briefly describe the archaeology of the state. Providing a 

background to the local and state archaeology of each case study allows for it to be ‘tested 

against’ local and state curricula and standards to reveal the extent of the presence or absence of 

archaeology in each state. Figure III describes the basic analytical workflow designed by this 

thesis for each case study, where each study seeks to understand the use of archaeology within 

the goals and scope of each curriculum. In each case-study, ‘content-neutral’ refers to state 

standards that create achievement goals but do not instruct educators on specific periods or 

material to teach. Specific analysis of historical and archaeological standards can reveal how 

archaeology aids (or disrupts) each state’s standards and the implications each carries. The 

evaluation process of these curricula is as much a study of what archaeology is missing as it is a 

study of what is visible.  

What is taught in history education often significantly affects the generational perception 

of the past and its relation to the current day. Thus, each section will also analyze the 

representation of a diverse past and historical injustice in the state curricula. This will be 

achieved by comparing closely against state archaeology, focusing on the representation of 

slavery and Indigenous archaeology within the classroom. The representation of both 

significantly affects how disparities in capital are reproduced through educational systems, and 

archaeologists must understand the use and role of archaeology within these environments.  
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Inclusion of States and Selected Documents 

State Selected Documents Reason for Inclusion 

Texas Texas Education Agency: Texas Essential 
Knowledge and Skills for Social Studies 
Subchapter C. High School. US History and 
World History Standards. 

Texas is the largest Republican-
controlled state in the US and the 
second most populous state in the US. 
As the largest Republican state, its state 
policy decisions are often adopted by 
smaller Republican states. As a result, 
many conclusions from a study of Texan 
standards can be applied across the 
country. 

California California Department of Education: 
Curriculum Frameworks & Instructional 
Materials, An Overview of the New History–
Social Science Framework for California 
Public Schools-HIGH SCHOOL (Brochure), 
Frequently Asked Questions: Senate Bill 48 
(FAIR Act).  
 
California DoE Social Studies Curricula: 
CHAPTER 15: World History, Culture, and 
Geography: The Modern World, CHAPTER 
16: United States History and Geography: 
Continuity and Change in Modern United 
States History.  
 
Sacramento Unified School District, Fair, 
Accurate, Inclusive, and Respectful Education 
Act (FAIR). 

California is the largest Democratic-
controlled state in the US and the most 
populous state in the US. Like Texas, its 
position as the largest state controlled by 
its party results in many smaller 
democratic states adopting policies 
similar to California. As such, a close 
understanding of archaeology in 
California curricula can be extended 
nationwide. 

Alaska Alaska Department of Education and Early 
Development. Alaska Content Standards: 
History.  
 
Anchorage School District. Social Studies / 
High School Curriculum: Graduation 
Requirements.  
 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough School District. 
High School US History, High School World 
History. 

Alaska is the second youngest state in 
the US and has the highest number of 
Indigenous residents as a percentage of 
the state’s total population (15%). 
Unlike Texas and California, Alaska 
only provides a limited set of standards 
at the state level, allowing for an 
interesting study on regionality's effects 
on local curricula. 

Fig. II: Inclusion of States and Selected Documents 
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Fig III: Analytical approach and workflow created for this thesis. In this instance, Content-Neutral refers to 

standards that do not instruct educators on the period or content courses should include.  
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Map of Selected Case Studies 
 

 
Fig IV: Map of Selected States 

  

Following a close analysis of each state’s implicit and explicit use of archaeology in state 

curricula and the evaluation of their contribution to course aims, a comparative perspective will 

be utilized to understand the variance of the use of archaeology in relation to cultural 

reproduction. Specific characteristics, including demographics, history, political environment, 

and location will be considered to identify and explain similarities and differences revealed in the 

curricula. Subsequent chapters will then evaluate the role of archaeology in the reproduction of 

injustice in educational spaces nationwide, evaluate the potential of top-down outreach methods 

and suggest options for future methods of outreach and study.  
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Chapter 3: Case Study I: Texas 
 This chapter briefly analyzes the general scope of Texan archaeology and evaluates the 

extent to which the Texan education board incorporates archaeological material into its state high 

school curricula. Texan archaeology is varied and extensive, with pre-contact periods and 

historical archaeology of war, plantations, and industry. A close comparison of Texan 

archaeology to the state standards for high school social studies courses reveals an interest in 

constructing classical archaeology (Ancient Greece, Rome) and connecting it to American values 

instead of closely studying Indigenous or local archaeology. As a result, Texan classrooms often 

use archaeology to encourage patriotism at the expense of discussing diversity and injustice in 

Texan history, reproducing an inaccurate view of the past. 

Texan Archaeology: Overview 

 Numerous institutions establish and maintain historical and archaeological sites in Texas. 

Archaeological sites are protected under the National and State Parks and Monuments system, 

local parks and agencies, and the Texas Historical Commission (National Parks Service 2012, 

Texas Historical System 2023, 2023). Privately owned archaeological and historical sites can be 

protected as State Antiquities Landmarks and included in the National Register of Historic 

Places (NPS 2012). Outside of governmental protections, extensive archaeological research is 

conducted by Texas universities. The variety of interest in Texas archaeology is indicative of the 

breadth of available material.  

 Portola et al.’s (2021) survey of the scope of Texan prehistory divides it into five distinct 

periods: ‘pre-Clovis (ca. 18,000–13,400 years ago), Paleoindian (13,400–10,000 years ago), 

Archaic (10,000 years ago to around the beginning of the Christian era or later, depending on the 

region), Woodland (ca. 2500–1150 years ago in only a few regions), and the Late Prehistoric (ca. 

1250–1150–420 years ago)(Perttula et al. 2021).’ Specifics and prevalence of occupation differ 

between regions, but all periods include important archaeological sites. Pre-Clovis sites are 

limited but include the Central Texan Gault site and the Debra L. Friedkin site, which are closely 

related to the local Buttermilk Creek complex and demonstrate evidence of biface and lithic tool 

production as well as hunting and animal processing (Waters et al. 2011, Williams et al. 2011, 

Smallwood 2010). The Gault site contains some of North America's earliest known examples of 

stone engraving (Waters et al. 2011). Later periods show occupation across multiple regions of 



 21 

Texas. Notable sites in these periods (among many others) include the mammoth butchering 

remains of Lubbock Lake, the masonry and ceramic phases of Antelope Creek, the shelters and 

mosaics of Big Bend National Park, and the mound burials of the Hatchel site in Northeast Texas 

(Bouseman et al. 2022, Perttula 2005, Johnson and Holliday 1986). Regardless of region, 

continuing research has demonstrated rich and diverse archeology (See Figure V: Overview of 

Texas Archaeology by Period).  

 Following European presence in North America, state education boards have often 

simplified instruction of Texan history into five periods; Spanish Exploration (1520-1684), 

Colonial Texas (1684-1821), Mexican Texas (1821-1836), the Republic of Texas and Early 

Statehood (1836-1865), and Reconstruction and Modern Texas (1865-) (TEA 2018). These 

periods simplify complex and nuanced distinctions between periods and regions, and each unit 

contains diverse archaeologies. Studies of these periods include notable Spanish missions, 

French colonization efforts, the Republic of Texas sites (like the Alamo), slavery conditions at 

Texan plantations, Indigenous relocation, and civil war battlefields. Like Texan prehistory, the 

historical archaeology of Texas is varied and extensive. Archaeologies of slavery and injustice 

can be found in the study of Texan plantations like the Barrington Plantation and Levi Jordan 

Plantation (McDavid 1997, 2004, McWilliams et al. 2013). Archaeological studies of 

reservations and the ‘Red River War sites’ have also provided material evidence of forcible 

relocation and violence against Native Texans (Cruse 2008, Black 2010). 

State sites like the Alamo (a battlefield site from the Texan Revolution) are one of the 

state’s most visited destinations and are present in Texan iconography (Flores, 2002). The 

archaeology of Texas is not only continuously studied by professional archaeologists but is 

constantly encountered by the general public through tourism, museums, local engagement 

efforts, and state and national preservation systems (NPS 2021, THS 2023). Texan educational 

curricula have a varied and extensive archaeological record to use in social studies classrooms, 

but close comparison reveals a significant absence of local archaeology in state-mandated 

coursework.  
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Overview of Texan Archaeology by Period 

Period Name Date Notable Texan Sites 

Pre-Clovis 18,000–13,400 years ago Gault site, Buttermilk Creek 
Complex 

Paleoindian 13,400–10,000 years ago Alibates Flint Quarries, 
Lubbock Lake, St. Mary’s 
Hall site, Buckeye Knoll, 
Harrell Site 

Archaic 10,000 years ago to around 

the beginning of the Christian 

era 

Big Bend National 
Park/Burro Mesa, La Junta de 
los Ríos Site District, Lower 
Pecos Canyonlands/Baker 
Cave, McKenzie Site  

Woodland 2500–1150 years ago Goose Creek pottery, Mossy 
Grove tradition, Jonas Short 
Burial Mounds 

Late Prehistoric 1250–1150–420 years ago Neches River Basin, Bird 
Point Island, Brownsville 
complex, Landergin Mesa 

Spanish Exploration 1520-1684 Galveston Island, Cicúique, 
La Belle Ship  

Colonial Texas 1684-1821 Mission Santa Cruz de San 
Sabá, Mission San Juan 
Capistrano, Fort Saint Louis, 
Old Soccoro Mission, San 
Antonio missions 

Mexican Texas 1821-1836 Brazos River Settlements, San 
Antonio Road settlements 

The Republic of Texas/Early 
Statehood 

1836-1865 Barrington Plantation, The 
Alamo, Fort Mckavett, Levi 
Jordan Plantation, Verner-
Hogg Plantation 

Reconstruction and modern 
Texas 

1865- Upper Washita, Confederate 
Reunion Grounds, Red River 
War sites (Palo Duro Canyon) 

Fig. V: Texan sites and Archaeology by period (Perttula et al. 2021, Texas Historical Commission 2023, National 

Parks Service 2012) 
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The Construction of Archaeology in Texan Schools 

 Texas has a demonstrably diverse and rich archaeology to incorporate into its educational 

courses, but a close analysis of state curricula reveals the general absence of state and local 

archaeologies in high school environments. The general absence of the continuous application of 

archaeology in Texan classrooms is evident in its lack of explicit use. Archaeology is only 

mentioned explicitly once by the Texan social studies standards, requiring students to 'identify 

methods used by archaeologists, anthropologists, historians, and geographers to analyze evidence 

(Texas Education Agency 2018 pg. 21).' This standard is included in the standards for the Texan 

world history course and is part of a series of standards encouraging interdisciplinary education. 

The goal of these standards is for students to use a variety of analytical methodologies drawn 

from various professions. Establishing frames of reference, assessing the biases of primary 

sources, and locating contexts are all central themes of these standards, which apply to all 

historical units across the course. Within these standards archaeology is treated as an analytical 

tool that provides variation to historical perspectives. 

 

 
Fig VI: The only explicit mention of archaeology in Texas state curricula. 

 

Beyond the explicit mention of archaeology as an analytical lens, archaeological content 

is used implicitly throughout the state's history courses, particularly in the prehistory and 

classical sections of the world history course. These standards create historical themes that can 
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be applied to recent history and the current day. In the limited standards on prehistory, 

instruction of ancient civilizations intends to 'explain the development of classical civilizations 

(pgs. 15-16).' Standards on the Classical Period require understanding the 'cultural influences of 

Israel, Greece, and Rome,' as well as requiring the ability to describe and assess the creation and 

fall of the Roman empire (pgs. 15-16). The standards on Roman development are noteworthy 

because they are the only standards in the unit that concern a specific civilization. The state 

standards specifically mention the assessment of the impacts of the fall of ancient Rome on 

'Western Europe,' an interesting divisionary choice that indicates a desire to connect Rome to 

narratives of Western development (pg. 15). Beyond classical Hellenistic archaeology, later units 

of the world history course also briefly mention the study of 'the Maya, Inca, and Aztec' and how 

they were 'impacted by western explorers (pg. 17).'  

Trigger's work on classifying the construction of archeology describes nationalist 

archaeology as one that enshrines the history of modern nations to 'promote patriotism (358).' 

Nationalist archaeologies seek to connect the archaeological past to the current day by creating 

and establishing ethnic continuity. Trigger writes that 'the primary function of nationalistic 

archaeology… is to bolster the pride and morale of nations or ethnic groups' And is 'strongest 

amongst peoples who feel politically threatened (Trigger 1984 359-60).' Trigger's examples of 

nationalist archaeology (Germany, China) primarily identify domestic archaeology as a tool for 

constructing nationalist archaeology (pgs. 358-361). The United States differs from these 

examples in that its youth as a nation and its colonial identity significantly affect how it 

constructs nationalist archaeologies. These differences are evident in the nationalist manner that 

Texas curricula use archaeology. The specific emphasis on classical European archaeology and 

the focus on civilizations like Rome denotes an attempt to construct a connection between the 

classical Mediterranean and modern America. This reproduces a narrative of America as an 

evolution of the democratic, republican, and philosophical ideals of ancient Greece and Rome 

(TEA 2018, pgs. 15-20). Throughout the curricula, perceived developments in Western Europe 

are connected to the founding principles of the US to encourage patriotism (TEA 2018, pgs. 15-

20). 

A brief overview of Texan archaeology has revealed its variety and material complexity. 

Instead of drawing from these archaeologies and building a national narrative from Indigenous 

Texas to the present day, Texas instead chooses to construct a national archaeology built on a 
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philosophical connection to ancient Europe (typically portrayed as predominantly white) to exalt 

the political structure of modern America and encourage patriotism. Patriotism is explicitly 

described as a primary objective of the Texas standards, and every social studies course uses 

historical material to enshrine American ideals, including state and individual rights and free 

enterprise (pgs. 14-15). The constructed archaeologies of Texas state curricula come at the 

expense of Indigenous archaeology and local Texan archaeology, which are not mentioned or 

utilized in the Texan high school classroom. By extensively describing European archaeology 

and failing to describe Indigenous or local Texan archaeology in significant detail, a colonial 

perspective is reproduced through which change, development, and continuity are only 

constructed for Western cultures.  

Texas Curricula and a Diverse Past 

 The absence of Texan (and American) archaeology in Texan standards reproduces a 

colonial perspective and significantly impacts their ability to describe history in detail. This is 

particularly evident in the absence of discussion of historical diversity and American injustice in 

the Texan classroom. Archaeological research of Texan plantations has extensively detailed the 

conditions of slavery and its material effects (McDavid 1997, 2004, McWilliams et al. 2013). 

Discussion or use of these works, like the discussion of slavery in a broad context, is absent in 

the Texan high school curricula. Texan social studies do not require students to take a course that 

discusses American slavery or the legacy of slavery on inequality in America. This is primarily 

because the Texan high school course only discusses American history after the Civil War. 

Discussion of American slavery and racism is found in the state's 'Ethic Studies' courses, but 

these courses are opt-in, and the goals and results that those courses produce cannot extend to all 

graduates (Texas Education Agency 2018, pgs. 50-62).  

Beyond the absence of archaeologies of slavery, Texan classrooms never incorporate 

archaeological material into the discussion of historical racism. This contributes to the general 

absence of these discussions in Texan classrooms. The word 'racism' only appears thrice across 

the sixty-nine-page document (TEA 2018). Only in one instance is racism discussed in a history-

centered class that must be taken for graduation (the standard requires a discussion of racism 

during WWII). In the state's sociology course, students must ‘explain institutional racism in 

American society’ and ‘analyze the varying treatment patterns of minority groups (pg. 40).' 
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These standards appear to adopt a reflective and somewhat socially critical stance, although no 

mention of connecting instances of institutional racism to their historical origins appears in the 

text. Pre-Civil War American archaeology is absent from advanced courses in the current Texan 

system. Texan high school courses on American history only incorporate material after the Civil 

War. Thus, discussions of early American archaeology, Indigenous history and injustice, and 

American slavery are all relegated to earlier grades where students have less analytical ability. 

The relegation of critical topics that shape inequality in the present day to grades where these 

frameworks still need to be developed (pre-high school) limits the critical potential of the course 

and further erases the connections between past injustice and modern inequality.  

Like slavery, discussing the histories and legacies of injustice between American 

expansionism and Indigenous communities has been relegated to pre-high school study. 

Archaeological research on pre-contact archaeology and the archaeology of contact, injustice, 

and relocation are absent from Texan standards. Standards mentioning the 'American Indian' 

appears only five times in the standards of required Texas courses. 'Indigenous,' 'Native 

American,' and 'reservation' are all terms that never appear in required standards, despite Texas’s 

historic role in actively seizing Indigenous land and developing reservation systems (TEA 2018, 

Calvert et al. 2002). The times these terms are mentioned demonstrate differing levels of 

specificity; one standard requires the ability to 'describe the roles of political organizations that 

promoted American Indian civil rights,' and another requires students to 'evaluate various means 

of achieving equality of political rights, including congressional acts such as the American 

Indian Citizenship Act of 1924 (pg. 12).' Nowhere in required courses are students required to 

locate the conditions of Indigenous Americans in modern society, consider the impacts of the 

reservations system, or discuss Indigenous beliefs and culture. Pre-contact archaeology is not 

mentioned to any extent. The standards' absence of any specificity regarding Indigenous 

archaeology despite the prominence of pre-contact archaeology in Texas indicates the absence of 

any Indigenous perspective in the standardized Texan education. When combined with the more 

detailed archaeology of Europe in Texan courses, a colonial perspective is reproduced. 

 The absence of archaeology and critical perspectives in the Texas standards indicates a 

fundamental belief inherent in the Texas standards: that equality, diversity, and civil rights 

struggles are modern concepts and phenomena. This is evident in the increased focus on 

diversity and civil rights in units of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, though these 
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sections are still often asides in a larger narrative of American power and exceptionalism. For 

example, the American history unit on 1898-1920 is focused primarily on 'the emergence of the 

United States as a world power (pg. 8).' Standards spend the most time discussing American 

expansionism, battles, and technology used during World War I. Social conditions, movements, 

and domestic life are then compressed into a single standard: 'Evaluate the impact of muckrakers 

and reform leaders such as Upton Sinclair, Susan B. Anthony, Jane Addams, Ida B. Wells, and 

W. E. B. DuBois on American society (Pgs. 8-9).' The grouping of social reform movements and 

historical movements for equality into a single set of standards to make space for more 

discussion of military conflicts and war technology reveals a lack of interest in fully representing 

the past. Even if civil rights are discussed, their limited visibility and separation from core 

standards reveal a need for more interest in teaching critical histories. In its current state, 

archaeological material plays no part in describing these periods, instead limited only to periods 

and contexts that suit Texas’ desire to encourage patriotism and civic duty through hegemonic 

institutions (Bates 1975). 

Texan Education and Modern Texas 

 Texas' historical omissions and the absence of widespread use of archaeology are a 

product of the intended narrative, course constraints, and state goals for using historical material. 

The focus on connecting historical events to civics and the state's many standards on literary 

analysis indicate a viewpoint of history grounded in skills-based study. History is not taught so 

that students understand historical phenomena; it is taught in Texas to inform and reinforce 

modern sociopolitical structures. History, archaeology, civics, and the other aspects of social 

studies all combine to develop what Texas sees as model citizens. A model Texan citizen 

expresses social criticism and displeasure through civil means (voting, peaceful protests) rather 

than extra-political action (Graham and Neu 2004). These goals are evident through the state's 

description of historical injustice: they are predominantly described in passive, vague standards 

and only apply specificity when used to require non-violent activists/movements.  

The desire to build a model citizen that acts through the state's hegemonic apparatuses 

comes at the expense of discussing historical injustice and the connection of these injustices to 

current inequalities. E.B. Rockmore's (2015) analysis of the language used in state-adopted 

history textbooks in Texas identifies the continual use of the passive voice when describing 
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injustice in the past. Descriptions of the actions of enslavers, for example, are told in a passive 

context and with wording that often de-emphasizes the brutality of historical injustices 

(Rockmore 2015). The same patterns of de-emphasis can also be seen in Texas' educational 

standards- requiring an assessment of the 'impacts' or 'effects' of the arrival of the Spanish on 

Aztec and Incan culture results in a less precise curriculum that fails to require specificity when 

describing historical injustice (TEA 2018 pgs.14-15). Texan standards are not universally vague; 

standards on World War I, for instance, are specific in the battles, technology, and leaders they 

want Texan educators to teach (TEA 2018 pgs. 8-10). Standards about historical injustice in 

Texas lack this specificity and need to be more specific in what material and historical events 

teachers should utilize. The deliberate lack of specificity in Texan standards limits the 

effectiveness of archaeological material and erases the brutality of historical injustice. 

Texas is the second-largest US state in population and has significant disparities in 

economic ability and privilege. The latest US census demonstrates the diversity of the Texas 

populous; Hispanic and Latino residents are almost the largest ethnic group in the state, and 

significant numbers of African American and foreign-born persons also reside in Texas (See 

Figure VII: Texas Demographics). Between these racial and ethnic divisions, significant gaps in 

economic agency are evident. Latino and African American residents are two to three times more 

likely to live in poverty than White Texans, and the median salary is $20,000 lower in 

comparison. The past directly shapes the material conditions of the present day and contributes 

to its material disparities (Harootunian 2007, Hanson and Hanson 2006). Despite the diversity of 

Texan residents and extensive local archaeologies of Indigenous occupation and historical 

injustice, Texan school standards opt to enshrine the archaeology and legacies of (perceived) 

white and Western societies at the expense of discussing local archaeology. As a result, 

archaeology in Texan classrooms often reproduces a colonial perspective by limiting the 

visibility of Indigenous and local archaeology and failing to describe development in pre-contact 

settings. 
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Texas Demographics at a Glance  

Total Population 30,029,572 

% under 18 years 25.3% 

Households with Internet 86.9% 

Race and Origin 40.3% White Non-Hispanic 
40.2% Hispanic or Latino 
13.2% Black or African American 
5.5% Asian 
1.1% American Indian or Alaskan Native 

Bachelor’s Degree or higher, age 25+ 31.5% 

Persons in poverty 14.2% 

Foreign Born Persons 17% 
Fig VII: Texan Demographics (US Census Bureau 2020) 

Conclusion 

This chapter has compared the presence of archaeology within Texan high school 

curricula to the scope of professional archaeology to understand the impact of the inclusion or 

exclusion of archaeological material within Texas state education. Texas' construction of state 

history and archaeology glorifies white and 'Western' narratives at the expense of discussions of 

historical oppression and injustice. While ancient histories are connected to the present day to 

encourage American patriotism, the discussion of state injustice, oppression, and inequality is 

often vague. These discussions are never connected to critical perspectives of modern society 

and never utilize relevant and available archaeological material. As a result, Texan curricula 

often work to perpetuate injustice more than they work to dismantle it. Significant curriculum 

revision must occur to engage with archaeology in Texan classrooms critically. Current 

archaeological perspectives must be reframed, and additional archaeological perspectives must 

be added (indigenous archaeology, archaeologies of slavery). Interaction and outreach with top-

down perspectives in Texas is an inherently political process. Revising curricula through 

political apparatuses in Texas through state-level outreach is likely a complex and slow process. 

The construction of local outreach to classrooms could be more immediately effective.  
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Chapter 4: Case Study II: California 
 This chapter briefly analyzes the archaeology of California and compares it to Californian 

high school social studies courses to determine the extent to which educational standards 

incorporate archaeological content. Legislative policy in California has resulted in a visibly 

diverse construction of American history. Despite this, archaeology is never mentioned and 

seldom used in the Californian standards, often to the detriment of local and state history. The 

lack of specific discussion of critical aspects of Californian archaeology, particularly the state’s 

Indigenous history, reproduces an inaccurate version of the state’s history and limits the ability 

for a nuanced discussion of American history.  

Californian Archaeology: Overview 

  California is a large and geographically diverse state and thus has a complicated and 

detailed archaeological chronology. As different regions of California developed separately, it is 

impossible to define uniform chronological periods of archaeology for the entire state. Instead, 

archaeologists have often created chronologies of regions of California (Beardsley, 1948). Using 

the periods from the California Department of Education material, the school system generally 

approaches California history and archaeology through five generalized periods of study: Pre-

Columbian (-1533), European Exploration (1533-1700), Spanish Colonial California (1700-

1810), Russian and Mexican California (1810-1846), and California as a US State (1850-) (See 

Period chart below)(California Department of Education 2022). Within these periods are greater 

variations and specificity; certain Californian courses divide state history into more specific units 

(CDE 2022). The overly simplified nature of these periods, specifically Indigenous per-contact 

periods, demonstrates the focus of California education standards on modern and historical 

periods.   
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Overview of Californian Archaeology by Period 

Period Approximate Dates Noteworthy Sites 

Pre-Columbian (-1533) Channel Island Sites, 
Arlington Spring Man, Tulare 
River, Birdwell Rock, and 
Burro Flats, Los Osos, San 
Dieguito, Pauma 

European Exploration  (1533-1700) Cedros Island, San Francisco 
Port, Carmel Bay 

Spanish Colonial California  (1700-1810) Mission San Diego de Alcalá, 
Mission Santa Barbara, 
Mission San Gabriel 
Arcángel, Mission Santa Cruz 

Russian and Mexican 

California 

(1810-1846) Fort Ross. Mission San 
Francisco Solano, Sonoma 
Barracks  

California as a US State (1850-) Sutter’s Mill, Highway 49, 
Round Valley Massacres, 
Yontocket Massacre, 
Sacramento River Massacre, 
California State Parks 

Fig VIII: Californian sites and Archaeology by period (as defined by California curricula) (Stewart 2011, Knight 

2020, Madley 2019, Johnson et al. 2002, Beardsley 1948). 

  

Significant academic archaeological attention has further divided the Pre-Columbian 

period into distinct regional periods and often focused on early Californian occupation (Johnson 

et al. 2002, Beardsley 1948). California is an important state for North American archaeology for 

several reasons. Firstly, California sites are central to the early dating of occupation on the 

continent. Late Pleistocene remains like the Arlington Springs Man of Santa Rosa and remains 

found in Los Angeles have been important discoveries in the study of the early occupation of the 

continent (Johnson et al. 2002). Because of the famous nature of many early remains in 

California, public perception of Californian archaeology has often predominantly focused on 

early occupation (particularly in the park and monuments system).  Beyond early occupation, 

Californian Pre-Columbian archeology is incredibly diverse and complex due to its extensive 

number of sites and high occupation rate. At one point (before 1800) an estimated 13% of all 
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Indigenous North Americans lived in California (Mcghee 2022, Library of Congress 2015). As a 

result, California archaeology is culturally complex (See Figure VIII), and significant 

archaeological diversity and variation exist beyond the state government’s description of 

prehistoric California. The work of academic archaeologists studying later pre-Colombian 

periods has focused on describing the variation of Californian archaeology and investigating 

interaction zones and language development. Other notable Californian sites of pre-Columbian 

periods include the Channel Islands, the milling stone horizon sites of the Archaic period, and 

the painted and petroglyph arts of the Tulare River, Birdwell Rock, and Burro Flats (Stewart 

2011, Knight 2020, Rick et al. 2005).   

Post-contact sites are numerous and span large periods of Californian history. Like pre-

European contact periods, the periods broadly suggested by the California Education standards 

are simplified to allow for broad comparative discussion. Important phases in post-contact 

archaeology include the numerous Spanish missions, Russian colonial communities, the 

development of Californian industry following the Gold Rush, and sites related to the genocide 

of native Californians by US militias in the 1850s and 60s (National Parks Service 2012, Panich 

2010, CDE 2022, Greenwood 1991, Lightfoot et al. 1993). While California was never a state 

that legalized US slavery, significant archaeologies of injustice are present in California, 

particularly in the archaeology of the Spanish mission system and the Californian genocide of 

Indigenous residents following statehood (Madley 2019,2016, 2016 Silliman 2001). Regardless 

of the period, Californian archaeology is visible and accessible through state and local museums, 

historic registries, and monument and park systems. Californian archaeology is one of the most 

studied regions of the US, and educational spaces have a breadth of national, local, and state 

archaeologies to draw from when constructing history curricula. Despite the prominence of 

Californian archaeology, archaeology is decidedly absent from the educational standards of 

Californian high school curricula.  

The Construction of Archaeology in California Schools 

 The use of archaeology in Californian social studies classrooms is minimal, and 

archaeology is never explicitly mentioned. The California curricula of required high school 

social studies courses (Modern American History and Modern World History) do not mention 

archaeology by name at any point (California Department of Education 2016). Explicit 
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discussions of material studies and interdisciplinary perspectives are kept brief. The complete 

absence of archaeology in Californian standards is partly due to how the California standards are 

communicated. Rather than adopt a standardized, bullet-point model of standards, California 

uses a text-heavy and narrative-driven communication model that is primarily descriptive. These 

texts summarize the history of each period so that the school and teacher can understand the 

narrative the state wants them to construct, but often limits the requirement of specific events or 

materials. Californian curricula often suggest material and provide detailed examples of ways 

teachers have taught content periods but refrain from instructing teachers how to teach each 

period. 

 While the California standards never explicitly mention or require archaeological 

material by name, standards regarding material study and provided examples still indicate its use 

in Californian classrooms. In the unit ‘The Great Depression and the New Deal’ (the 1930s), the 

Modern American History course suggests that teachers use their local environment to 

demonstrate the effects of the various programs passed by FDR under the New Deal program 

(CDE 2016 pg. 400). Students are prompted to ‘identify an artifact in their communities’ made 

by an agency under the New Deal and to ‘tell the story of the artifact’ to ‘contextualize the 

project’ as ‘a reflection of the New Deal (pg. 400).’ The New Deal was a series of regulations, 

reforms, and public works programs enacted by the Federal government to combat the effects of 

the Great Depression of the 1930s. Public works programs significantly affected the physical 

landscape of America (for example, the Civilian Conservation Corps built most existing National 

Parks infrastructure, the Rural Electrification Commission built modern utilities for rural areas, 

and the Works Progress Administration funded the creation of art, literature, and music- see 

Figure IX) (Kennedy 2009, Leighninger Jr 1996).  
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Fig IX: Civilian Conservation Corps workers work to restore La Purísima Mission with the help of historians and 

Archaeologists (California Department of Parks and Recreation, 2014) 

 

These standards operationalize the perspectives of historical archaeology to describe the 

material connection between modern environments and historical events. In this instance, 

archaeology connects the current day to the past and promotes independent student analysis. 

While these examples provide evidence of the use of archaeological perspectives in Californian 

classrooms, they represent only a fraction of the available national and Californian archaeology. 

The consistent absence of archaeology across the Californian standards results in a lack of 

standardization. As such, it is difficult to describe how and when each student will encounter 

archaeology in a Californian classroom. The connection of material developments to the current 

day encourages an engaged and investigative student perspective, but the limited use of 

archaeological study restricts its effectiveness.  

Californian use of archaeology in the high school classroom is more characterized by its 

absence than its visible application. Californian standards generally reproduce national 

perspectives, but Trigger’s classification cannot be reliably applied to archaeological material in 
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the Californian classroom because it appears too infrequently. Archaeologies of slavery are not 

constructed. Indigenous archaeology across any period is not constructed in mandatory courses. 

Critical connections to current sociopolitical structures or political pedagogies are not used. 

California constructs a history that is more diverse than other states, but its limited use in 

archaeology limits the ability of Californian students to understand the material relationship 

between the past and the modern world. As a result, the absence of standardized engagement 

with archaeological material produces inaccurate histories that enshrine the historically 

privileged. 

California and a Diverse Past 

 Due to the absence of archaeological material and its period choices, Californian 

standards often struggle to fully describe historical diversity or adequately represent state 

legacies of injustice. These choices significantly impact the state’s ability to analyze the effects 

of American slavery and Indigenous genocide, resulting in their erasure from national narratives. 

California does not teach American history before 1870 in High School environments (CDE 

2016 pg.378). As a result, their American history course seldom mentions slavery in its 

curriculum, appearing twice in its fifty-seven-page curriculum. These brief standards on slavery 

require students to assess  ‘How…American freedom and slavery coexisted in the nation’s past,’ 

comparing the ‘emergence of a free, democratic system of government’ alongside ‘an entrenched 

system of chattel slavery that lasted for nearly a century (pg.379).’ These requirements reveal an 

expectation of more significant historical criticism, prompting the Californian student to consider 

the ‘paradoxical’ relationship between the principles of the American founders and historical 

realities (pg.379). Californian does not have as extensive archaeology of nineteenth-century 

slavery as other states, as it entered statehood as a ‘free state’ in the decade immediately 

preceding the American Civil War. Archaeologies of slavery and conditions of enslaved Native 

Californians under the Spanish mission system have been extensively studied by archaeologists ( 

(Madley 2019,2016, 2016 Silliman 2001). Both local archaeologies of mission slavery and 

national perspectives on the American slave trade are absent from Californian high schools, 

erasing important periods of historical injustice from visibility.  

 Similar to discussions of American slavery, the period framing of California’s eleventh-

grade American history course significantly affects how Indigenous rights and history are 
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discussed. While discussion of Indigenous history appears more frequently,  the removal of 

discussion of pre-1870s events erases the ability of the standards to describe the many injustices 

against Indigenous Americans and Californians, most notably the Californian genocide of Native 

Californians in the 1850s and 60s. As a result of the course’s choice of the period, the discussion 

of Indigenous rights in America focuses on movements for civil rights in the twentieth century. 

The curriculum situates the origins of the Indigenous civil rights movement in the experiences 

abroad in World War II. Specific discussion of significant events of the Indigenous civil rights 

movement is suggested, including the occupation of Alcatraz and the standoffs between the 

members of the American Independence Movement (AIM) at the office of the Bureau of Indian 

Affairs in Washington D.C. and Wounded Knee South Dakota (the site of a historic massacre of 

the Lakota people by the U.S. army in the 1890s) (pgs. 414-425). Specific discussion of the 

Californian Genocide or the archaeologies of spaces like the Sacramento River Massacre is not 

constructed. 

Discussion of the Indigenous civil rights movement in California is presented as a 

component of larger twentieth-century developments. The standards emphasize the solidarity 

between the underprivileged in America in the twentieth century and the movement for equality 

on multiple fronts. In the same space, California discusses the Indigenous civil rights movement, 

it also requires the discussion of events such as the women’s rights movement, the Civil rights 

movement, Chicano activism, the United Farm Workers movement, and the LGBT rights 

movement post-Stonewall. As a result, the standards prompt students to consider the 

interconnectedness of twentieth-century civil rights efforts and evaluate how movements built 

upon the actions of others (pgs. 414-425). The standards ask the student to consider the legacy of 

civil rights efforts with the question: ‘Did the Civil Rights Movement succeed (pgs. 414-425)?’  

The interconnected standards of Civil Right movements of the twentieth century 

encourage a critical framework for assessing the relationship between modern injustice and the 

past by prompting them to consider the legacies of rights movements in the US and their success 

(and how inequality persists). While the standards refrain from prompting the students to 

consider overarching structures that oppress the underprivileged universally (republican 

structures, capitalism), it nevertheless provides students with a working understanding of various 

movements against injustice in the past and prompts them to consider their legacies. Analysis of 

Indigenous rights movements is contextualized within a broader movement towards civil rights, 
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but the lack of discussion of events before 1870 hurt the ability of students to name specific 

injustices (such as the Californian genocide). In its current state, archaeology plays no role in 

discussing historical injustice or civil rights movements. Specific discussion of injustices and the 

archaeology of Indigenous Californians would better enable students to understand the context 

that informs twentieth-century social justice movements. 

 

 
Fig X: A section of the California Curricula related to the twentieth-century Civil Rights Movement (CDE 2016 

pg.422) 

 

 The Californian course fails to cultivate a comprehensive critical pedagogy. Its 

comparison and reflection of twentieth-century phenomena often come at the expense of 

extensive discussion of material historical injustice, particularly the legacies of the injustices and 

prejudices of early America. Its connection of historical movements to the modern-day does so 

within a hegemonic context. Californian curriculum details a historical citizen that uses extra-

political methods of sociopolitical action, but it fails to use historical injustice to understand 

systematic injustice in the modern world comprehensively and generally characterizes social 

development through the context of structural hegemony (legislation, court cases) (Bates 1975). 

California devotes extensive time to critically analyzing modern diversity and social movements, 

but this time often comes at the expense of discussing past injustice, particularly the archaeology 

of injustice before 1870. The absence of descriptions of injustice in earlier periods of American 

history robs the study of modern periods of their contextual origins and conveys the image of 

diversity as a modern phenomenon. Greater use of engaged archaeological material could rectify 

these issues by aiding the education of injustice in earlier periods.  
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Curriculum Education and Modern California 

 The lessons emphasized and taught in California schools reflect how the education board 

envisions the model Californian citizen. The greater focus on diverse historical content in 

California is partly attributed to the Fair, Accurate, Inclusive, and Respectful Education Act of 

2011(FAIR Act)(CDE 2022, Sacramento City Unified School District n.d.). This act passed by 

the state legislature requires schools to teach content on various ethnic and cultural groups in 

their Californian and US History Courses, including but not limited to Native Americans, 

persons with disabilities, Asian Americans, Pacific Islanders, Mexican Americans, and LGBT 

Americans (CDE 2022, , Sacramento City Unified School District n.d). This act is not unique 

among states, and other (primarily democratic) states have adopted similar laws. As a result of 

this focus, American patriotism in California is formed through an understanding of the diversity 

of modern American history and the nation’s place in the world through a curriculum enabled by 

the FAIR Act (CDE 2021). Within these contexts exists a more nuanced and reflective 

perspective on history, but archaeology plays an extremely restrained role in its construction and 

the absence of early periods of American history limits the ability for comprehensive evaluation.  

 California is the most populous state in the US and the largest Democrat-controlled state. 

The 2020 US census data reveals an ethnically diverse state with more than a quarter being 

foreign-born residents (See Figure XI: California Demographics). Only 1.7% of Californians 

identify as American Indian or Alaskan Native, a comparatively small number for a state that 

contained 13% of all Native Americans in North America in 1800. The median income for 

Latino, Indigenous, or African American residents of California is $30-40,000 lower than the 

medium income of a white family, and these groups have up to two to three times lower rates of 

college graduation and home ownership. These figures are closely related to cycles of poverty 

and historical oppression. California's extensive archaeology of injustice spans its history and is 

intimately related to the present day (the mission system, Japanese internment). The absence of 

these archaeologies limits the potential for critical connections to the present and reproduces a 

narrative of American History that omits the legacies of historical injustice on inequity in the 

current day. 
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California Demographics at a Glance  

Total Population 39,029,342 

% Under 18 Years Old 22.4% 

Households with Internet 90.4% 

Race and Origin 35.2% White non-Hispanic 
40.2% Hispanic or Latino 
6.5% Black or African-American 
15.9% Asian 
1.7% American Indian or Alaskan native 

Bachelor’s Degree or Higher, age 25+ 35.5% 

Persons in Poverty 12.3% 

Foreign-born Persons 26.5% 

Fig. XI: Californian demographics (US Census Bureau 2020) 

 

Critical connections between historical events to the present day in the Californian 

standards are more often intended to celebrate the effects of civil movements through history 

rather than encourage sociopolitical action. Californian standards rarely prompt students to 

analyze historical injustice and prejudice to connect their effects to the current day. As a result, 

the education board has constructed a curriculum that encourages historical reflection and 

connection but still centers it in the context of civic participation and sociopolitical hegemony 

(Graham and Neu 2004). California does not explicitly use its curricula to celebrate capitalism, 

patriotism, and the promotion of American exceptionalism. Nevertheless, California does not 

construct a curriculum that uses historical material to promote meaningful critiques of these 

systems, and archaeology plays a limited role in the standards. 

Conclusion 

 This chapter has evaluated the extent to which California high school curricula use 

archaeological material. Despite diverse and extensive archaeological material to draw from, 
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Californian standards never explicitly incorporate archaeology and rarely use material-based 

methodologies. California state legislators require an engaged and diverse modern history, but it 

comes at the expense of discussing pre-American Civil War settings. As a result, archaeologies 

of the Spanish mission system, American slavery, and Indigenous histories (and genocide) are 

absent from the mandatory coursework of Californian high school classrooms. Distinct state and 

local archaeologies are not utilized. Thus, Californian standards fail to adequately explain the 

developments that led to civil justice movements, and diversity is characterized as a modern 

development.  

Discussion of world history in the Californian classroom primarily informs an American 

viewpoint. Courses in California are primarily written from Western perspectives that seek to 

provide global context to national narratives. The absence of archaeological material in 

classroom standards contributes to reproducing unrepresentative history in the Californian 

classroom. Continued engagement with educational standards and classrooms should encourage 

adopting archaeological perspectives and extending critical, FAIR-Act-based frameworks to 

early American and world history periods.  
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Chapter 5: Case Study III: Alaska 
This chapter analyzes the general scope of Alaskan archaeology and compares it to state 

and local standards to evaluate their use and visibility. Unlike other US states, the Alaskan 

Education Board refrains from requiring specific units and periods needed for study, instead 

describing general goals that students must demonstrate by graduation. As a result, curricula 

responsibility is split between state agencies and local school districts. Alaska has a rich and 

extensive archaeology, particularly of Native Alaskans. This rich archaeology and the higher 

numbers of Indigenous residents are reflected in state and local standards, where state local 

standards devote extensive time to Alaskan history and archaeology. While this focus results in 

constructing a nuanced and detailed state history, archaeological material and critical 

perspectives rarely extend beyond Alaskan settings.  

Alaskan Archaeology: Overview 

 Alaska is the largest state in the US by land mass and has a regionally diverse and 

complex archaeology closely related to environmental changes, beginning around the end of the 

last ice age/Late Pleistocene. Much of Alaska remains difficult to fully access, resulting in 

archaeological research often concentrating on accessible areas and leaving gaps in the 

archaeological record of certain periods (Gillispie 2018). Significant archaeological research has 

studied the archaeology of the Alaskan Holocene and late Pleistocene, focusing first on the 

eastern Beringian tradition (starting 12-14,000 years ago) and developing into the study of 

regional development of technology, migration, and culture (Gillispie 2018, Goebel and Buvit 

2011)(See timeline below). Later Anthropocene-based archaeology has generally focused on pre-

contact environments, focusing on native Alaskan maritime cultures (Davis 1990, Moss 2004). 

Later historical archaeology includes the study of Russian colonization efforts in Alaska and the 

impact of American settlers following Alaska becoming a US territory (National Parks Service 

2017).  
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Fig XII: Geologic periods during Alaskan prehistory and corresponding major cultural traditions (to European 

contact). (Illustrations from: Gillispie 2018).  

 

 Among the periods of Alaskan archaeology, numerous archaeological sites are notable 

and visible to greater public consciousness. The Walrus Island National Landmark and Trail 
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Creek Caves of the Seward Peninsula are important sites for studying the origins of population 

dispersal into North America, a period and region that remains heavily researched by 

archaeologists (NPS 2017, Anderson 1970, Yesner 2001). The Anangula National Historic 

Landmark in the Aleut islands connects to earlier periods of migratory archaeology but also 

contains numerous sites of later occupation. This includes Igaghsiilugh, an Early Holocene stone 

blade production site, and the Anagula village site, a settlement preserved by volcanic ash from 

which 20,000 objects have been recovered. (NPS 2017, Laughlin and Marsh 1954, Maschner 

2016). Notable sites of historical archaeology include structures from the Russian colonization of 

Alaska, including the sites contained in the Three Saints Bay National Landmark and the Holy 

Assumption Church, an example (among many others) of Russian missionary efforts in Alaska 

(See Image below)(Clark 1985, Griffin 2013). Alaska also contains many visible archaeological 

remains from twentieth-century wars, such as the Attu and Kiska island battle sites from the 

World War II Aleutian campaign (NPS 2017). Among these sites are many archaeological 

records of historical injustice, such as the US’s forcible relocation of Indigenous Unangax̂ to 

internment camps in southern Alaska following the Japanese invasion of the Aleut islands (See 

Image below)(NPS 2017, 2021, Madden 1992).  
 

 
Fig XIII: The Russian Orthodox Church of Holy Ascension on Unalaska. (NPS, 2020). 
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Fig XIV: The US government relocated native Aleutians to the Funter Bay Internment Camp, 1500 miles from the 

Aleut islands. (NPS 2021) 

 

 Alaskan social studies standards generally refrain from providing specific periods or 

content requirements but make an exception to define the periods of Alaskan history to be taught. 

The standards define five periods of Alaskan study: Indigenous Alaskans Before Western 

Contact, Colonial Era- Russian Period, Colonial Era- US Period, Alaska as a Territory, and 

Alaska as a State (Alaska Department of Education 2020 pgs. 22-26). The period groupings of 

these standards reveal a desire to sustain a close study of more recent Alaskan history 

(specifically the last 2-300 years). While prehistoric content and archaeology are still required 

and studied, the vast extent of Alaskan prehistory is condensed into a single unit (the Alaskan 

standards list the period as lasting between ‘time immemorial-contact’ with the next unit starting 

in 1741), limiting the ability for detailed and site-specific analyses (ADE 2020, pg. 22).  

The Construction of Archaeology in Alaskan Schools 

Alaskan standards include use of local at state archaeologies, but the limited nature of 

state standards often restricts their specificity. Alaskan standards on social studies are only two 

pages long (ADE 2021), with an additional five pages set out to describe standards and periods 
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of study for Alaskan history. The standards on Alaskan history are the only social studies 

material in which the state education board defines periods and creates specific criteria. Other 

standards only define general achievement goals and are content-neutral. Alaska does not adopt a 

textbook statewide, leaving the decision-making power for most social studies up to the 

preferences of local school districts (Education Commission of the States 2022). Because the 

Alaska education board provides a very limited set of educational standards, it is difficult to fully 

assess the construction of archaeology in Alaska at a state-wide level. The curricula of the two 

largest Alaskan school districts, the Anchorage School District and the Matanuska-Susitna 

District, provide further standards development by establishing courses, periods, and objectives 

but similarly refrain from suggesting specific archaeological material(Anchorage School District 

n.d., Matanuska-Susitna Borough School District 2018).  

The use of archaeology in Alaskan classrooms is concentrated in pre-contact settings. 

Explicit archaeology requirements appear in both state standards on Alaskan History and local 

curricula (the Matanuska-Susitna and Anchorage curricula). These standards are the same 

between local and state curricula; students must ‘use historical data from various primary 

resources, including letters, diaries, oral accounts, archeological sites, and artifacts (ADE 2021, 

MSD 2018).’ Both state and local standards mention archaeology as a ‘suggested topic’ among 

topics like ‘cultures, political organizations, and cultural changes (ASD 2022, MSD 2018).’ In 

both state and local Alaskan standards explicit mention of archaeology or materiality is related to 

local, pre-contact Alaskan environments. Both state and local standards suggest using 

archaeological material in the ‘Indigenous Alaskans before Western Contact’ unit (ASD 2022, 

MSD 2018). Elsewhere archaeology is absent from state and local curricula (Anchorage and 

Matanuska-Susitna) but is used occasionally in units that involve popular archaeological periods. 

For example, the Matanuska-Susitna world history standards use archaeology to discuss classical 

material in pre-Renaissance contexts. These standards include sections on Greece and the 

requirement for students to ‘Retell the myth of the founding of Rome (MSD 2018 pg. 3).’ These 

standards teach students to ‘Investigate archeological discoveries and make inferences toward 

their significance (pg. 1).’ The repeated mention of archaeological material suggests an interest 

in enabling students to use multi-disciplinary perspectives to engage with and evaluate historical 

material, although its presence is often limited to classical or prehistorical contexts.   
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While archaeology is mentioned explicitly by Alaskan standards on Alaskan history, they 

fail to establish specificity beyond requiring its general application. Alaskan standards devote 

significant time to identifying and locating Alaskan perspectives throughout historical periods, 

but they fail to provide educators with the specificity to construct classroom lessons. In both 

local and state standards, archaeology is required, but these standards never describe what 

archaeology should be taught other than that it should generally be focused on pre-contact 

Alaska. No specific sites, cultures, or materials are mentioned or suggested, leaving the 

representation of archaeology in Alaskan classrooms up to individual teachers’ familiarity with 

Alaskan archaeology. Alaska has a demonstrably diverse and varied archaeology to draw from, 

but its use in the Alaskan classroom will likely vary significantly between classrooms and 

districts due to the limited nature of state and local standards. As a result, Alaskan standards 

demonstrate a desire to educate about local archaeology, but lack of specificity limits its 

statewide impact. 

 Using Trigger’s classifications of archaeology, Alaska often imitates a national 

archaeology in how its focus reveals a desire to use archaeology to construct state and regional 

continuity. Instead of using archaeology to further a national lineage, its choices reveal a more 

evident focus on regionality than a desire to connect to enabling current-day patriotism. Díaz-

Andreu iterates upon Trigger’s initial definitions of archaeology by describing the effects of 

regionality on national archaeologies in Spain (Diaz-Andreu 1995, Diaz-Andreu and Champion 

2014). Within national archaeologies that frame state histories, regional depictions vary to favor 

local history and to locate it within the contexts of larger national archaeologies (Diaz-Andreu 

1995). Alaska’s standards employ regional archaeology in this manner; they explicitly name and 

discuss the archaeologies of Native Alaskans independent of national or continental contexts, 

demonstrating a prioritization of local chronologies. While Alaskan standards are nondescript, a 

specific focus on describing an Alaskan narrative grounded in an ongoing native Alaskan 

perspective reflects their unique history, regionality, and demographics. Compared to previous 

case studies, Alaska is more successful at describing local and regional archaeology, but these 

perspectives are often not applied to national or non-Alaskan contexts. The limited scope of the 

state’s standards results in little instruction on the specific application of archaeology outside of 

suggested periods.  
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Regionality and a Diverse Past in the Alaskan Classroom 

 Study of the limited Alaskan standards have revealed a desire to use archaeology to 

locate local and state history. Outside of local contexts, Alaskan standards struggle to adequately 

describe historical chronologies, diversity, or injustice, and archaeology’s role outside of state 

history is limited. Alaskan districts have made similar period choices as other state education 

boards, limiting the scope of its general US History course to focus on events after 1870 (MSD 

2018). This restricted scope allows local districts to discuss historical periods in more detail and 

to devote time to locate the state throughout multiple historical periods, whose history is 

discussed from prehistory to the current day. This structure helps discussion of local histories 

(particularly Native Alaskan) but comes at the expense of discussing earlier periods of US 

history or critical analysis of nationwide development. As a result, discussions of continental 

slavery or the use of archaeologies of slavery, continental Indigenous Americans, and other 

periods of history are absent from Alaskan high school curricula.  

 The standards for the Alaskan history course are the most detailed of any state or local 

Alaskan curriculum. The state education board’s Alaskan history standards work to establish a 

historical narrative written from both a colonial and Indigenous perspective, with standards on 

Native Alaskans in each of the five defined periods. Standards prompt students to evaluate 

‘traditional Alaskan native governance’ and the ‘similarities and differences 

in the cultural attributes… among Native Alaskan people (ADE 2021 pg. 22).’ In later periods, 

the state standards spent extensive space requiring students to understand how specific actions 

(Russian colonialism, American resource exploitation) affected the agency and lives of Alaskan 

Native communities (pg. 23-24). The perspectives and agency of Alaskan Natives are the 

predominant through lines of evaluating continuity and change in the standards of Alaskan 

History.  
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Fig. XV: A sample of the Alaska-focused standards provided by the state (Alaska Department of Education and 

Early Development 2022 pg. 24). 

 

Local school boards devote additional curricula space to evaluating the history of Native 

Alaskans, often including sections locating Alaskan histories in of non-Alaskan courses (MSD 

2018 pgs. 2-4). In the Matanuska-Susitna district, most US history units include a section on 

relating general trends to Alaskan histories, such as evaluating the impacts of the reconstruction 

era (post-American Civil War) on Indigenous Americans in Alaska and in the US as a whole 

(MSD 2018, pgs. 2-4). Specific discussion of injustice in the state is used throughout, with 

specific suggested topics of American Indian legislation, segregation, civil rights, and the effects 

of missionaries on Indigenous cultures (pgs. 19-22). As with other states, the choice of period 

significantly affects the ability of Alaskan courses to trace historical injustice to the modern 

classroom comprehensively. Only teaching US history after 1870 impacts the ability to study the 

continuity and evolution of injustice. In the case of Indigenous history, state and district 

standards primarily focus on establishing the perspective of Alaskan Natives from colonial and 

pre-contact settings to the modern day. The use of archaeology in these standards serves 
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primarily to help construct these perspectives, particularly in prehistoric periods. However, 

outside of Alaskan settings, the standards remain limited in scope and period. They never 

explicitly suggest requiring archaeological material and struggle to broadly address the 

continuity of American archaeology or historical injustice by only approaching the continental 

US after 1870. As a result, discussion of the perspective of the Indigenous American in 

continental settings is only established after the creation of the reservation system, and 

archaeology is not required, resulting in a limited and inaccurate construction of broader 

Indigenous history. 

Alaska is the second youngest state in the US and the third smallest in population. Alaska 

has the highest number of Indigenous residents as a percentage of its population (15.4%)(US 

Census Bureau 2020)(See Alaskan Demographics Table). Its educational standards are 

specifically focused on local and state history and use archaeology to construct regional 

chronologies that evaluate continuity and change. The Alaskan social studies standards for high 

school describe injustice in local and state contexts but rarely extend these perspectives to 

broader world history or US history courses. As a result, discussion of slavery, indigenous rights 

as a whole, and civil rights are generally absent from Alaskan classrooms, as is the use of related 

archaeology. 

  



 50 

 

Alaska Demographics at a Glance  

Total Population 733,583 

% Under 18 Years Old 24.5% 

Households with Internet 88.4% 

Race and Origin 64.5% White non-Hispanic 
7.5% Hispanic or Latino 
3.6% Black or African American 
6.6% Asian 
15.7% Alaskan Native 

Bachelor’s Degree or Higher, age 25+ 30.6% 

Persons in Poverty 10.5% 

Foreign-born Persons 7.9% 

Fig. XVI: Alaskan Demographics (US Census Bureau 2020) 

 

Although Alaskan social studies standards describe historical injustice (particularly in 

Alaskan history), they often utilize broad terms, grouping distinct social events into overarching 

narratives of social change and rarely connecting them to material examples. These standards 

detail the civil rights movement of Alaskan Natives, demonstrating the regional focus. Outside of 

regional history, non-Indigenous civil rights movements are often described through legislative 

actions or supreme court decisions (pg. 11). Extra-political action is not specifically discussed, 

and the legacy of the civil rights movement is not assessed. Within these contents historical 

archaeology is never utilized, nor is earlier archaeology used to inform civil rights movements.  

Alaskan social studies standards suffer by being unable to describe a continuous narrative 

of injustice in America due to the period choices of their broader US history course (slavery, 

Indigenous genocide) (Krogstad 2014). The description of civil rights movements only in terms 

of judicial and legislative achievements work to reinforce the status quo by only portraying the 

path to civil rights through civil and hegemonic sociopolitical structures. As a result, cultivating 

social justice is described as a slow and methodological process. Current sociopolitical 

conditions are not connected to historical injustice, reproducing and normalizing current injustice 
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for future generations. Archaeology aids detailed and critical perspectives of state and local 

histories, but its absence outside of these contexts contributes to the erasure of injustice and 

limits the ability of critical perspectives of national and global histories. 

Conclusion  

 This chapter has evaluated the standards of Alaskan state and local education boards and 

compared their use of archaeology to the breadth of Alaskan archaeology. Alaska is the largest 

territorial state in the US and has incredibly significant archaeological sites related to continental 

migration, the development of lithic technologies, strategies of continuous occupation, and 

Western colonialism. Both state and local standards are limited in their instruction. Alaskan state 

and local standards incorporate local and state archaeology, but often only in specific periods and 

lacking specificity. The use of archaeology appears primarily in units in pre-contact or classical 

environments. While state and local standards detail what results archaeology should produce (in 

student analysis), they refrain from suggesting what archaeology should be taught and do not 

suggest material or sites. The lack of specificity in state standards limits the statewide impact of 

archaeology in the Alaskan classroom and creates an environment in which proper application of 

archaeological material depends on individual educators' abilities. 

 State and local standards focus on cultivating local and regional perspectives. Alaskan 

history and archaeology are analyzed and described from pre-contact to present, enabling the 

course to evaluate continuity and change through history. These standards analyze how past 

actions have impacted the present and often focus on Native Alaskan perspectives. Outside of 

Alaskan contexts, state and local standards struggle to utilize archaeology or adopt critical 

perspectives. Continental archaeology of the US is never incorporated, and perspectives on 

America before 1870 are never discussed. As a result, critical perspectives are only ever 

understood locally, and the absence of early US history from state classrooms reproduces 

hegemonic civil participation by failing to adequately describe historical injustice or extra-

political civil movements. Further work within the contexts of the Alaskan system should seek to 

encourage greater specificity in archaeological standards and apply similar perspectives to non-

Alaskan settings. 
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Chapter 6: Discussion 
 How does the use of archaeology in general education environments effect the 

reproduction of national identities and sociopolitical conditions? This thesis has found that every 

American state creates educational standards within the contexts of state politics and regional 

history (Heise 2006, Spring 2011). The variation in educational approach in each case study 

indicates a difference in political conditions and approaches between state education systems 

(Barak and Kniker 2002, VOA n.d., US Department of Education 2021, Scudella 2013, 

Goldstein 2020). These differences result in different constructions of archaeology between state 

classrooms (see Figure XVII). States like California predominantly use social studies (and 

historical and archaeological content) to teach historical events, while states like Texas devote 

more significant time to fields like civics and economics. These choices significantly affect the 

amount of classroom time dedicated to teaching archaeology and history.  

Within the goals of state education systems exist variations in what and whose histories 

are privileged and the extent to which they are connected to the current day. California, for 

example, teaches twentieth-century civil rights movements in the context of current social justice 

movements without using earlier historical periods or connecting archaeology. By comparison, 

Alaska does not actively connect the past to current events and contemporary sociopolitical 

issues, but it spends much more time extensively using earlier history and archaeology to 

construct local indigenous chronologies. Both states refrain from discussing historical injustice 

comprehensively. This is due to restriction in course scope and period. Both states only present a 

connection between historical injustice and contemporary environments within the context of 

modern history. As a result, engaged connections often emphasize nonviolent civic engagement 

through hegemonic structures (voting, court cases, nonviolent participation).  

Texan standards use historical and archaeological material to further general academic 

objectives (civic participation, literary analysis). In Texas, historical and archaeological content 

often serves multiple purposes. It works to construct the Texan view of the model citizen, who is 

informed on the benefits of American values, capitalism, and tradition and engages politically 

only through non-violent and hegemonic civil means. They also work to actively encourage 

patriotism. In Texas, classical archaeology is used to construct an artificial link between 

Mediterranean antiquity and American egalitarian principles. As a result, archaeology in Texas 

actively participates in reinforcing current civic and sociopolitical structures. Like California and 
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Alaska, Texas teaches civic engagement as possible only through hegemonic systems and civil 

duty (Graham and Neu 2004). Unlike the others, its history is often more exclusionary and 

revisionist, opting to teach and construct a connection between Antiquity and America’s elite 

white founders rather than engage in significant discussion of slavery, civil rights movements, or 

local Indigenous history (Rockmore 2015, Goldstein 2020). 

 

Overview of Archeological Use by Case Study 

State Is Archaeology 
Mentioned 
Explicitly? 

Are specific 
sites or 
materials 
mentioned? 

Is local 
archaeology 
mentioned? 

Do the curricula 
discuss Indigenous 
history or 
American 
Slavery? 

What archaeology is 
visible? 

Texas Yes No No Yes, but only in 
twentieth-century 
contexts 

Specific focus on 
Roman and Greek 
archaeology, Briefly 
mentions 
Mesoamerican 
archaeology. 

California No No No Yes, but only in 
twentieth-century 
contexts 

Study of the effects of 
industry and 
governmental 
programs in the 
Twentieth Century 

Alaska Yes No Yes Yes, but no 
discussion of 
slavery or 
Indigenous history 
outside of Alaska 

Archaeology of 
Alaska/Native 
Alaskans. Classical 
Archaeology is briefly 
mentioned. 

Fig. XVII: Summary of archaeological visibility by state 

 

 The use of archaeology in state classrooms varies significantly between states. Across 

the nation, archaeology is often constructed implicitly rather than explicitly and through 

exclusion rather than inclusion. As such, critical analysis of archaeology in state curricula is as 

much the recognition of what is missing as it is specifically studying explicit use. Academic 

archaeology has addressed many ethical issues related to using archaeology in university 

settings, perhaps most extensively the connection between the university classroom and the 
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reproduction of colonial perspectives (Trigger 1982, González-Ruibal et al. 2018, Hamilakis 

2012). While significant work still needs to be done in introductory university courses and 

through other means of outreach, archaeological education in academia has tangibly improved 

students’ ability to ethically evaluate archaeology's contextual position as a discipline (Hamilakis 

2004, 2012). Academic perspectives on archaeological ethics and the discipline’s connection to 

injustice have improved, but they have widened the gap between professional archaeology and 

the perception and use of archaeology in popular culture and non-university academic settings 

(Lyman 2010). The case studies of state curricula used in this thesis demonstrate that education 

boards often write archaeological requirements with an outdated perspective and generally favor 

popular archaeology over local archaeology.  

Ethically engaged outreach with broader social and educational apparatus is necessary for 

archaeologists to prevent archaeological material from being constructed to reinforce hegemony 

or promote exclusionary histories (González-Ruibal et al. 2018, Blakey 1997). The contextual 

position of the profession in a capitalist system has often disincentivized archaeologists from 

considering long-term engagement with educators and educational spaces due to a lack of 

funding (Ellenberger and Richardson 2019). Yet if politically engaged archaeology is to be the 

future of academic archaeology, then an extension beyond the walls of academia to means of 

mass engagement with archaeology remains an ethical imperative (Atalay 2006, González-

Ruibal et al. 2018, Hamilakis 2018, Hutchings and La Salle 2014). 

The Role of Archaeology in Public Education 

 States incorporate archaeological material in fundamentally different ways. Alaska 

chooses to explicitly apply archaeological material to provide students with an understanding of 

local and indigenous history and perspectives. Texas emphasizes ancient Greek and Roman 

history to construct a connection between the perceived ideals of antiquity and the egalitarian 

principles of the American Declaration of Independence and Constitution. California largely 

omits using archaeology in detail to instead focus on political and cultural developments within 

more recent historical periods. These choices occur at the detriment of the histories and 

archaeologies of earlier periods (particularly pre-Civil War America) and the discussion of 

historical oppression and injustice. California and Texas fail to detail their local Indigenous 

archaeologies or describe the genocide of Indigenous people in their states before 1870. Alaska 
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fails to describe historical injustice in continental America adequately. All states fail to engage in 

significant discussions of slavery and race, and all states decline to extend conversations of 

history's adverse aspects towards critically evaluating contemporary sociopolitical conditions.  

A comparison of each case has demonstrated that states only use a fraction of local and 

state archaeology available, if they mention it. Even when limited use of local archaeology is 

present, state standards often lack the specificity to instruct educators on material or sites. This 

results in the specific representation of archaeology in classrooms depending on teacher 

familiarity. Archaeological and historical material can disrupt traditional narratives and prompt 

students to consider different perspectives through interdisciplinary methods (Schneider 2022, 

Leone et al. 1987, Hamilakis 2012, 2018). In current state standards, archaeology is often used to 

support and reinforce traditional and exclusionary historical narratives rather than provide 

alternative perspectives. 

Archaeology in classroom curricula often uses outdated conceptions of historical periods 

or furthers exclusionary archaeologies. Trigger’s definition of colonialist archaeology can be 

used to describe the use of archaeology in many state courses, as the histories of non-white 

nations are often condensed to allow for a more significant discussion of Westernism 

(specifically in world history courses)(Trigger 1984, 1995). The US exists as a modern settler 

colonial state built upon egalitarian concepts of immigration and cultural diversity (Mamdani 

2015). Despite the continuous history and archaeology of diversity in the US, high school history 

courses often only dedicate time to discussing this historical diversity in units on the twentieth 

century and civil rights movements. Complete continuity of American diversity is not 

constructed due to course period choices. Discussion of broad American diversity or pre-colonial 

archaeologies is not constructed. As such, critical understandings of American history are only 

taught after the Civil War.  

While states fail to extend their discussion of American history beyond the mid-

nineteenth century, the chronology of states’ world history courses often stretches into 

prehistory. Given that these states often only construct classical archaeology and discuss events 

from Western perspectives, a colonial perspective similar to the one critiqued in academic 

courses is reproduced (Hamilakis 2004). Only European history and the history and 

archaeologies of perceived white civilizations (Greece, Rome) are constructed in length. As 

such, several inaccurate viewpoints of the past are reproduced by educational curricula. The 
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history of white America is extensively discussed and connected to European prehistory. The 

histories of Indigenous Americans and minorities in America are often erased, generalized, or 

only discussed in recent eras. These constructions reinforce conservative political narratives that 

celebrate the legacies and achievements of predominantly white Western societies and contrast 

their legacy to sociocultural diversity that only appears in the present. Without significant 

discussion of historical diversity and the history of injustice, state standards work to reproduce 

xenophobia, racism, and division (Meskell 2002). 

Without understanding true American history-Indigenous archaeology, archaeologies of 

slavery, and continuous histories of diversity and injustice, it is impossible for students to 

critically evaluate the origins and representation of current sociopolitical injustice. How can a 

student understand the present without understanding critical histories and archaeology? Barriers 

to economic opportunity and representation based on race are impossible to combat without 

recognizing the impacts of historical redlining. The agency and access of indigenous 

communities are impossible to fully realize without understanding the effects of settler 

colonialism and historical reduction efforts. Equality of opportunity is impossible without 

naming how historical privilege has empowered some at the expense of others. Without these 

topics, the privilege inherent in hegemonic systems is normalized, and the ironies of American 

virtues and exceptionalism are not exposed through comparison to the past. In its current 

position, the archaeology used in school curricula is minimal and unreflective of the critically 

engaged perspectives of the modern profession. School systems rarely engage with 

archaeological material, and when they do it is often to construct limited archaeologies within 

the context of political and state interests. 

Writing that “critical and emancipatory pedagogy in archaeology should aim at unsettling 

common-sense preconceptions and demolish stories that have produced pasts to suit present-day 

dominant practices and identities: from the racist conceptions of primitiveness when referring to 

people in prehistory,” Hamilakis (2004) argues for introductory archaeology that promotes a 

critical position and as a means of decolonization of archaeological education (pg. 296). 

Hamilakis (2004) and other authors primarily present their arguments within the context of 

university environments, but these perspectives must also be applied to archaeological outreach 

and general education settings (Atalay 2006, González-Ruibal et al. 2018, Hamilakis 2018, 

Hutchings and La Salle 2014). The classroom is a complicated environment that works to 
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educate the next generation of society and reproduce generational norms and values (Eccles and 

Roester 2011). If the curricula of educational spaces work to reinforce existing structures rather 

than challenge the status quo, then these spaces work to reproduce inequality and sociopolitical 

injustice more than they work to advocate for generational change. Archaeological material and 

existing professional research can enable critically engaged discussion of historical injustice, but 

archaeologists must do work to engage with and understand the non-university classroom.  

What effect does using archaeology in classrooms have and why is this gap important for 

professional archaeologists? This thesis has demonstrated that the representation of archaeology 

in state curricula often reflects the privilege inherent in hegemonic political systems. As they 

currently exist, states vary in how they describe diversity in the past, but no state adequately uses 

archaeology to encourage critical perspectives on the current day. Gaps and issues identified 

within each case study are not unique. Many conclusions from Texas and California curricula 

often appear in other states due to Texas and California’s influence as major political powers. 

Regional variability and political environment mean that each state is different in its 

construction, but fundamental issues in addressing historical injustice and applying them to the 

modern day are universal across state curricula.  

Politics and Education 

 How may archaeologists approach addressing the gap between the use of archaeology in 

professional education and its use in constructing revisionary histories in public education 

curricula? Two basic engagement options exist; top-down engagement with educational spaces 

through curricula revision and supplementary material and direct engagement with classroom 

settings through local outreach. Both methods have their uses and limitations, and the choice of 

which option is more effective is closely related to educational structure and political 

environments. 

Archaeologists approaching outreach and critical engagement with educational spaces in 

the US must do so with knowledge of the politicized nature of public educational environments 

compared to university settings (Spring 2011). Most educational spaces and curricula in the US 

directly and indirectly connect to politics through elections and appointments (Education 

Commission of the States 2022). Positions on the state education board are not apolitical, as most 

are either appointed by the governor or directly elected by voters (the specific process differs 
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between states)(Education Commission of the States 2022). As a result, curricula are often 

designed and revised with explicit political agendas (Goldstein 2020).  

Educational spaces have become a primary battleground for social issues and political 

culture wars (Benson 2022, Phelan 2019, Johnson 2007). State political campaigns increasingly 

prioritize rewriting school curricula and restricting access to diverse historical material, 

particularly in opposition to ‘critical race theory’ (Rockmore 2015). Florida has made recent 

headlines in the last few months after their Republican governor changed educational policy to 

restrict the discussion of race and the civil rights movement (Office of the Florida Governor 

2022, Berg-Brousseau 2022, Bond 2022). The board has also criminalized the use of literature 

not approved by the education board (carrying a prison sentence for the teacher) (Kim 2023, 

Salam 2023, Burmester and Howard 2022). These increasingly political goals are evident 

through the appearance of state curricula, where social studies often celebrate and glorify the 

histories and achievements of a white Western world. As such, some environments where 

archaeologists would engage with curricula are visibly politically charged, and creating effective, 

critical perspectives through interaction with these institutions would be difficult. 
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Fig XVIII: Florida Governor Ron Desantis gives a speech celebrating the passage of the ‘Stop WOKE Act’ which 

criminalizes ‘Critical Race Theory’ in schools (WLRN 2022). 

 

 It is overly generous for archaeologists to expect to implement engaged, explicitly 

political, and socially critical archaeological content in educational settings. The critical 

pedagogies Hamalakis, Hutchings, and La Salle employ to restructure the revisionist frameworks 

of introductory archaeology courses operate under the pretense of the greater pedagogical 

freedom of university settings (Hamilakis 2018, 2004, Hutchings and La Salle 2014). These 

writers can structure their courses to identify and combat the relationship between archaeology 

and colonial perspectives because they can incorporate explicitly political criteria and dictate 

course content. Educational spaces in non-university environments often do not operate with this 

level of freedom (Barak and Kniker 2002, Uerling 2000, Chandler 2006, Margolis et al. 2016). 

Applying outreach through local (teacher and classroom outreach) and bottom-up methods is 

likely the easiest method for archaeologists to affect the classroom immediately. Existing 

outreach structures and organizations such as Project Archaeology already create case-study-

based material for teachers and schools to implement archaeological perspectives, in short, one-

to-two-day studies (Project Archaeology 2023). These limited implementations, often in the form 

of purchasable case studies, seek primarily to provide engagement with the materiality and 

profession of archaeology rather than instill a critical position (Project Archaeology 2023). 

Continued politically engaged work could seek to construct similar case-study-based material for 

the archaeology of specific historical injustices. 

 

 
Fig. XIX: The Project Archaeology website details the organization's goals and includes photos of teacher 

workshops (Project Archaeology 2023). 
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 Is local, case study-based outreach the ideal method for archaeologists to contribute to 

fighting the cultural reproduction of hegemony and inequality in school environments? This 

depends on the nature of top-down outreach in the state and its potency. If state education boards 

are too highly politicized and the process of curricula revision too slow, local methods may be 

the most effective for archaeologists looking to create an immediate effect. These methods are 

more immediately effective but struggle to combat the absence or misuse of archaeological 

material statewide. Local outreach using case studies does not rewrite the broader standards by 

which classrooms operate. Individual days in specific classrooms may incorporate critical, 

reflective archaeological content but still operate within the confines of state standards that work 

to entrench injustice and reinforce hegemony (Carson 1987, Chandler 2006).  

Case-study-based approaches operate on opt-in pretenses, meaning they will never work 

to combat the generational reproduction of injustice at a state-wide level (Su and Su 2019). 

Given the growing politicization of educational spaces in the US, is it correct for academic 

archaeologists to expect public school educators to willingly choose to adopt case-study-based 

content that could endanger their jobs, livelihood, and personal safety? In many cases, these local 

methods may prove to be the most immediately effective, but they do little to challenge the 

absence or misuse of archaeology as a whole in state education systems. 

Educators are very aware of schools' role in the generational reproduction of inaccurate 

histories and modern inequality (Eccles and Roester 2011, Hanna 2019, North 2006). When the 

alternative option is engagement with hegemonic political systems (state education boards) to 

encourage the adoption of anti-hegemonic perspectives, critical outreach appears (and is) 

difficult. Professional archaeologists must understand schools' sociopolitical contexts to 

determine the optimal outreach method (and level). In the US, educational federalism and state 

variation result in variations in the effectiveness of top-down and bottom-up outreach methods 

(Heineman 2016, Heise 2006, Pelsue 2017, Pinder 2010).  

Evaluating Outreach 

There are fundamental issues with the current manifestation of educational praxis in the 

US and how educational spaces contribute to the reproduction of injustice. Educators have 

studied various school environments extensively and evaluated their connection to oppression, 
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privilege, and hegemony for decades (Bourdieu 1973, Carson 1987, Heybach 2009, Mayo 2015). 

Affecting educational policy and organizing large-scale reform is a difficult and slow process. 

Archaeologists must understand the challenges they face when they seek to engage in critically 

oriented outreach with education spaces.  

It is easy for professional archaeologists to simply decide that outreach with educational 

spaces is not worth engaging with. Perspectives on educational outreach have sometimes found it 

too complicated and overly politicized, and the research related to educational outreach is too 

underfunded (Heybach 2009, Mayo 2015). Archaeological research in academia is funded and 

sustained based on its value to current society, but the primary spaces in which the greater public 

engages with archaeology have not evolved with the profession. The dissemination of 

archaeological research into public spaces must be actively engaged with and continuously 

reevaluated. Decisions of archaeological stewardship must not be motivated by familiarity and 

convenience but by society's needs. The politically engaged work of archaeologists means little 

if we allow it to be repurposed into exclusionary and revisionist narratives once it reaches public 

consciousness. Educational spaces are critical environments in the reproduction of sociocultural 

perspectives (Nelsen 2021). If the future of engaged archaeology is actively political and 

oriented against injustice, then sustained engagement with the classroom must be considered. 

How should archaeologists engage with combating inaccurate representations of 

archaeology in general education? This paper has shown that the optimal method of engagement 

often differs depending on the state and environment. It is difficult to expect hegemonic 

institutions like state education boards to willingly adopt revisions designed to combat the 

reproduction of hegemony and injustice. Despite this, work can still be done to address the 

misrepresentation (or a lack of representation) of archaeological content in course curricula. 

Many states fail to construct a meaningful chronology of historical diversity in existing curricula. 

The achievement goals of outreach then depend on how well a state’s curricula represent 

historical diversity and injustice. In California, outreach can be targeted toward creating socially 

reflective content since the FAIR Act has constructed relatively more diverse curricula to work 

with (Adams et al. 2007). Targeted work in California should therefore focus on reframing the 

presentation of archaeological material to encourage critical perspectives. This targeted effort is 

impossible in Texas because the base curricula are not diverse enough to build critical 



 62 

perspectives. Work must be done first to construct a more representative history before critically 

engaged perspectives can be encouraged.  

Engagement with educational outreach requires understanding the current state of 

curricula and the validity of top-down outreach. In Texas, for example, state education 

interaction is highly political, and the means of revision is slow and difficult (Mayes et al. 2021). 

As a result, engaging with top-down outreach methods is unlikely to be productive, and 

archaeologists should consider locally-based outreach methods if they seek more immediate 

effect. In California, sustained work with top-down outreach may be more effective than in other 

states because the FAIR Act's effect on existing curricula allows for a better foundation to 

expand into the discussion of injustice. Furthermore, the more detailed nature of Californian 

standards could allow for more space for outreach to modify curricula and classroom 

suggestions/examples than the limited nature of other state standards. In content-neutral states 

like Alaska, targeted outreach is better applied at a local or district level, as the state standards 

have little effect on the specific content chosen. Outreach towards the established level at which 

detailed curricula are written should be prioritized.  

The existing work that archaeologists engage with regarding outreach should be 

maintained and built upon. Local outreach and case-study-based outreach remain effective 

strategies for engaging with classroom environments and can more easily avoid the political 

processes inherent in educational standard revision. Top-down outreach and curricula revision 

should remain a goal for outreach, but archaeologists must understand the difficulty inherent in 

this method of engagement and tailor their strategies to suit state and local variation.  

Beyond the United States 

 Close study of US curricula in this thesis has revealed a gap between the representation 

of archaeology in the profession and its visibility in state educational curricula. Rather than use 

archaeology to sustain critical perspectives on local and regional history, state curricula often 

selectively apply and omit archaeological material to suit the narrative interests of their courses. 

The role of educational spaces as critical environments for social reproduction means that what is 

and isn't taught in schools significantly impacts a generation's outlook on national history and the 

formation of national identity. As a result, archaeology plays a role in constructing certain 

periods of history into national identities at the expense of many others. In the US, the preference 
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for popular and classical archaeology serves to aid the construction of American patriotism, 

further the image of the egalitarian nature of American ideals, and reinforce hegemonic means of 

sociopolitical participation (Watts 2021). This results from the absence of archaeologies of 

injustice and local, community, and state archaeology (particularly Indigenous), which is 

generally absent from state curricula (except in states with a notably high percentage of 

Indigenous residents, like Alaska).  

 Archaeology’s impact on the social reproduction of national identities through 

educational environments is not exclusive to US contexts. Each nation's education system 

perceives archaeology differently and assigns different values to certain periods, resulting in 

unique uses of archaeological material between national education systems. In many instances, 

the prevalence of archaeological material coincides with important periods of national history or 

historical periods of perceived power. The UK national curriculum, for example, focuses on the 

British Iron Age, Roman, Anglo-Saxon, and Scot periods of archaeology, with a distinct focus on 

sites within the UK (Department of Education 2013). These periods connect directly to periods 

closely associated with modern national identity (origins of the nation) and strength. Extensive 

discussion of these periods often comes at the expense of detailed discussion of historical 

archaeology and archaeologies of imperialism.  

 An important distinction to make when studying the use of archaeology in curricula is to 

evaluate whose archaeology is being taught. The UK is incredibly diverse and multicultural. Yet 

in the state curricula, the course focuses on Roman and Anglo-Saxon archaeology as primary 

vehicles for using archaeology in constructing national identity (Department of Education 2013). 

What effect do these choices have? What do these curriculum choices teach student generations 

about what it means to be (and who is) British? How do these impact current sociopolitical 

conditions? How does the absence of critical and world archaeology affect student identity and 

self-perception? These questions are not exclusive to English-speaking environments. In 

Sweden, for example, the Stone Age plays an important role in forming national identity and 

appears in school curricula, printed money, and state iconography (Facos 1998, Emilsson 2009). 

A significant focus on this period coincides with perceived periods of national strength and 

identity (Elmersjö 2016, Edman 2016). Like the US curricula, a focus on these periods in 

Swedish standards could come at the expense of constructing other archaeologies. As such, 

significant implications may emerge over archaeology's effects on the reproduction of Swedish 
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national identity in educational environments. These questions demonstrate the need for 

archaeologists to continue to study and engage with educational environments. 

Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research 
This paper has evaluated the use of archaeology in public school curricula and described 

its role in reproducing sociopolitical injustice in educational spaces. This paper's significant 

focus has been on evaluating the implicit and explicit goals of curricula and state standards, 

which form the working basis from which teachers model their classes and standardized 

examinations are written. School systems and curricula are complicated, especially in a federalist 

system like the US (Heineman 2016, Heise 2006, Pelsue 2017, Pinder 2010). Given the broad 

scope of this paper and the complex nature of educational systems, some compromises in the 

research design have been made to inform the results better. Only a select number of states have 

been chosen for close study. These states represent many common features of US state standards 

and engagement approaches- politically written, regional, and with varying degrees of 

specificity. Many of these conclusions from a close study of each state are easily extended to 

states across the US, as can potential means of outreach. However, variations dependent on 

politics, location, and other factors make every state unique, so archaeologists should work to 

understand the educational conditions of the state they work in when evaluating outreach 

opportunities. 

This paper has also sought to understand the basic student experience when going 

through state social studies courses. As such, this paper has focused predominantly on standard-

level history courses that are mandatory for graduation in each chosen state. Variations in 

students’ perception of archaeology and how historical beliefs reproduce may vary from this 

general experience in many ways. Students may encounter more critically based standards and 

standards that better represent historical diversity injustice in social studies elective courses (such 

as the Californian and Texan ethnic studies courses). Additionally, students may enroll in special 

programs written by national third-party educational groups, such as the College Board’s 

Advanced Placement courses. These courses are opt-in and more advanced than the standardized 

classroom, so assuming the average American student will encounter these perspectives is 

irresponsible. It is likely that those of higher socioeconomic status are overrepresented in the 

enrollment of advanced courses involving greater historical complexity such as AP courses than 
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their distribution in typical standard courses. This paper has detailed how state curricula in 

standard classroom environments often work to reinforce privilege, but it would be useful if 

further studies by archaeologists investigated how access to archaeological material in the 

classroom was determined by class and socioeconomic ability.  

Additional research on the effectiveness of archaeology as a tool for justice in low-level 

and local interactions would also better inform professional archaeologists of their options when 

considering optimal outreach strategies. Teachers still have much freedom in how they structure 

their classroom material, so variation in pedagogy could result in very different manifestations of 

curricula in the same state. This paper’s focus on evaluating many course standards and curricula 

has come at the cost of having time to investigate the interaction between standards and teachers 

in praxis fully. The location of the study and time constraints compounded these issues. 

Archaeology and its role in the classroom remain under-researched by professional 

archaeologists. Additional research should seek to understand the relationship between course 

standards and classrooms to understand the translation process between concept and class 

environment or extend the bounds of the study to engage in an international comparative 

perspective. 

  



 66 

Chapter 7: Conclusion 
Archaeology as a profession is as much related to the present as it is to the past. Modern 

archeological academia is funded under the assumption of social utility (Niklasson 2013). 

Archaeological material and excavations are implicitly and explicitly tied to sociocultural and 

political changes. Across the profession, outreach methods have often failed to keep pace with 

the continuously evolving nature of the field. Despite calls to action for politically motivated 

archaeology and archaeology to be used as a tool for social justice, disseminating archaeological 

material to the greater public often reverts to outdated, reductive headlines and concepts (Hotorf 

2007, 2013).  

Significant gaps often exist between national perceptions of archaeology in the greater 

public and the work of archaeological professionals. Archaeology plays a vital role in nation-

building. The US often highlights and constructs connections between its utopian founding 

principles and ancient Greece and Rome through iconography, architecture, and education. The 

Stone and Viking ages are emphasized in the consciousness of Scandinavia through increased 

focus in schools and museums and its prominence in national iconography. The choices of 

popular archeology often do not reflect the nuance of modern archaeological research and come 

at the expense of the erasure of other histories. In the US, focus on classical archaeology often 

comes at the expense of the visibility of indigenous archaeology outside of local settings. In 

Sweden, focus on Stone and Viking Age archaeology could come at the expense of global 

archaeology. Representations of the past are directly related to the reproduction of modern 

injustice. This thesis has demonstrated how the absence of critical and representative 

archaeology in US educational contexts works to further a revisionist and hegemonic worldview 

that reproduces structures of oppression (Chi et al. 2019, Toure et al. 2021, Wistrich 2022, 

Wagner 2012).  

Schools exist as microcosms of larger societies. They provide students with the skills 

needed to function in said society, teach them norms of participation in hegemonic systems, and 

educate them about content deemed permissible and necessary (Mayo 2015). School 

environments and educational policies are incredibly complex. It is often as difficult to 

adequately address fundamental issues of educational systems as it is to address the fundamental 

issues of nations and societies. Educational spaces are constantly revised through their 

interaction with passing generations and their place in a larger sociocultural context. Despite the 
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constant evolution of classroom-level education, the rate of change in school curricula and policy 

is often slow. The slow process of educational policy evolution often results in gaps between the 

sociocultural needs of society and the ‘model citizen’ of academic standards. Even when nations 

work to rewrite curricula, they often still produce academic standards that seek to reproduce 

cultural hegemony (Jay 2003, Bernstein 2000, Beck 2013).  

This thesis has demonstrated that the standards of mandatory coursework often do not 

change based on changing demographical or social contexts; they change to reflect ideals of state 

and civil participation (Bernstein 2000). In Texas, these standards prioritize constructing a 

continuous history of whiteness and privilege at the expense of significant discussion of the 

legacy US as a settler colonial state or its history as an immigrant nation. In Scandinavian 

courses, extensive time is dedicated to detailing the region's archaeology and connecting past 

societies to modern countries (originally intended to encourage patriotism) (Trigger 1984, 

Segerholm 2003, Rosenlund 2018, Ledman 2014, Nordgren 2016). The discussion of constructed 

archaeological continuities without significant discussion of historical injustice and diversity 

prioritizes histories of privilege and allows for the political hijacking of archaeological 

narratives- contrasting the ‘great’ past of a nation to its modern self without a significant 

discussion of historical injustice and diversity allows for the reproduction of privilege, injustice, 

and xenophobia.  

The active revision of archaeological perspectives to become critically and politically 

oriented must include changes in how archaeologists conduct outreach. Previous archaeological 

research has worked to combat the reproduction of colonial perspectives in university education, 

but more work must be done to address archaeology’s role in the reproduction of injustice in 

public education (Hamilakis 2004 Atalay 2006 Breunig 2009). Schools and educational spaces 

play essential roles in the generational reproduction of hegemony, social norms, and 

sociopolitical inequality (Blasko 2003, Bogotoch 2002, Eccles and Roester 2011). Critical 

analysis of school curricula reveals the use of outdated and limited archaeological material that 

fails to adequately address current sociopolitical needs. Sustained efforts to encourage critical 

perspectives in the classroom using archaeology must be considered part of politically oriented 

social outreach. This thesis has described the gaps between professional archaeology and the use 

of archaeology in state curricula. Engagement with top-down outreach methods by 

archaeologists can help reshape curricula to better represent historical injustice in the classroom, 
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but archaeologists must understand the complexity and political nature of school environments to 

orient their efforts for the greatest effectiveness. 
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Appendix I: Methodology Illustrations 
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Appendix II: Selected Pages, Texas Curricula 
The entirety of the Texas high school social studies curricula is available online and can be found 

here: 

Texas Education Agency. 2018. Chapter 113: Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills for Social 
Studies Subchapter C. High School. Texas Education Agency. Available at: 
https://tea.texas.gov/sites/default/files/ch113c.pdf. 
 

Below are a few excerpts of important sections of the curricula used in this thesis. 
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Appendix III: Selected Pages, California Curricula 

Like Texas, Californian standards are available to the public online. However, these websites are 
primarily intended for domestic use, and the sites do not work from international locations 
without the use of a VPN. As such, the excerpts provided are more extensive, and the Californian 
standards used are longer in general when compared to Texas (~150 pages vs ~60). These 
websites are available internationally via use of the Internet Archive, and access is provided via 
the citations below. 
 
California Department of Education. 2022. Curriculum Frameworks & Instructional Materials - 
Curriculum and Instruction Resources (CA Dept of Education). Available at: 
https://web.archive.org/web/20220312213140/https://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/cf/  
 
California Department of Education. 2020. An Overview of the New 
History–Social Science Framework for California Public Schools-HIGH SCHOOL. Available at: 
https://web.archive.org/web/20211230041019/https://www.scoe.net/castandards/Documents/pare
nt_overview_hss_9-12.pdf. 
 
California Department of Education. 2016. CHAPTER 15: World History, Culture, and 
Geography: The Modern World. Available at: 
https://web.archive.org/web/20220829030732/https://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/hs/cf/documents/hssfw
chapter15.pdf  
 
California Department of Education. 2016. CHAPTER 16: United States History and 
Geography: Continuity and Change in Modern United States History. Available at: 
https://web.archive.org/web/20220829030739/https://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/hs/cf/documents/hssfw
chapter16.pdf 
 
California Department of Education. 2022. Frequently Asked Questions: Senate Bill 48. 
Available at: 
https://www.cde.ca.gov/wafalert.html?_event_transid=88dff418ca1ce25508d96a8479723e8a585
d8a8b16d487f8f78dbadb6cfb88f9  
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Appendix IV: Selected Pages, Alaska Curricula 
Alaskan standards are brief, so select local standards were used to aid this case study. Citations 
and brief excerpts can be found below. 
 
Alaska Department of Education and Early Development. 2021. Alaska Content Standards: 
History. Available at: https://education.alaska.gov/akstandards/standards/History_edited.pdf 
 
Anchorage School District. n.d.. Social Studies / High School Curriculum: Graduation 
Requirements. Available at: https://www.asdk12.org/Page/5451. 
 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough School District. 2018. High School World History. Available at: 
https://www.matsuk12.us/cms/lib/AK01000953/Centricity/domain/105/curr/SS%20HS%20Worl
d%20History%20Framework.pdf 
 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough School District. 2018. High School US History. Available at: 
https://www.matsuk12.us/cms/lib/AK01000953/Centricity/domain/105/curr/SS%20HS%20US%
20History%20Framework.pdf 
 



 105 

 
 



 106 

 



 107 

 



 108 

 
 



 109 

 



 110 

 



 111 

  



 112 

 

 

  



 113 

 
 

 



 114 

 
 



 115 

 



 116 

 



 117 

 
 
  



 118 

 



 119 

  



 120 

Bibliography 
Adams, M.E., Bell, L.A.E., and Griffin, P.E. 2007. Teaching for diversity and social justice. 
Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group. 
 
Adonis, C.K. 2015. Generational forgiveness and historical injustices: Perspectives of 
descendants of victims of Apartheid-era gross human rights violations in South Africa. Journal 
of Psychology in Africa, 25(1), pp.6-14. 
 
Alaska Department of Education and Early Development. 2021. Alaska Content Standards: 
History. Available at: https://education.alaska.gov/akstandards/standards/History_edited.pdf 
 
Alaska Legislature. n.d.. Alaska State Legislature. Available at: https://akleg.gov/pubs/doso.php. 
 
Allport, G.W., Clark, K. and Pettigrew, T. 1954. The nature of prejudice. 
 
Anchorage School District. n.d.. Social Studies / High School Curriculum: Graduation 
Requirements. Available at: https://www.asdk12.org/Page/5451. 
 
Anderson, D.D.. 1970. Microblade traditions in northwestern Alaska. Arctic Anthropology, 7(2), 
pp.2-16. 
 
Arias, E., Tejada-Vera, B., Ahmad, F. and Kochanek, K. 2021. Vital Statistics Rapid Release 
Provisional Life Expectancy Estimates for 2020. Available at: 
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/vsrr/vsrr015-508.pdf. 
 
Atalay, S. 2006. Indigenous Archaeology as Decolonizing Practice. American Indian Quarterly, 
30(3/4), 280–310. http://www.jstor.org/stable/4139016 
 
Bankston III, C., and Caldas, S.J. 1996. Majority African American schools and social injustice: 
The influence of de facto segregation on academic achievement. Social Forces, 75(2), pp.535-
555. 
 
Barak, R.J. and Kniker, C.R. 2002. Benchmarking by State Higher Education Boards. New 
directions for higher education, 118, pp.93-102. 
 
Barker, K. and Jurasz, O. 2023. Women, violence, and protest in times of COVID-19. Law, 
Humanities and the COVID Crisis, p.183. 
 
Barton, C.P. 2021. Trowels in the Trenches: Archaeology as Social Activism. [online] JSTOR. 
University Press of Florida. Available at: https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctv1hp5h5m 
 
Bates, T.R., 1975. Gramsci and the Theory of Hegemony. Journal of the History of Ideas, 36(2), 
pp.351-366. 
 



 121 

Bender, S.J. and Smith, G.S., 1999. The SAA's Workshop on Teaching archaeology in the 21st 
century: Promoting a national dialogue on curriculum reform. SAA Bulletin, 16 (5). 
 
Benson, K.E., 2022. Crying," Wolf!" The Campaign Against Critical Race Theory in American 
Public Schools as an Expression of Contemporary White Grievance in an Era of Fake News. 
Journal of Education and Learning, 11(4), pp.1-14. 
 
Blakey, M.L., 1997. Past Is Present: Comments on" In the Realm of Politics: Prospects for 
Public Participation in African-American Plantation Archaeology." Historical Archaeology, 
31(3), pp.140-145. 
 
Beardsley, R.K.. 1948. Culture Sequences in Central California Archaeology. American 
Antiquity, 14(1), pp.1–28. doi:https://doi.org/10.2307/276039. 
 
Beck, J., 2013. Powerful knowledge, esoteric knowledge, curriculum knowledge. Cambridge 
Journal of Education, 43(2), pp.177-193. 
 
Berg-Brousseau, H. 2022. NEW REPORT: Anti-LGBTQ+ Grooming Narrative Surged More 
Than 400% on Social Media Following Florida’s ‘Don’t Say Gay or Trans’ Law, As Social 
Platforms Enabled Extremist Politicians and their Allies to Peddle Inflamatory, Discriminatory 
Rhetoric. Human Rights Campaign. Available at: https://www.hrc.org/press-releases/new-report-
anti-lgbtq-grooming-narrative-surged-more-than-400-on-social-media-following-floridas-dont-
say-gay-or-trans-law-as-social-platforms-enabled-extremist-politicians-and-their-allies-to-
peddle-inflamatory-discriminatory-rhetoric. 
 
Bernstein, B., 2000. Pedagogy, symbolic control, and identity: Theory, research, critique (Vol. 
5). Rowman & Littlefield. 
 
Black, S.L., 2010. Battles of the Red River War: Archeological Perspectives on the Indian 
Campaign of 1874. Southwestern Historical Quarterly, 113(3), pp.398-399. 
 
Blasko, Z. 2003. Cultural Reproduction or Cultural Mobility? Review of Sociology 9(1): 5-26. 
 
Bond, S. 2022. Children’s hospitals are the latest target of anti-LGBTQ harassment. NPR.org. 
[online] 26 Aug. Available at: https://www.npr.org/2022/08/26/1119634878/childrens-hospitals-
are-the-latest-target-of-anti-lgbtq-harassment. 
 
Bogotch, I. E., 2002. Educational leadership and social justice: Practice into theory. Journal of 
School Leadership, 12(2), 138–156. 
 
Boudreau, C., MacKenzie, S.A. and Simmons, D.J., 2022. Police Violence and Public Opinion 
After George Floyd: How the Black Lives Matter Movement and Endorsements Affect Support 
for Reforms. Political Research Quarterly, 75(2), pp.497-511. 
 
Bourdieu, P. 1973. Cultural Reproduction and Social Reproduction. In: Brown, R. (Ed.), 
Knowledge, Education, and Cultural Change. Willmer Brothers, London. 



 122 

 
Bourdieu, P. 1990. In Other Words: Essays Towards a Reflexive Sociology. Trans. M. Adamson. 
Polity Press, Cambridge. 
Bousman, C.B., Curran, R., Dering, P., Mudd, M., Feathers, J.K., Payton, A., Meier, H. and 
Lintz, C.R., 2022. Site occupation spans at Middle Ceramic Antelope Creek phase sites in the 
Southern Plains of Texas. Plains Anthropologist, 67(262), pp.103-118. 
 
Breen, R. 2004. Social mobility in Europe. OUP Oxford. 
 
Bryant, P.D.P., Arnn, L.P., Swain, C.M., Spalding, M., Davis, J.C., Farris, M.P., Gaines, G.H., 
Gibbs, J., Gonzalez, M., Hanson, V.D. and Kesler, C.R., 2021. The 1776 Report. 
 
Breunig, M., 2009. Teaching for and about critical pedagogy in the post-secondary classroom. 
Studies in Social Justice, 3(2), pp.247-262. 
 
Burmester, S. and Howard, L.C., 2022. Confronting book banning and assumed curricular 
neutrality: A critical inquiry framework. Theory Into Practice, 61(4), pp.373-383. 
 
CA Clerk. n.d. Elected Officials | clerk.assembly.ca.gov. Available at: 
https://clerk.assembly.ca.gov/content/elected-officials. 
 
California Department of Education. 2022. Curriculum Frameworks & Instructional Materials - 
Curriculum and Instruction Resources (CA Dept of Education). Available at: 
https://web.archive.org/web/20220312213140/https://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/cf/  
 
California Department of Education. 2020. An Overview of the New 
History–Social Science Framework for California Public Schools-HIGH SCHOOL. Available at: 
https://web.archive.org/web/20211230041019/https://www.scoe.net/castandards/Documents/pare
nt_overview_hss_9-12.pdf. 
 
California Department of Education. 2016. CHAPTER 15: World History, Culture, and 
Geography: The Modern World. Available at: 
https://web.archive.org/web/20220829030732/https://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/hs/cf/documents/hssfw
chapter15.pdf  
 
California Department of Education. 2016. CHAPTER 16: United States History and 
Geography: Continuity and Change in Modern United States History. Available at: 
https://web.archive.org/web/20220829030739/https://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/hs/cf/documents/hssfw
chapter16.pdf 
 
California Department of Education. 2022. Frequently Asked Questions: Senate Bill 48. 
Available at: 
https://www.cde.ca.gov/wafalert.html?_event_transid=88dff418ca1ce25508d96a8479723e8a585
d8a8b16d487f8f78dbadb6cfb88f9  
 



 123 

California Department of Parks and Recreation. 2014. A ‘New Deal’ for California State Parks. 
Available at: http://www.150.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=27576. 
 
Calvert, R.A., De León, A. and Cantrell, G., 2020. The history of Texas. John Wiley & Sons. 
 
Carey, M., 2019. Toward An Antiracist Archeology. The Activist History Review. 
 
Carlson, D., 1987. Teachers as political actors: From reproductive theory to the crisis of 
schooling. Harvard Educational Review, 57(3), pp.283-308. 
 
Chandler, P.T., 2006. Academic Freedom: A Teacher’s Struggle to Include. Social Education, 
70(6), pp.354-357. 
 
Chandonnet, F. ed., 2007. Alaska at war, 1941-1945: the forgotten war remembered. University 
of Alaska Press. 
 
Chi, G., Shapley, D., Yang, T.C. and Wang, D., 2019. Lost in the Black Belt South: health 
outcomes and transportation infrastructure. Environmental monitoring and assessment, 191, 
pp.1-17. 
 
Clark, D.W., 1985. Archaeological test at the Russian three saints bay colony, Alaska. Historical 
Archaeology, 19(2), pp.114-121. 
 
Collins, J., 2009. Social reproduction in classrooms and schools. Annual Review of 
Anthropology, 38, pp.33-48. 
 
Coutouly, Y.A.G., 2015. Anangula—A major pressure-microblade site in the Aleutian Islands, 
Alaska: Reevaluating its lithic component. Arctic Anthropology, 52(1), pp.23-59. 
 
Cruse, J.B., 2008. Battles of the Red River War: Archeological Perspectives on the Indian 
Campaign of 1874. Texas A&M University Press. 
 
Davis, S.D., 1990. Prehistory of southeastern Alaska. Handbook of North American Indians, 7, 
pp.197-202. 
 
Díaz-Andreu, M., 1995. Archaeology and nationalism in Spain. Nationalism, politics, and the 
practice of archaeology, pp.39-56. 
 
Díaz-Andreu, M. and Champion, T., 2014. Nationalism and archaeology in Europe. Routledge. 
 
Department for Education (2013). National curriculum in England: history programmes of study. 
Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-curriculum-in-england-
history-programmes-of-study. 
 



 124 

Ducady, G., Lefas-Tetenes, M., Sharpe, S. and Rothenberg, M.A., 2016. Archaeology and the 
common core: using objects and methodology to teach twenty-first-century skills in middle 
school. Advances in Archaeological Practice, 4(4), pp.517-536. 
 
Eccles, J.S. and Roeser, R.W., 2011. Schools as developmental contexts during adolescence. 
Journal of Research on Adolescence, 21(1), pp.225-241. 
 
Edman, V., 2016. How National is a National Canon? Questions of Heritage Construction in 
Swedish Architecture. In Nationalism and Architecture (pp. 255-266). Routledge. 
 
Education Commission of the States. (2022). Education Governance Dashboard. Available at: 
https://www.ecs.org/education-governance-dashboard/. 
 
Ellenberger, K. and Richardson, L.J., 2019. Reflecting on evaluation in public archaeology. 
Online Journal in Public Archaeology, 8(1), pp.65-94. 
 
Elmersjö, H.Å., 2016. Negotiating the nation in history: The Swedish state approval scheme for 
textbooks and teaching aids from 1945 to 1983. Journal of Educational Media, Memory, and 
Society, 8(2), pp.16-35. 
 
Emilsson, E.Ö., 2009. Recasting Swedish Historical Identity. Göteborg: Centrum för 
Europaforskning, University of Gothenburg (CERGU). 
 
Facos, M., 1998. Nationalism and the Nordic imagination: Swedish art of the 1890s. Univ of 
California Press. 
 
Fitzgerald, F., 1979. America revised (p. 10). Boston: Little, Brown. 
 
Flavelle, C. 2022. U. S. to Pay Millions to Move Tribes Threatened by Climate Change. The 
New York Times. 30 Nov. Available at: https://www.nytimes.com/2022/11/30/climate/native-
tribes-relocate-climate.html. 
 
Flewellen, A.O., Dunnavant, J.P., Odewale, A., Jones, A., Wolde-Michael, T., Crossland, Z. and 
Franklin, M., 2021. “The future of archaeology is antiracist”: Archaeology in the time of black 
lives matter. American Antiquity, 86(2), pp.224-243. 
 
Flores, R.R., 2002. Remembering the Alamo: Memory, modernity, and the master symbol. 
University of Texas Press. 
 
Furman, G.C. and Gruenewald, D.A. 2004. Expanding the landscape of social justice: A critical  
ecological analysis. Educational administration quarterly, 40(1), pp.47-76. 
 
Gero, J. and Root, D., 1990. Public presentations and private concerns: Archaeology in the pages 
of National Geographic. The politics of the past, pp.19-37. 
 



 125 

Gillispie, T. 2018. An Overview of Alaskan’s Prehistoric Cultures, OFFICE OF HISTORY AND 
ARCHAEOLOGY REPORT 173 2. Alaska Department of Natural Resources. Available at: 
https://dnr.alaska.gov/parks/oha/publications/oha173overviewofalaskaprehistory.pdf 
 
Goebel, T. and Buvit, I., 2011. Introducing the archaeological record of Beringia. From the 
Yenisei to the Yukon: interpreting lithic assemblage variability in Late Pleistocene/Early 
Holocene Beringia, pp.1-30. 
 
Goldstein, D. 2020. Two states. Eight textbooks. Two American stories. The New York Times. 
Available at: https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/01/12/us/texas-vs-california-history-
textbooks.html 
 
González-Ruibal, A., González, P. A. and Criado-Boado, F. 2018. Against reactionary populism: 
towards a new public archaeology. Antiquity. Cambridge University Press, 92(362), pp. 507–
515. doi: 10.15184/aqy.2017.227. 
 
Graham, C. and Neu, D., 2004. Standardized testing and the construction of governable persons. 
Journal of Curriculum Studies, 36(3), pp.295-319. 
 
Greenwood, R.S., 1991. Historical archaeology in California. Historical Archaeology, 25(3), 
pp.24-28. 
 
Griffin, D., 2013. Russian Occupation of St. Matthew and Hall Islands, Alaska: Excavation 
Results from the 2012 Archaeological Investigations. Alaska Journal of Anthropology, 11(1–2), 
pp.73-92. 
 
Habu, J., Fawcett, C. and Matsunaga, J.M., 2008. Introduction: Evaluating multiple narratives: 
Beyond nationalist, colonialist, imperialist archaeologies. Evaluating Multiple Narratives: 
Beyond Nationalist, Colonialist, Imperialist Archaeologies, pp.1-11. 
 
Hagan, J. and Albonetti, C., 1982. Race, class, and the perception of criminal injustice in 
America. American Journal of Sociology, 88(2), pp.329-355. 
 
Hamilakis, Y., 2012. Are we postcolonial yet? Tales from the battlefield. Archaeologies, 8, 
pp.67-76. 
 
Hamilakis, Y. and Duke, P. eds., 2007. Archaeology and capitalism: from ethics to politics (Vol. 
54). Left Coast Press. 
 
Hamilakis, Y., 2004. Archaeology and the politics of pedagogy. World Archaeology, 36(2), 
pp.287-309. 
 
Hamilakis, Y. (2018) “Decolonial archaeology as social justice,” Antiquity. Cambridge 
University Press, 92(362), pp. 518–520. doi: 10.15184/aqy.2018.17. 
 



 126 

Hanna, K.B., 2019. Pedagogies in the flesh: Building an anti-racist decolonized classroom. 
Frontiers: A Journal of Women Studies, 40(1), pp.229-244. 
 
Hanson, J. and Hanson, K., 2006. The blame frame: Justifying (racial) injustice in America. 
Harv. CR-CLL Rev., 41, p.413. 
 
Harootunian, H., 2007. Remembering the historical present. Critical Inquiry, 33(3), pp.471-494. 
 
Hartocollis, A. and Fawcett, E. 2023. The College Board Strips Down Its A.P. Curriculum for 
African American Studies. The New York Times. [online] 1 Feb. Available at: 
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/02/01/us/college-board-advanced-placement-african-american-
studies.html. 
 
Heineman, K.J., 2016. Asserting states’ rights, demanding federal assistance: Texas democrats in 
the era of the new deal. Journal of Policy History, 28(2), pp.342-374. 
 
Heise, M., 2006. The political economy of education federalism. Emory LJ, 56, p.125. 
 
Henderson, A.G. and Levstik, L.S., 2016. Reading objects: Children interpreting material 
culture. Advances in Archaeological Practice, 4(4), pp.503-516. 
 
Heybach, J. 2009. Rescuing Social Justice in Education: A Critique of the NCATE Controversy. 
Philosophical Studies in Education, 40, pp.234-245. 
 
Hirschfield, M., 1991. The Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act: tribal sovereignty and the 
corporate form. Yale LJ, 101, p.1331. 
 
Holtorf, C., 2005. From Stonehenge to Las Vegas: archaeology as popular culture. Rowman 
Altamira. 
 
Holtorf, C., 2007. Archaeology is a brand!: The meaning of archaeology in contemporary 
popular culture. Archaeopress. 
 
Holtorf, C., 2013. The need and potential for an archaeology orientated towards the present. 
Archaeological Dialogues, 20(1), pp.12-18. 
 
Holtorf, C., 2006. Experiencing archaeology in the dream society. Images, representations and  
heritage, pp.161-75. 
 
Hutchings, R., La Salle, M. 201). Teaching Anti-Colonial Archaeology. Arch 10, 27–69 
https://doi-org.ludwig.lub.lu.se/10.1007/s11759-014-9250-y 
 
Isherwood, R., 2011. Community Archaeology: conceptual and political issues. Community 
Archaeology: Themes, methods and practices, pp.6-17. 
 



 127 

Jay, M., 2003. Critical race theory, multicultural education, and the hidden curriculum of 
hegemony. Multicultural Perspectives: An Official Journal of the National Association for 
Multicultural Education, 5(4), pp.3-9. 
 
Jenks, C. (1993). Cultural Reproduction. Routledge, London. 
 
Johnson, J.R., Stafford Jr, T.W., Ajie, H.O. and Morris, D.P., 2002, March. Arlington springs 
revisited. In Proceedings of the fifth California Islands symposium (Vol. 5, pp. 541-545). Santa 
Barbara: Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History. 
 
Johnson, R., 2007. Post-hegemony? I don't think so. Theory, culture & society, 24(3), pp.95-110. 
 
Johnson, E. and Holliday, V.T., 1986. The archaic record at Lubbock Lake. Plains 
Anthropologist, 31(114), pp.7-54. 
 
Kelleghan, T., Madaus, G.F. and Airasian, P.W., 2012. The effects of standardized testing (Vol. 
1). Springer Science & Business Media. 
 
Kehoe, A.B., 2015. The land of prehistory: a critical history of American archaeology. 
Routledge. 
 
Kennedy, D.M., 2009. What the New Deal Did. Political Science Quarterly, 124(2), pp.251-268. 
 
Kim, J. 2023. Florida says AP class teaches critical race theory. Here’s what’s really in the 
course. NPR. 
  
King, E.M., 2016. Systematizing public education in archaeology. Advances in Archaeological 
Practice, 4(4), pp.415-424. 
 
KNIGHT, A., 2020. NATIVE AMERICAN ROCK ART IN THE SANTA MONICA 
MOUNTAINS: A POST-WOOLSEY FIRE CONDITION REPORT. Proceedings of the Society  
for California Archaeology, 34. 
 
Kohl, P.L., 1998. Nationalism and archaeology: on the constructions of nations and the 
reconstructions of the remote past. Annual review of anthropology, 27(1), pp.223-246. 
 
Kohn, A., 2000. The case against standardized testing: Raising the scores, ruining the schools 
(pp. 1-25). Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 
 
Krauss, Michael, Gary Holton, Jim Kerr, and Colin T. West. 2011. Indigenous Peoples and 
Languages of Alaska. Fairbanks and Anchorage: Alaska Native Language Center and UAA 
Institute of Social and Economic Research. Online: https://www.uaf.edu/anla/collections/map/ 
 
Krogstad, J.M. 2014. One-in-four Native Americans and Alaska Natives are living in poverty. 
Pew Research Center. Available at: https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2014/06/13/1-in-4-
native-americans-and-alaska-natives-are-living-in-poverty/. 



 128 

 
La Salle, M.J., 2010. Community collaboration and other good intentions. Archaeologies, 6, 
pp.401-422. 
 
Laughlin, W.S. and Marsh, G.H., 1954. The lamellar flake manufacturing site on Anangula 
Island in the Aleutians. American Antiquity, 20(1), pp.27-39. 
 
Lavenia, M., Cohen-Vogel, L. and Lang, L.B., 2015. The Common Core State Standards 
initiative: An event history analysis of state adoption. American Journal of Education, 121(2), 
pp.145-182. 
 
Ledman, K., 2014. The voice of history and the message of the national curriculum: 
Recontextualising history to a pedagogic discourse for upper secondary VET. Nordidactica: 
Journal of Humanities and Social Science Education, (2014: 2), pp.161-179. 
 
Leighninger Jr, R.D., 1996. Cultural infrastructure: the legacy of new deal public space. Journal 
of Architectural Education, 49(4), pp.226-236. 
 
Leone, M.P., Potter Jr, P.B., Shackel, P.A., Blakey, M.L., Bradley, R., Durrans, B., Gero, J.M., 
Grigoriev, G.P., Hodder, I., Lanata, J.L. and Levy, T.E., 1987. Toward a critical archaeology 
[and comments and reply]. Current Anthropology, 28(3), pp.283-302. 
 
The Library of Congress. 2015. The First Peoples of California  | Early California History: An 
Overview. California as I Saw It: First-Person Narratives of California’s Early Years, 1849-
1900. Library of Congress. Available at: https://www.loc.gov/collections/california-first-person-
narratives/articles-and-essays/early-california-history/first-peoples-of-california/. 
 
Lightfoot, K.G., Wake, T.A. and Schiff, A.M., 1993. Native responses to the Russian mercantile 
colony of Fort Ross, Northern California. Journal of Field Archaeology, 20(2), pp.159-175. 
 
Legal Information Institute. 2020. Education. [online] Available at: 
https://www.law.cornell.edu/wex/education. 
 
Little, B.J. 2007. Archaeology and civic engagement. Archaeology as a tool of civic engagement, 
pp.1-22. 
 
Little, B.J. 2009. What Can Archaeology Do for Justice, Peace, Community, and the Earth? 
Historical Archaeology, 43(4), pp.115–119. Available at: http://www.jstor.org/stable/25617585. 
 
Lyman, R. L. 2010. American Archaeology Textbooks as Reflections of the History of the 
Discipline. North American Archaeologist 31(1):1–25. 
 
Madden, R., 1992. The forgotten people: The Relocation and Internment of Aleuts during World 
War II. American Indian Culture and Research Journal, 16(4), pp.55-76. 
 



 129 

Madley, B., 2016. An American Genocide: The United States and the California Indian 
Catastrophe, 1846-1873. Yale University Press. 
 
Madley, B., 2016. Understanding genocide in California under United States rule, 1846–1873. 
Western Historical Quarterly, 47(4), pp.449-461. 
 
Madley, B., 2019. California’s first mass incarceration system: Franciscan missions, California 
Indians, and penal servitude, 1769–1836. Pacific Historical Review, 88(1), pp.14-47. 
 
Maschner, H.D., 2016. Archaeology of the eastern Aleut region. The Oxford Handbook of the 
Prehistoric Arctic. Oxford University Press, New York, pp.323-348. 
 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough School District. 2018. High School World History. Available at: 
https://www.matsuk12.us/cms/lib/AK01000953/Centricity/domain/105/curr/SS%20HS%20Worl
d%20History%20Framework.pdf 
 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough School District. 2018. High School US History. Available at: 
https://www.matsuk12.us/cms/lib/AK01000953/Centricity/domain/105/curr/SS%20HS%20US%
20History%20Framework.pdf 
 
Mathison, S., Ross, E.W. and Vinson, K.D., 2001. Defining the social studies curriculum: The 
influence of and resistance to curriculum standards and testing in social studies. The social 
studies curriculum: Purposes, problems, and possibilities, pp.87-102. 
 
Mamdani, M., 2015. Settler colonialism: Then and now. Critical Inquiry, 41(3), pp.596-614. 
 
Margolis, J., Meese, A.A. and Doring, A., 2016. Do teachers need structure or freedom to 
effectively teach urban students? A review of the educational debate. Education and Urban 
Society, 48(9), pp.783-806. 
 
Martin, G., 2021. Protest, policing and law during COVID-19: On the legality of mass gatherings 
in a health crisis. Alternative Law Journal, 46(4), pp.275-281. 
 
Mayes, B.R., Shapiro, L., and Levitt, Z. 2021. Why Texas’s laws are moving right while its 
population shifts left. Washington Post. Available at: 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/nation/2021/09/20/texas-state-politics-shifts/. 
 
Mayo, P., 2015. Hegemony and education under neoliberalism: Insights from Gramsci. 
Routledge. 
 
Mayro, L. and Doelle, W., 2017. Heritage conservation: cultural resource management results for 
public planning, preservation, research, and outreach. In: New Perspectives in Cultural Resource 
Management (pp. 240-256). Routledge. 
 
McDavid, C., 1997. Descendants, decisions, and power: the public interpretation of the 
archaeology of the Levi Jordan Plantation. Historical Archaeology, 31, pp.114-131. 



 130 

 
McDavid, C., 2004. From “traditional” archaeology to public archaeology to community action: 
The Levi Jordan Plantation Project. In Places in mind (pp. 35-56). Routledge. 
 
Mchgee, E. 2022.California’s Native American Community. Public Policy Institute of 
California. Available at: https://www.ppic.org/blog/californias-native-american-community/. 
 
McNeil, L., 2001. Contradictions of school reform: Educational costs of standardized testing. 
NASSP Bulletin, 85(621), pp.81-83. 
 
McWilliams, J.K., Boyd, D.K. and Norment, A.R., 2013. Archeological Investigations for the 
Levi Jordan Plantation House Stabilization, Brazoria County, Texas. Prewitt and Associates, 
Incorporated. 
 
Meskell, L., 2002. The intersections of identity and politics in archaeology. Annual review of 
anthropology, 31(1), pp.279-301. 
 
Moss, M.L., 2004. The status of archaeology and archaeological practice in Southeast Alaska in 
relation to the larger Northwest Coast. Arctic Anthropology, 41(2), pp.177-196. 
 
Naske, C.M. and Slotnick, H.E., 2014. Alaska: A history. 
 
National Parks Service. 2017. Ancient Alaska and Archeology - National Historic Landmarks in 
Alaska (U.S. National Park Service). Available at: 
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nhlalaska/ancient-alaska.htm . 
 
National Parks Service. 2012. National Register Database and Research - National Register of 
Historic Places (U.S. National Park Service). Available at: 
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/database-research.htm. 
 
National Parks Service. 2021. World War II Aleut Relocation Camps in Southeast Alaska - 
Chapter 2: Funter Bay Cannery, pt. 1 (U.S. National Park Service). Available at: 
https://www.nps.gov/articles/aleu-mobley-ch-2-pt-1.htm 
 
Nelsen, M.D. 2021. Cultivating Youth Engagement: Race & the Behavioral Effects of Critical 
Pedagogy, Political Behavior, 43(2), pp. 751–784. doi:10.1007/s11109-019-09573-6. 
 
Niklasson, E., 2013. ‘And we would like to thank’: The role of funding in archaeology. 
 
Nordgren, K., 2016. How to do things with history: Use of history as a link between historical 
consciousness and historical culture. Theory & Research in Social Education, 44(4), pp.479-504. 
 
North, C.E., 2006. More than words? Delving into the substantive meaning (s) of “social  
justice” in education. Review of educational research, 76(4), pp.507-535. 
 



 131 

Novak, M., 2000. Defining Social Justice. First Things. Available at: 
https://www.firstthings.com/article/2000/12/defining-social-justice. 
 
Nguyen, T.T., Criss, S., Michaels, E.K., Cross, R.I., Michaels, J.S., Dwivedi, P., Huang, D., Hsu, 
E., Mukhija, K., Nguyen, L.H. and Yardi, I., 2021. Progress and push-back: How the killings of 
Ahmaud Arbery, Breonna Taylor, and George Floyd impacted public discourse on race and 
racism on Twitter. SSM-population health, 15, p.100922. 
 
Office of the Florida Governor. 2022. Stop WOKE Act: Handout. Available at 
https://www.flgov.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/Stop-Woke-Handout.pdf 
 
Ornstein, A.C., Levine, D.U., Gutek, G. and Vocke, D.E., 2016. Foundations of education. 
Cengage learning. 
 
Panich, L.M., 2010. Spanish missions in the indigenous landscape: a view from Mission Santa 
Catalina, Baja California. Journal of California and Great Basin Anthropology, pp.69-86. 
 
Pelsue, B. 2017. When it Comes to Education, the Federal Government is in Charge of ... Um, 
What? Harvard Graduate School of Education. Available at: 
https://www.gse.harvard.edu/news/ed/17/08/when-it-comes-education-federal-government-
charge-um-what. 
 
Perttula, T.K., 2005. 1938-1939 WPA Excavations at the Hatchel Site (41BW3) on the Red 
River in Bowie County, Texas. Southeastern Archaeology, pp.180-198. 
 
Perttula, T.K., Hester, T.R., Black, S.L., Boyd, C.E., Collins, M.B., Miller, M.R., Quigg, J.M., 
Crook III, W.W., Schroeder, B., Turner, E.S., Sitters, D., Velchoff, N., Weinstein, R.A., and 
Williams, T.J. 2019. Prehistory. Handbook of Texas Online. Available at: 
https://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/entries/prehistory. 
 
Pijanowski, J.C. and Brady, K.P. 2021. Defining Social Justice in Education. Handbook of Social 
Justice Interventions in Education, pp.59–82. doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-35858-
7_106. 
 
Pinder, K.A., 2010. Federal demand and local choice: Safeguarding the notion of federalism in 
education law and policy. JL & Educ., 39, p.1. 
 
Porter, S.R., Hendren, N., Jones, M.R., and Chetty, R. 2018. Race and economic opportunity in 
the United States. CEPR. Available at: https://cepr.org/voxeu/columns/race-and-economic-
opportunity-united-states. 
 
Potts, K.L. and Brown, L., 2015. Becoming an anti-oppressive researcher. Research as 
resistance: Revisiting critical, Indigenous and anti-oppressive approaches, pp.17-42. 
 
Preston, W., 1996. Serpent in Eden: Dispersal of foreign diseases into pre-mission California. 
Journal of California and Great Basin Anthropology, pp.2-37. 



 132 

 
Priestley, Mark. 2008. The social practices of curriculum making. Available at: 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/37244477_The_social_practices_of_curriculum_makin
g 
 
Project Archaeology. 2023. About Project Archaeology. Available at: 
https://projectarchaeology.org/about/ 
 
Reynolds, R., 2011. Trends influencing the growth of digital textbooks in US higher education. 
Publishing research quarterly, 27(2), pp.178-187. 
 
Rick, T.C., Erlandson, J.M., Vellanoweth, R.L. and Braje, T.J., 2005. From Pleistocene mariners 
to complex hunter-gatherers: The archaeology of the California Channel Islands. Journal of 
world prehistory, 19, pp.169-228. 
 
Rockmore, E. B. (2015). How Texas teaches history. The New York Times. 
https://www.nytimes.com/2015/10/22/opinion/how-texas-teaches-history.html 
 
Rolle, A. and Verge, A.C., 2014. California: a history. John Wiley & Sons. 
Ross, S.N. (2014). Diversity and intergroup contact in higher education: exploring possibilities 
for democratization through social justice education. Teaching in Higher Education, 19(8), 
pp.870–881. doi:https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2014.934354. 
 
Rosenlund, D. 2018. Internal consistency in a Swedish history curriculum: a study of vertical 
knowledge discourses in aims, content and level descriptors. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 
51(1), pp.84–99. doi:https://doi.org/10.1080/00220272.2018.1513569. 
 
Sacramento City Unified School District. n.d. Fair, Accurate, Inclusive, and Respectful 
Education Act (FAIR). Available at: https://www.scusd.edu/fair-education-
act#:~:text=FAIR%20and%20the%20Law&text=The%20FAIR%20Act%20amends%20Educati
on. 
 
Salam, E. 2023. Florida teachers forced to remove or cover up books to avoid felony charges. 
The Guardian. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2023/jan/24/florida-manatee-
county-books-certified-media-specialist. 
 
Saleem, F.T., Howard, T.C. and Langley, A.K., 2022. Understanding and addressing racial stress 
and trauma in schools: A pathway toward resistance and healing. Psychology in the Schools,  
59(12), pp.2506-2521. 
 
Samuels, K.L., 2008. Value and significance in archaeology. Archaeological dialogues, 15(1), 
pp.71-97. 
 
Sandahl, Johan. 2015. Civic consciousness: A viable concept for advancing students’ ability to 
orient themselves to possible futures?. Historical Encounters: A journal of historical 
consciousness, historical cultures and history education, 2.1 (2015): 1-15. 



 133 

 
Sarigoz, O., 2012. Assessment of the high school students’ critical thinking skills. Procedia-
Social and Behavioral Sciences, 46, pp.5315-5319. 
 
Sawyer, W., and Wagner, P. 2023. Mass Incarceration: The Whole Pie 2023. Prison Policy. 
Available at: https://www.prisonpolicy.org/reports/pie2023.html. 
 
Schneider, T. D., 2022, Archaeology and Social Justice in Native America. American Antiquity. 
Cambridge University Press, 87(4), pp. 659–682. doi: 10.1017/aaq.2022.59. 
 
Scudella, V. 2013. Textbook Adoption Selection at Local Level and Selection at State Level 
Textbook Adoption. Available at: https://www.ecs.org/clearinghouse/01/09/23/10923.pdf. 
 
Segerholm, C., 2003. To Govern in Silence? An essay on the political in national evaluations of 
the public schools in Sweden. Studies in Educational Policy and Educational Philosophy, 
2003(2), p.26795. 
 
Shackel, P.A. and Chambers, E. eds., 2004. Places in mind: Public archaeology as applied 
anthropology. Psychology Press. 
 
Silliman, S.W., 2001. Theoretical perspectives on labor and colonialism: Reconsidering the 
California missions. Journal of Anthropological Archaeology, 20(4), pp.379-407. 
 
Smallwood, A.M., 2010. Use-wear analysis of the Clovis biface collection from the Gault site in 
central Texas (Doctoral dissertation, Texas A & M University). 
 
Smith, A., 2012. Indigeneity, settler colonialism, white supremacy. Racial formation in the 
twenty-first century, 66. 
 
Spinner-Halev, J., 2012. Historical Injustice. The Oxford Handbook of Political Philosophy, 
p.319. 
 
Spring, J., 2011. The politics of American education. Taylor & Francis. 
 
Sørensen, M.L.S., Díaz-Andreu, M. and Champion, T., 1996. The fall of a nation, the birth of a 
subject: the national use of archaeology in nineteenth-century Denmark. Nationalism and 
archaeology in Europe, pp.24-47. 
 
Staley, D.J., 2007. History and future: Using historical thinking to imagine the future. Lexington 
Books. 
 
Stewart, G.W., 2011. The Indian War on Tule River. Journal of California and Great Basin 
Anthropology, 31(2), pp.203-209. 
 
Su, H. and Su, S., 2019. Why solving intergenerational injustice through education does not 
work. On Education: Journal for Research and Debate, 2(4), pp.1-5. 



 134 

 
Sundberg, D. and Wahlström, N., 2012. Standards-based curricula in a denationalised conception 
of education: The case of Sweden. European Educational Research Journal, 11(3), pp.342-356. 
 
Temin, D.M. and Dahl, A., 2017. Narrating historical injustice: Political responsibility and the 
politics of memory. Political Research Quarterly, 70(4), pp.905-917. 
 
Texas Education Agency. 2018. Chapter 113: Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills for Social 
Studies Subchapter C. High School. Texas Education Agency. Available at: 
https://tea.texas.gov/sites/default/files/ch113c.pdf. 
 
Texas Historical Commission 2023. Explore State Historic Sites | THC.Texas.gov - Texas 
Historical Commission. Texas.gov. Available at:  
https://www.thc.texas.gov/state-historic-sites%E2%80%8B. 
 
Texas Historical Commission 2023. State Antiquities Landmarks | THC.Texas.gov - Texas 
Historical Commission. Available at: https://www.thc.texas.gov/preserve/projects-and-
programs/state-antiquities-landmarks. 
 
Texas Secretary of State., n.d. Statewide Elected Officials. Available at: 
https://www.sos.state.tx.us/elections/voter/elected.shtml. 
 
Thomas, S., 2017. Community archaeology. Key concepts in public archaeology, pp.14-30. 
 
Toure, K., Langlois, E.V., Shah, M., McDougall, L. and Fogstad, H., 2021. How George Floyd 
and COVID-19 are highlighting structural inequities for vulnerable women, children and 
adolescents. International Journal for Equity in Health, 20(1), p.193. 
 
Trigger, Bruce G. 1984. Alternative Archaeologies: Nationalist, Colonialist, Imperialist. Man, 
2(3), pp. 355–70. JSTOR, https://doi.org/10.2307/2802176 
 
Trigger, B. G., 1995. Romanticism, nationalism and archaeology. In P. Kohl & C. Fawcett 
(Eds.), Nationalism, Politics, and the Practice of Archaeology (pp. 263–279). Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 
 
Trigger, B. G., 2006.The Relevance of Archaeology, in A History of Archaeological Thought. 
2nd edn. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 529–548. doi: 
10.1017/CBO9780511813016.011. 
 
Trigger, B.G. 2008. Alternative Archaeologies in Historical Perspective. In: Habu, J., Fawcett, 
C., Matsunaga, J.M. (eds) Evaluating Multiple Narratives. Springer, New York, NY. 
 
Trouillot, M.R., 1995. Silencing the Past: Power and the Production of History Boston: Beacon. 
 
Uerling, D.F., 2000. Academic freedom in k-12 education. Neb. L. Rev., 79, p.956. 
 



 135 

US Census Bureau. 2020. Real Median Household Income by Race and Hispanic Origin: 1967 to 
2020. Available at: 
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/visualizations/2021/demo/p60-
273/figure2.pdf 
 
U.S. Department of Education 2021. Federal role in education. U.S. Department of Education. 
doi:http://www.ed.gov/about/overview/fed/role.html. 
 
Valli, L., Croninger, R.G. and Walters, K., 2007. Who (else) is the teacher? Cautionary notes on 
teacher accountability systems. American Journal of Education, 113(4), pp.635-662. 
 
VOA. (n.d.). No National Standards: Strength or Weakness for Schools in US? Available at: 
https://learningenglish.voanews.com/a/no-national-standards-a-strength-or-weakness-of-us-
schools-123948044/113808.html . 
 
Wagner, N.O. 2012. Slavery by Another Name. Bluestem Heritage Group. Available 
at:https://bento.cdn.pbs.org/hostedbento-
prod/filer_public/SBAN/Images/Classrooms/Slavery%20by%20Another%20Name%20History%
20Background_Final.pdf. 
 
Waters, M.R., Pevny, C.D., Carlson, D.L. and Jennings, T.A., 2011. Clovis lithic technology: 
Investigation of a stratified workshop at the Gault Site, Texas. Texas A&M University Press. 
 
Watt, M., 2009. Research on textbook use in the United States of America. IARTEM e-Journal, 
2(1), pp.38-62. 
 
Watts, H., 2021. Charting the Present of Teaching the Past: Propoganda and 1776 in the History 
Classroom. Teaching History: A Journal of Methods, 46(2), pp.45-48. 
 
Waugh, J.C., 2003. On the brink of Civil War: The compromise of 1850 and how it changed the 
course of American history (No. 13). Rowman & Littlefield. 
 
Williams, T.J., Collins, M.B., Rodrigues, K., Rink, W.J., Velchoff, N., Keen-Zebert, A., Gilmer, 
A., Frederick, C.D., Ayala, S.J. and Prewitt, E.R., 2018. Evidence of an early projectile point 
technology in North America at the Gault Site, Texas, USA. Science Advances, 4(7), p.eaar5954. 
 
Wistrich, H., 2022. Misogyny in the criminal justice system. The Political Quarterly, 93(1), 
pp.64-68. 
 
Whyte, K., 2016. Indigeneity and US settler colonialism. 
 
WLRN. 2022. Businesses challenge new ‘Stop WOKE Act’ on the grounds of free speech. 
Available at: https://www.wlrn.org/news/2022-06-23/businesses-challenge-new-stop-woke-act-
on-the-grounds-of-free-speech. 
 



 136 

Wolf, J. 2017. Revealing the history of genocide against California’s Native Americans. UCLA. 
Available at: https://newsroom.ucla.edu/stories/revealing-the-history-of-genocide-against-
californias-native-americans. 
 
Yesner, D.R., 2001. Human dispersal into interior Alaska: antecedent conditions, mode of 
colonization, and adaptations. Quaternary Science Reviews, 20(1-3), pp.315-327. 
 
Yurcaba, J. 2022. Texas continues to remove LGBTQ suicide prevention resources from state 
websites. NBC News. Available at: https://www.nbcnews.com/feature/nbc-out/texas-continues-
remove-lgbtq-suicide-prevention-resources-state-websit-rcna18376. 
 
 

 


