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1
Gender into the Past

{ was sixteen when, for the first time, it was pointed out to me how
gender becomes associated with other categories. It was my chemis-
try teacher who told me that the sign for copper was also the astro-
nomical sign for the planet Venus, who was akso the goddess of love.
And this was also the sign for Woman. The sign for Man was also the
sign for iron, for the planet Mars and for Mars the god of war. The
links intrigued me, they were neat and obvious, of no apparent rel-
evance to life, but I nonetheless never forgot them.

Gender and archaeology: an introduction

Gender archaeology has finally become a well-established part of the
discipline, but still a sense of marginality lingers. This affects our un-
derstanding and atritudes to gender as an aspect of both our profes-
sion and interpretations of past societies. It is, therefore, timely to
acknowledge that the problems encountered within this field are not
primarily political; nor can its potentials be explored from a presentist
standpoint alone. The problems that we face are rather about the ma-
turing of this research area; it is about learning to think with gender
when investigating the past and appreciating how it also affects us. So
far our attempts at engendering prehistoric communities have been
curiously constrained both in insight and implication, or alternatively
little rooted in any of the evidence from these societies. The problem
consistently encountered is how to translate theoretical and political
convictions about the importance of gender into pracrical application
when investigating strange and unfamiliar societies. In addition, the
intelfectual and political reasons for studying gender have become set
rather than themselves critically invoived in the rescarch process. Gen-
der archaeology is therefore now at an interesting juncture where revi-
sion and reflection upon its reasons and potentials are needed and
could have major impact on its next stage.

The problems suggested by these constraints are further confirmed
by the content of the few regular publications on gender archaeclogy,
such as the Norwegian journal K.A.N., and the many conference pro-
ceedings and edited volumes (e.g. Casey et al. 1998, Claassen 1992a,
Du Cros and Smith 1993, Gero and Conkey 1991, Kent 1998, Moore
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and Scott 1997, Wadley 1997, Walde and Willows 1991, Wright
1996a). They clearly demonstrate the no more than partial success of
our efforts to develop gender archaeology, as certain issues and topics
are much better covered than others. This is of concern as it produces
a limiting notion of what gender archaeology is and affects our per-
ceived abilities to engage analytically with this dimension of prehis-
toric societies. The recurrent issues debated in the literature have
typically focused on contemporary concerns such as work conditions
and membership of the profession — the so-called equity issues — or
they concentrate upon the role of women in early historic periods and
other societies for which text-aided archaeology is possible. Although
of great importance, such work has been either basically sociological
(i.e. the study of contemporary social relations) or an archaeology
strongly guided by textual information. Substantial understanding of
gender relations as part of a past that represents other, unfamiliar
cultures is rarely obtained. (See also Claassen (1992b: 5) for a similar
comment upon the situation in America.)

It does not follow from this observation that gender archaeology
cannot be undertaken. Its progress and the debates it has generated
within archaeology have clearly demonstrated its potential. Therefore,
rather than a brake upon further involvement with the project of en-
gendering archaeology, the previous limitations are a challenge to our
understanding of gender generally and the further development of gen-
der archaeology specifically. At the same time the limitations in our
practice so far demonstrate something about how immensely complex
the task is. There are, of course, other aspects of past societies, such as
age, kin or ethnicity, which are also socially complex and difficult to
access throngh marterial objects or physical actions. We are, however,
used to recognizing the complexity of such variables and we accept
them as a routine part of our engagement with the past, not letting the
problems of identifying, for example, ethniciey prevent us from in-
cluding it in analysis. The discovery of gender as a necessary but difficult
aspect of our understanding of past societies is, however, new, and
with it has followed a degree of critique, scepticism and antagonism
that has made the discipline differently aware of what is involved when
interpreting this social structure in past societies.

These constraints can be contextualized within the history of gen-
der archaeology itself, and in particular its embedded assumption that
it should produce a radical and distinctly different feminist past. This
view has been necessary for gender archaeology to find a voice, but it
has also been burdensome and it should now be replaced by more
complex agendas. The interest in gender arose within archaeology, as
will be discussed in chapter 2, primarily in response to contemporary
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social changes during the 1960s. The call was for women to become
visible: in the profession, in the museums and in the past. But such
visibility was easier to comprehend and obtain by stressing women as
being different, as separate. The aim, furthermore, was explicitly to
demonstrate and demand the presence of women, as half of the world,
underlined and distinct, but neither as partners to social complexity
nor as individual beings. The collective presence of women was not to
be circumvented or silenced again, and the compromises suggested by
emphasis upon negotiation, analysis of details or attention towards
variance and nuances were not desired. This basically political mani-
festo was effective, but due ro its political overtones and associations
it also caused established structares to view the claims with suspicion,
and gender archaeology was marginalized. The birth of gender ar-
chaeology was thus politically and socially revolutionary, but theo-
retically and analytically it tended to be passive and merely reactionary
in terms of existing interpretations. The basic premises used for think-
ing about men and women in the past were not changing during this
phase; role-assignment was merely challenged. ‘Merely’ may, how-
ever, have been much at the time, and the importance of this phase for
changing attitudes cannot be overestimated. The foundation was laid,
but building upon it so as to reassess and demonstrate more fully its
potentials and aims is now needed.

Gender archaeology has increasingly come to see its aim as being to
explore variations in prehistoric gender relations as well as the analy-
sis of their generation and maintenance. The second part of this vol-
ume explores what this means for archaeology, and how it may be
accomplished. It does this by arguing that gender relations are not
reproduced but continuously made. This making of gender relations
happens in part through the negotiations of rights and obligations which
involve and utilize material resources as a medium through which the
gender contract can be both expressed and experienced. I have sug-
gested elsewhere that the development of an explorative gender ar-
chaeology may result in gender studies becoming less distincr as a
sub-discipline of archaeology as it becomes interwoven with all as-
pects of the discipline and integrated with its social theories {Sorensen
1992: 31). At the same time we also now, for the first time, see gender
archaeology being differently and somewhat contrastingly interpreted,
as varied interests, different theoretical approaches, political views and
the potential split between academic and practical archaeology affect
its declared reasons and objectives (see also Wylie 1997). As an illus-
tration of such tension one may look at museums as an example of
how institutional context affects the objectives of our practice. The
current tendency to contextualize and deconstruct gender roles has
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made it extremely hard for museum designers to present gender and
related issues in an educational and visually powerful way without
being subjected to severe critique of simplification. The engendering
of museum exhibitions has therefore become difficult. In particular,
the designers have not been able to take discussions within archaeol-
ogy as a guide for their activities, and it has proved necessary for mus-
eums to develop their own separate field of debate {e.g. Devonshire
and Wood 1996, Porter 1996, Sandahl 1995). This, however, is a mean-
ingful and challenging conflict. It should not be seen as negating &m
importance of gender archaeology in any of its many expressions. Itis
rather a sign of ‘coming of age” and in that sense part of a pesitive and
necessary growth. It should, however, also be recognized that embed-
ded in this change of status, where gender is accepted as a central issue
within any field and relevant to the full range of our practices, is an
appropriation and legitimization by the establishment. This will neces-
sarily change the challenge of gender archaeology; it blunts its edge. It
is, however, only in this capacity that gender concerns can _um.noEm a
disciplinary challenge permeating more than obvious feminist issues.

The conflict arising from recognizing the complexity and the slip-
periness of gender as a basic structare of society is at the same time a
tremendous challenge. Tt shows us the limitations of our knowledge
and understanding. This, to me, was graphically illustrated by a dis-
play case in Schlof3 Gottorp, the regional museum of north Omzdmzvr.
fe was part of the display of the extraordinary Iron Age deposits of
boats and weapons from Nydam, southern Denmark, now housed
and exhibited at the museum (see also Serensen 1999), In addition to
one of the large wooden boats the exhibition shows, in several glass
cases along the walls and standing in rows on the floor, a large amount
of beautifully crafted and often exquisitely decorated items of war.
Through their associative relations to men and warriors the objects
provide an overwhelming impression of masculinity. A number of cases
were used to show the appearance of men: their different uniforms,
the attachments to their clothing, personal equipment, the position
and combination of weapons and suggestions of regional and status
differences in their dress. And then there was a big glass case showing
the appearance of the contemporary women. It was left empty! Hrnmm
was just a small notice stating that the archaeological material did not
provide sufficient data ro show how the women would have wm.mm
dressed. The impact was striking: it made one aware of the partial
nature of the exhibition; and it expressed an explicit challenge to ar-
chaeology. This book aims to take up part of this challenge by engag-
ing explicitly with the question of how we can think about gender in
the past and engage with it as materiality.
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Arguing for gender archaeology

Gender is now recognized as a necessary part of any theory of social
relations, and the negotiation of gender relations is seen as one of rhe
dynamics reproducing and maintaining social systems. Gender is there-
fore deeply ingrained in the particular form societies rake and it pro-
vides an essential structure of meaning. Appreciating gender as a
construction {Conkey and Spector 1984: 1) means understanding that
it must be continuously confirmed and constructed by society and that
individuals have to obtain and maintain it. ‘Gender is not just women
and men ~ it is a result of the ways we live together and construct a
universe around us. Gender is an inconsistent but permanent part of
history and life’ (Serensen 1988: 17). Gender, while a basic structure
of society, is not stable. Any study of society and, in particular, studies
of societal change must therefore incorporate gender. It is the realiza-
tion of these qualities, rather than the emphasis upon ‘making women
visible’, which constitutes the most essential departure of recent gen-
der archaeology from earlier views. It radically rejects the naturalized
gender roles established over the last centuries, opening a whole new
enderstanding of culrure and history.

The important difference introduced with gender archaeology lies
in the way women — and the relationship between women and men —
are conceptualized: their recognition as subjects of study and the range
of issues associated with this. The appreciation of the active dynamic
nature of gender and its role in the historical process has meant that
gender construction and relations have become issues of archaeologi-
cal concern. Gender, furthermore, is becoming recognized as an inti-
mate part of the process of social reproduction, rather than just being
an element in the formation of society. Our understanding of gender
is, however, still limited, and we have only just begun to appreciate
the spatial and temporal variations and some of the mechanisms be-
hind such variability. Meanwhile, as the organization of gender in-
creasingly has been shown to relate and be insegral to most other aspects
of past cultural systems, archaeologists should examine

factors chat seem to influence the nature of relations between men and
women, the circumstances in which women and men exert power and
influence, and the ways that gender arrangements affect or structure
group respoitses to various conditions in their social or natural environ-
ments. (Conkey and Spector 1984: 19}

Gender, furthermore, is a situated difference, and its investigation is
essential for both the understanding of particular contexts and histori-
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cal trajectories. Moreover, engendered individuals are social agents
and their actions form society. Their activities are, however, influenced
both by sel-identity and by their socially constructed identities {i.e.
the difference between *1 am a woman, and I should do this but not
that’ and ‘women are like this and behave in certain ways’). Such dis-
tinctions between gender identity and gender ideology are important
for understanding the continuous interaction between self and society
which lies behind normative behaviour.

Thus, gender relations of past societies constitute particular prob-
lems or areas of concern which not only merit but necessitate specific
theories and methodologies. We must construct, therefore, an archaeo-
logical framework for investigating gender and the effect of gender.
For this it is not sufficient to question previous assumptions like ‘man
the hunter’, or to replace one absolute and static interpretation with
another (so-called his- and her-stories). Such assumptions and uni-
versal generalizations can be debated, but beyond such exchanges the
factors structuring refationships between differently gendered people
and groups must be analysed and the mediation and transformation
of those relationships investigated. One of the unique tasks of archae-
ology is then to encourage questioning and clarification of whether
gender is always relevant, at what levels and in which form. The femi-
nist debate takes gender as existing; but the time span of archaeoclogy
includes societies in which the conceptualization of difference may
for the first time have been constructed as gender. It also routinely
Investigates communities whose construction of gender varied con-
siderably and who apparently assigned it different kinds of impor-
tance and certainly gave it particular forms. Qut of this, however,
does not come a gender archacology that aims at ‘origins stories’;
rather archacology can be seen as a discipline that aims to trace and
analyse some of the diverse social and cultural reaction to difference
and how this is resolved in a variety of gender arrangements. Archae-
ology should also use its vast data to investigate in what situations
gender relations become particularly expressive, L.e. situations where
gender relations are made explicie through material culeure. Can such
situations be detected and characterized? At present we have neither
the theoretical nor methodological means to study such obvious ques-
tions systematically. A few distinct activities are, however, easily iso-
lated as commonly involved in communicating gender categories. These
include burial activities, individual appearance through costumes, ico-
nography and some types of art. It is, however, equally obvious that
gender is also played out in other spheres of action and in different
media, and some of these will be explored in the second part of this
volume,

GENDER INTO THE PAST S

Finally, one of the most important potential contributions from at-
chaeology to gender studies generally is its insights into the manner in
which material culture becomes partner in the structuring of social
relations. In order to understand gender organization and ideology as
part of society and its historical transformation it is essential to look
at social norms, institutions and relations, and to trace how they are
reproduced over time. Material culture plays a special role in such
social reproduction, since objects link generations and are fundamen-
tal for mediating tradition. Members of society inhabit historic struc-
tures coded with meaning, and links are made both from objects to
symbols and from symbols to values. In this chain material culture
comes to carry socially negotiated meaning; it transforms modes of
expression and serves as a bridge between generations and events.
Through these linkages material culture participates in assigning gen-
der to individuals and in presenting and preserving gender ideologies,
which means that long-term structures develop rather than each gen-
eration inventing the world anew,

These characteristics — unique data and the analysis of material cul-
ture as partner in social life - are the special aspects of archaeology
from which its distinct contribution to gender studies and its analysis
of gender in prehistory must develop. Meanwhile, the theorerical frame-
work of gender archacology docs not as yer clearly reflect these
strengths. In the urge to create a gender archaeology and strongly in-
fluenced by feminism (and probably also by a political desire for soli-
darity amongst those involved in this ‘struggle’), this field has until
recently been allowed to develop without explicit and constructive
self-reflection. Its critical responses have therefore mainly taken the
form of self-defence or arguing for its relevance rather than focusing
upon clarification and discussion of subject matter. Certain concepis
have therefore become embedded in our expectation of gender archae-
ology without critical discussion. In particular, concepts have not been
adapted to the field in which they are employed, leaving archaeolo-
gists with the apparent dilemma of not being able to observe the issues
they talk about. Methodology has accordingly gained a prominent
position which is neither deserved nor ~ given its theoretical isolation
- particularly productive {e.g. Gibbs 1987). I have previously pointed
out that gender archaeology therefore makes basic statements, such as
‘gender is a social construct’, that have not been properly ‘translated’
into some correspondence to the discipline’s conceptual and analyti-
cal language; but nonetheless they still dictate what gender archacol-
ogy looks for and how it is being looked at (Serensen 1992: 32). In
response to this lack of theoretical development one can now begin to
discern the emergence of approaches that are explicitly concerned with
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making gender archaeology archaeological in its thinking and practice
(e.g. Arwill-Nordbladh 1998, Lesick 1997, Sofaer-Derevenski 1997,
1998). Archaeology can and must frame its own gender problems, not
detached and isolated from questions asked by other subjects, but none-
theless dictated by its own concerns and potentials. A further limita-
tion to overcome is the way in which gender archaeology has tended
to be partial - both in terms of its interpretative interests and its ap-
proach to data. Again, there are various political and theoretical rea-
sons for this; but the overall results have often been detrimental, as
gender archaeology appears unable to engage with the totality of the
archaeological record and inadvertently appears to isolate only selecred
bits as relevant - and relevant only - to women’s experiences and roles.

The need for theorizing

In the literature, certain general statements which encapsulate the ra-
tionale for a gender archaeology can be found. Many of these state-
ments originally arose from empirical studies by various disciplines
within the social sciences but by now they often appear in the form of
a theoretical stratagem or even as ‘truth’. It is commonly stated, for
example, that gender is a fundamental principle or basic structure of
most, if not all, human societies. Gender is thus a significant element
of society’s organization, and it is used as a basis for further divisions
and categories. The implicit argument is that to know and understand
society, we must understand its gender structure. Furthermore, to un-
derstand historical processes it is necessary to understand the way in
which people/individuals operate, and that their gender identity plays
an important role in their actions. These statements make understand-
ing gender significant at the level both of the individual actor and his-
torical processes. In addition to such claims, it is also commonly agreed
that gender is politically, socially, culturally and symbolically consti-
tuted, rather than biologically given. This means that gender is not
predictable, stable or static, and through inference gender as an objec-
tive structure is rejected. [n combination, the various assumptions and
statements found in the literature argue that this structure, which is
essential for understanding society and history, in itself must be the
object of analysis. Gender is constructed by society at the same fime as
it is a primary structure of society. The dialectic to which this refers is
entirely possible, but in praxis it challenges and undermines many ex-
isting analytical procedures inasmuch as causal primacy cannot be
assigned to either society or gender. It is this complex relationship
which made the integration of gender {in this sense} difficult for neo-
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positivistic approaches (e.g. the New Archaeology). As discussed in
chapter 2, this, in combination with other factors, furthered the asso-
ciation between feminism and contextual or postmodern intellectual
frameworks. Outside archaeology, such lack of primacy has, in dif-
terent ways, caused problems for, for instance, Marxist-inspired femi-
nists and political feminists alike (as discussed in Scott 1986).

Therefore, in order for gender to play an important role in analysis
of society it, as a concept, needs theorization, This, furthermore, must
be done both in terms of gender’s own reference points and character-
istics and in terms of its possible relations and association with other
entities and mechanisms. The aim of this book is therefore both to
centralize the concept and to begin its further analysis as a social con-
struct that uses materiality. A further objective is to avoid the mar-
ginalization of gender studies, which usually results when discussions
take place outside the ‘normal’ disciplinary discourse. In this book
therefore, gender, as opposed to woman, is being explored as an ana-
lytical concept carrying intellectual implications and significance. I am
aware that the cost of this is the shedding of the more striking political
implications signalled by ‘woman’, and while this can be regretted I
nonetheless find it a necessary and constructive development.

In this book I explore the links between gender and material things.
Archaeology, as one might expect, has been and still is dependent upon
other social sciences for much of its theoretical insights into gender as
ideational systems or such complex issues as those currently emerging
in discussions of the social dimension of sexuality and sex. Wichin the
ignored field of material objects archaeology is, however, ‘at home’. In
the social sciences generally the material effect of gender is routinely
observed or commonly assumed, but it is rarely investigated — cither
as an effect or as a’constiruent of gender construction. A significant
dimension of both the communication and experience of gendered dif-
ference has thereby been ignored. In particular, the ways in which
practical aceion solidifies and gives physical realities and consequences
to these differences have remained absent from analysis of the con-
struction and maintenance of gender identities and difference. This
volume is a response to this lack within gender studies generally as
well as a reaction to archaeology specifically. Archaeology needs a
critical text about gender. The reasons for and content of gender ar-
chaeology must be clarified, and the need for an engendered under-
standing of past societies further explored and argued. ‘Doing gender’
also needs to be more fully reconciled with archaeology as a mode of
disciplinary interpretation, and it needs to consider how societies may
be studied through their material records, Therefore, Tintend to focus
upon the potentials arising from an engendered engagement with the
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past, arguing that the ‘gender question’ has ro be contextualized and
embedded within the disciplinary mentality of archaeology. This,
moreover, needs undertaking both for archaeology as a discipline and
due to the role of the past in the present. The past plays a prominent
part in identity formation - both in terms of political solidarities and
personal self-perception and identity — as the concern with ‘who am
1?’ often becomes directly linked to the question of ‘where do I come
from?’. Ir is therefore important to realize that statements about the
past become statements that affect the present; our interpretations of
gender relations in prehistoric societies can influence and be used to
build arguments about relations in the present.

Such endeavours mean developing an analytical framework, assess-
ing and formulating assumptions and assertions concerning signifi-
cance, importance, mechanisms etc. — in short, creating a framework
which begins to dress gender in layers of relational and qualitative
evalnations. It also involves creating and developing analytical con-
cepts, which will enable and empower the creation of another
{pre}history (Scott 1986).

Qutline of an argument

This book explores these issues in order to establish the potentials of
gender archaeology for studies of prehistory and to identify archae-
ology’s contribution to our understanding of gender relations. | en-
gage with them theoretically in part I; in part I11 focus on the materiality
of gender.

Following from the argument outlined in this introductory chapter,
chapter 2 consists of a historiographic overview of the recent role
of gender and gender relations in our appropriation of past societies.
This is based on some of the main assertions and reasons commonly
associated with the development of gender archaeology. The chapter
to a certain extent is also an exploration of the generation and role of
myths, and of gender archaeology’s need for legitimization and self-
definition. :

Theorizing gender, through a discussion of the central concepts and
by developing an analytical framework, will then be broached in chap-
ters 3 and 4. In these chapters the focus of archaeological studies, the
materiality of social action, s also introduced. The chapters focus upon
the concepts of sex and gender and the common reference to negotia-
tion. In these chapters I am particularly concerned to relate our disci-
plinary interests and problems to the more general discussions within
the social sciences; but 1 feel even more strongly the need to develop
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these issues in such a direction that we can engage with them archaeo-
logically. T see this as a kind of translation. A good translation in-
volves not only an exchange of words; it also involves a change of
context. [t must respond to the differences in mentality and structure
between two cultures. It concerns me that gender archaeology should
recognize its independent way of approaching and understanding ques-
tions of gender since otherwise it can not affect these issues in any
significant way. | trust that its contribution to general debate abourt
gender can be both strong and distinet. This involves, 1 believe, appre-
ciating both the distinct nature of the societies that we study and un-
derstanding how a society may be investigated through its material
culture. Developing the theoretical framework for archaeology’s en-
gagement with gender involves recognizing both the strengths and
possibilities of this means of social analysis as well as its limitations.
For instance, in my discussion in chapter 3 of the central concepts of
sex and gender and of their relationship, 1 suggest that the current
interest in the individual as a unique, sexually embodied subjectivity is
not necessarily concurrent with how archaeology can best engage with
the analysis of gender. Furthermore, the privileging of the individual
over the social {the ‘I’ emphasized and contrasted with ‘Then’, rather
than exploring the importance of “We’), thar is often argued or as-
sumed in this debate, should not be so simply accepted.

The differences between these two contexts of practice should be
explored constructively racher than being reduced to a hierarchy. In
addition, while sex and, even more so, gender are the focal point of
these discussions this, of course, should not be taken to mean that
gender or sex identities are single identities, and neither should one
mistake their emphasis in this particular debate to mean that they are
necessarily and constantly the primary identifier. Recognizing that no
single variable should be privileged, since all are contextually consti-
tuted and critically informed by each other, does not mean, however,
that the variables that intersect to construct social difference and
subjectivities are all equal. Interesting concepts, such as positionality
(Adelson 1993), which argue for the production of identity as an in-
terplay of many different variables, become much less useful if the
potential difference between these variables and how particular con-
texts may enhance their distinctions are not recognized as well. The
underlying central issues of chapters 3 and 4 therefore become par-
tially how archaeology may study the construction of gendered indi-
viduals and partly how the observation of long-term structures and
stability can be reconcifed with notions of discourse and negotiation.
This makes it obvious that the study of gender does not relegate tradi-
tional discussions of the relationship between the specific and general,
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between individual and society, to a past debate. This concern is as
imperative as ever. Rather than making it redundant, gender sets it in
sharp relief and introduces a different range of concerns and observa-
tions to such questions.

Against this background chapter 5 considers the nature of material
culture and uses this to ground archaeology’s role in gender studies.
Arguing that it is through materiality that gender gains substance, be-
comes tangible and has real effect upon people’s lives, this chapeer is
central, providing a pivotal point for the book. It is through objects as
resources that gender enters political and economic life in effective
and hurtfal ways. Those aspects of gender that can be understood as
the material articulation and effects of difference are therefore not
marginal; on the contrary they are central to the existence and repro-
duction of gender. Chapter 5, therefore, introduces material culture as
a medium for gender to operate with. To further appreciate the nature
of this medium 1 highlight its difference from texts. I suggest that while
both are discursive and communicative, appreciating their differences
is vital for understanding the manner in which things can become en-
gaged in both the construction and communication of gender. Two
distinct aspects of this involvement are identified: performance and
practice. Archaeology, it is argued, can be importantly involved in
locating how and where gender is inserted into practical action and
how it is maintained through repetition and performance. The object
is not gendered, but it has the ability to become so, and the processes
through which this happens and the consequences of such association
are important means of engendering, and thus of the construction of
gender. These are therefore issues that gender archacology must en-
gage with and begin to analyse empirically.

In part Il a number of ‘material situations’ are provided to consoli-
date, at a different level of argumentation, the potential and possible
nature of gender archaeology, as well as to Hlustrate how this brings
about a different kind of knowledge about the past and the under-
standing of gender. Part 1T therefore turns its attention towards ‘ma-
terial situations” which would routinely involve gender. The intention
here is to further illustrate the enabling and active role of material
culture. Essentially, while part I engages with general aspects of gen-
der and approaches its discussion in manners similar to other social
sciences, part Il aims to be *archaeological’. It aims to make us think
with objects and to understand their impact upon the culraral sur-
roundings we construct and how we comprehend and survive within
them. Those aspects of the archaeological record that are most dir-
ectly related to individuals, such as graves or iconography, and which
have therefore been most extensively used for gender analysis, are
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deliberately avoided in this part. In their place, food, dress, space and
contact are considered in turn. Within these ‘situations’ we find basic
concerns and practices that are expressed materially. It is argued that
such combinations of materialities and practices lend themselves to
the expression and creation of difference. This, furthermore, would
create a dependence upon the repetitive performance of difference for
these ro remain in existence, These are therefore areas of practices and
material resources where gender negotiation takes place. Thus chap-
ters 6 to 9 engage with the link between gender and materiality in
terms of the former’s existence as a material reality with real-life con-
mmﬁm_{mmﬁhﬁm.

Finally, before the concluding chapter 11, I discuss, in chapter 10,
archaeology’s central role in the study of the origin of human societies
and presumably also of gender. The aims of this chapter are two-fold.
First, archacology’s unique access to the time-depth and variabiliey of
human society cannot be ignored as an additional important contribu-
tion to gender studies generally. Second, the importance that gender
studies consistently have given to the link between gender and culture
forces us to recognize that culture is a social dimension that cannot
only be approached as continuously changing and in perpetual redefi-
nition but must also be accepted as coming into being at some point.
Recognizing how studies of origins unavoidably become entangled with
concerns about our identity and uniqueness as a species, the chapter
does not try to ‘solve’ these problems. Rather it suggests that this issue
may be usefully considered using concepts such as reification, instru-
mentalization and machination: concepts that refate to performance
and practices that arise in response to contemplation within the group.
This shifts the attention from perception and cognition to much more
easily recognizable reactions that take a certain physical form, and are
made meaningful through repetition rather than content. Whether gen-
der or its equivalence exists beyond human societies (and before a
defined threshold) is not therefore the concern; rather the specific ways
in which humans at some point began to respond to and cultivate
differences amongst themselves is emphasized. This chapter firmly re-
turns to the argument of chapters 3 and 4 about gender archaeology
being concerned with how communities construct and normalize their
members as being particular kinds of people. The final chapter brings
these various strings together by presenting gender archaeology as the
study of the materiality of gender due to the mutual interrelationship
between objects and gender.




2

Gender and
Archaeology: a History

We took Megan and Kim Michael with us to vote at the general elec-
tion. It was very exciting spotting the election posters in the window,
but it was a long walk. S0 | began to tell Megan a story about how
once-upon-a-time no one had the right to vote, then some men got
the right, and later most men; but still women were not given the
vote until they became very angry. Megan loved the tale, and asked
me for more ‘election stories’.

The development of feminist critique and gender
archaeology

Various disciplines have different ways of responding to general so-
cial and inteliectual issues and of relating their academic discourses to
developments in neighbouring fields and society at large. Such has
been the case with feminist and gender issues: archaeology’s engage-
ment with the questions they have raised is distinet and yet part of
more general intellectual trends. It is, therefore, essential to review
the history of gender in archaeology in order to appreciate how ar-
chaeology’s use of the various concepts has been shaped and what it
has taken or ignored from the different debates. Archaeology, how-
ever, is not such a unified context of discourse that there will be only
one version of its gender history. There are, for instance, some quite
distinct differences between European and that of American or Aus-
tralian archaeology in these regards {for discussion of gender archae-
ology in America see, for example, Claassen 1992a; for Australia,
see, for example, Casey et al. 1998, Du Cros and Smith 1993). There
are also some obvious differences between prehistoric archaeology
and that of fater periods, especially Classical, medieval and indus-
trial. In addition, the production of gencalogies will always also be
affected by the interests and knowledge of their authors. A coarse
outline of the history of gender archaeology can probably be rela-
tively easily agreed upon, as it progressed in stages familiar from other
disciplines, but the details of and comments on this outline by differ-
ent authors will necessarily vary. The version provided here is in-
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tormed particularly by its development within Furopean prehistoric
archaeology.

The introduction of gender studies into different disciplines is often
discussed in terms of its progressing through different stages. Wylie,
considering primarily the American literature, presents these stages as
consisting of first the feminist critique of androcentrism, then revision-
ary statements making women visible (remedial phase), and finally the
development of studies concerned with gender as construction and its
relationship to power (Wylie 1991a: 31-2). In outline, the situation in
Europe follows the same stages although not all countries or fractrions
of the discipline have participated in all or equally in the three stages.

The women’s movement of the mid-1960s, the phase now commonly
labelled ‘second wave feminism’ ro distinguish it from the much ear-
lier suffragette movement, is the important starting point of gender
studies. Its influences are found sporadically in archacology from the
1970s, and mark a change in the discipline’s attention towards women.
The earliest articles (e.g. Fonnesbeck-Sandberg et al. 1972, Kenyon
1969} affected by these changes, critical of the male dominance within
the profession and politically seif-reflexive, were primarily comment-
ing upon contemporary working conditions. In addition, a few reflec-
tions over the representarion of women within museums and the male
dominance of the interpretation of the past were published (e.g. Thalin-
Bergman 1975, Bertelsen et al. 1987 (workshop held in 1979), Gejvall
1970, Gimbutas 1974, Nzess 1974). The absence of women, whether
in the profession, in representations or in interpretation, was, how-
ever, the consistent theme, and the emphasis was therefore upon gain-
ing visibility. The concern was to give women access to the production
of prehistory and to recognize that women in the past had been ac-
tively involved in the historical process. It was felt and argued that the
past had consistently been presented with women as the passive by-
stander. History happened to her, while men made it happen, Increased
awareness of androcentric biases, fuelled by debates in social anthro-
pology in particular and discussions within the social sciences gener-
ally and in society at large, also began to reveal how interpretations of
women had automatically downgraded her in terms of her contribu-
tions, abilities and importance. For instance, pottery production, when
ascribed to women, was consistently considered a domestic activity,
while it became a craft or industry if associated with men. Through
this kind of critical deconstruction of the taken-for-granted evalua-
rion of men and women, gender interests within archaeology moved
during the 1980s (again heavily influenced by the social sciences) from
being focused on the present to include a strong argument for the need
to rewrite and reinterpret prehistory: a new version of our past was
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demanded. It had by then become clear that we do not know the gen-
der arrangements within the prehistoric socieries we study and that
they cannot be thought of as static and unchangeable. At this point
the notion of gender as a social construct, as opposed to sex as a biologi-
cal given, was introduced to archaeology. While this distinction may
have been quite widely known at the time due to a general familiarity
with anthropology, the paper by Conkey and Spector from 1984 is
nonetheless seminal as it firmly introduced gender as a distinct con-
cept within the archaeological vocabulary. Their paper is therefore
often seen as the ‘start’ of gender archaeology as a sub-discipline (e.g.
Hager 1997a: ix, Wright 1996a: 1). The significance of the introduc-
tion of a sex/gender distinction was that gender, as a cuitural con-
struction, became an essential part of what archaeologists study. This
challenged the view of gender as an objective, biologically determined
identity and thus as a natural phenomenon.

This, however, was initially often done through empiricist arguments
that were familiar to traditional scientific practices and, in particular,
to the verification principles of logical positivism, rather than being
based on political arguments. Dommasnes, a Norwegian archaeolo-
gist who early hecame interested in women’s issues in archaeology
(e.g. Dommasnes 1976, 1982), has provided some pertinent and very
insightful self-reflections upon this relationship between the traditional
criteria of science and the early gender studies. She suggests that the
first phase of gender archacology in Norway was eased and made ac
ceptable because it closely followed processualist scientific prescrip-
tions {Dommasnes 1992: 6), Otherwise archaeologists have mainly
left these issues and insights to philosophers such as Wylie (1991b,
1992b, 1997).

The increasing tension between, on the one hand, established scien-
tific methodology and epistemological rigour and, on the other, a grow-
ing interest in subjectively defined research problems was therefore
mainly a significant issue during the second phase in the development
of gender archaeology. The first phase, being mainly focused upon
‘labour” questions, did not comment upon epistemological issues, and
the notion of scientific knowledge was properly generally accepted.
Nor is the tension relevant for the third phase, burt in this case it 1s
because its sci-aware affinity with different postmodern epistemologies
made it more self-reflexive and thus made it embrace rather than stum-
ble over these issues. Thus, despite the now common linkage or even
equation between post-processualism and gender archaeology {even
though it could be argued that much of post-processualism mainly
‘uses’ gender as a means of being radical or as an example of multi-
vocality) the possibility of accommodating some aspects of gender stud-

tes within a positivistic framework should be recognized as characrer-
izing a distinct phase of the history of gender in archaeology. For some
this influence, which at the time was part of the normative science
regime, was allowed for strategic reasons, but often it was also a result
of this being the scientific procedures in which the archaeologists had
been irained and with which they had learned to think. The positivistic
influence during this stage is found, for example, in the heavy reliance
on cross-cultural generalization to prove or disprove an interpretative
association and the extensive use of quantitative analysis to establish
correlates between gender and objects or behaviour (e.g. Gibbs 1987).
One can also propose that the concentration upon methodology, that
is the procedural aspects, was akin to this approach. This point does
not mean, however, that these works were entirely positivistic, but
rather that the current association between gender studies and non-
positivistic epistemologies has a more contorted history than is often
acknowledged.

The concept of gender, as it developed during the 1980s, became
increasingly difficult to avoid, and in principle the term became ac-
ceptable within the social science. The term was also now commonly
employed by archaeology, even if some maintained that these aspects
of prehistoric societies are beyond that which can be investigated.
During the late 1980s and in the 1990s gender, as a cultural con-
struct, increasingly became recognized as part of the dynamic of past
societies and thus as a subject of analysis. The most significant conse-
quence of this acceptance is that gender is given the potential of affect-
ing the cultural make-up at any time. Furthermore, it follows that
since this had not been previously recognized, earlier interpretations
of prehistory must be lacking at a certain level of social analysis. The
insertion and questioning of gender in our analysis of the very varied
societies that prehistory embraces is, however, a task of enormous
complexity. For every period and range of activities being analysed
we have come to learn that our understanding of gender and of how
material objects and practices are involved in its representation and
maintenance must be reassessed and rephrased. The recognition of the
importance of gender and the somewhat reluctant acceptance of this
as a major field of academic investigation have not, therefore, by them-
selves secured the project of engendering the past. In response to this
problem, and being receptive to general influences from neighbouring
disciplines, current gender studies have become increasingly critical
of an inherited conceptual framework and are now concerned with
establishing archaeology’s identity as a discipline of gender-informed
practices and interpretative potentials.
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The relatively fate inciusion of gender in
archaeology?

The actual introduction of explicit gender issues (a so-called gender
archaeology} has only been subject to very few studies, notably those
by Wylie (e.g. 1991a, 1991b, 1992a}. This contrasts interestingly with
the much more prolific calls for its inclusion, including the early ex-
amples of Conkey and Spector (1984) and the 1988 volume of the
journal ARC, which was dedicated to gender archaeology. Despite the
very few investigations, certain myths about ancestry and genealogy
have developed. These are essential to the construction of a distinct
field of practices and concerns and in that capacity they are central to
recent developments. They do, however, also have the potential to
serve other needs and they easily take on the role of excuses, reasons
or ammunition for current archaeologists in their attempts to define
and understand their own positions. As already stated, many histories
of gender archaeology can be constructed. Despite such subjectivities
and the possibility and legitimacy of multi-vocality, it is constructive
for a critical self-awareness to reflect upon some of the central state-
ments that have been made and how they have functioned to create a
distinct identity for ‘gender archaeology’.

One of these statements has been concerned with presenting gender
awareness as having arrived to archaeology relatively late without re-
ally making the basis of the apparent comparison clear. Another im-
pression commonly given is one of an almost total absence of women
in archaeology and prehistory prior to the appearance of gender ar-
chaeology. Such statements serve the obvious purposes of legitimizing
and solidifying gender archaeology by establishing its distinctive na-
ture compared to earlier practices and by pointing to the obvious need
for it :

To me there is a dilemma here. Not wanting to undermine gender
archacology, 1 have nevertheless found it difficult, even for strategic
reasons, to agree to the generation of oversimplified views of the na-
ture and history of archaeology. There may be a strong desire for emo-
tive and political engagement with the consolidation of feminist or
gender archaeologies, but nonetheless 1 do not find such selective
genealogies useful. As regards strategies, I cannot believe that they
work in the long term if they have a shaky foundarion. Simplifying
our own origins and reasons for being are strategies that underesti-
mate how powerful the arguments for geader-informed archaeologies
are. It also ignores how sophisticated these reasons can be made, mov-
ing us beyond simplistic postulates and easy uses of our own discipli-
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nary past. Accepting that our discipline is complex and that the rea-
sons for gender archaeology are many and have different motivations,
variously embedded within the subject and in society at large, we should
dare to use the history of archaeology and the position of women and
gender within it to challenge ourselves and our understanding of disci-
pline (at various interpretative levels) and solidarities, rather than use
it mainly for self-justification.

One can, for instance, usefully respond to the claim that the inclu-
ston of gender concerns in archaeology was relatively late in three
ways. First, one may ask ‘relative to what?’, and in doing so reveal
some aspects of archaeologists” disciplinary identity and expectations.
Second, the basis for this statement can be reassessed. Third, one may
also wonder what importance or interest this has and how the nega-
tive impression created may affect people’s perception of the disci-
pline.

The claim that gender was late in being introduced to archacology
is found both explicitly (e.g. Nelson 1997: 15-20, Wylie 1991b} and
less directly through various statements referring to general gender
uninterest and inertia within the discipline. Meanwhile, the only sub-
stantial analysis of the inclusion of gender in archaeology that sug-
gests where its beginning should be tocated has been conducted by
Wrylie. Based on primarily American examples, she argues for a cer-
tain association between the increased acceprance of gender issues and
the development of a subject/subjective orientated archaeology (e.g.
Wylie 1991b). She does, however, also identify an earlier phase during
the 1980s when women’s roles were being questioned. This, as al-
ready outlined, was a phase in which interest in equality and equity
issues were articulated, while the nature of scientific practices was left
relatively unchallenged. It is therefore not entirely clear what (and there-
fore when) one may identify as the first inclusion of gender interest in
the discipline, The link to feminist concerns, as expressed in the wom-
en’s movement from the 1960s onwards, is, however, unequivocal and
can usefully be further explored in order to clarify our ‘roots’.

A very early expression of such concerns, which probably should be
included as an example of the early phase, is Kathleen Kenyon’s fiery
speech to the Oxtord Union in 1969, in which she lamented the fate of
young female archaeologists (Kenyon 1969). Other early discussions
of this kind within archaeology can also be found in Scandinavia in
the 1970s where they were published by women of the sixties genera-
tion. Explicit feminist comments npon equity issues within archaeol-
ogy were, for example, published at this time in both Norway and
Denmark (Fonnesbeck-Sandberg et al. 1972, Holm-Olsen and Mandt-
Larsen 1974), while the first concise discussion of the androcentric
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nature of interpretations may have been the workshop Were They All
Men? An Examination of Sex Roles in Prebistoric Society (Bertelsen,
Lillehammer and Nass 1987), held in Norway in 1979, The fate of
this workshop is interesting in terms of understanding the incorpora-
tion of feminist concerns within mainstream archacology as well as in
teminist historiography. While held in 1979, it did not find a publisher
until 1987, although before then it was frequently referred to in writ-
ing within the Norwégian discussion of gender archaeology (Bertelsen,
Lillehammer and Ness 1987: 7). For its publication it was decided to
use English, thus clearly aiming beyond its original local Norwegian
audience, yet it has remained remarkably ignored in overviews of the
development of gender archacology, which consistently try to place its
development late and focus it upon a few seminal publications, espe-
cially the paper by Conkey and Spector from 1984, Only recently has
it become more widely acknowledged (e.g. Nelson 1997) and incorpo-
rated into the genealogy of gender archaeology or its canonical history
{(Hodder 1997: 75). Thus as late as 1992 it was possible ro write that
‘Surveys on the states of women archaeologists appeared this same
year [1990] for England, the United States, Germany, Australia and
Norway’ (Claassen 1992b: 1), and to imply that these were pioneering
works — a statement which at least in the case of Denmark and Nor-
way ignores women'’s voices of, respectively, eighteen and sixteen years
earlier. Another disregarded indication of gender as a growing pres-
ence in the discipline is the extent to which it has been incorporated as
a theme in conferences and meetings. In Britain, for instance, gender
and/or feminist archaeology has been regularly discussed since 1981
at the annual TAG conference (Theoretical Archaeology Group) - but
litele of this has been published and this early inclusion is reduced to
‘social knowledge’.

The argument that gender came relatively late to archaeology is prob-
ably meant to be in comparison with social anthropology and the so-
cial sciences generally. In social anthropology, partly influenced by an
ethnographic concern with women’s lives, gender developed as a dis-
tinct topic during the seventies. The volume Women, Culture and So-
ciety (Rosaldo and Lamphere 1974) may then be selected as the
‘landmark’ in anthropology against which one may compare. This pre-
sumes, however, that archaeclogy should or ought to develop intellec-
tually in parallel with its neighbouring disciplines. While this may
happen, it should of course not be treated as a must, as there are also
possibilities and restraings that are unique to the disciplines. There is
thus an assumption that archaeology in terms of gender studies is equal
to the disciplines at the forefront of gender research. This ignores the
formative role that social anthropology and sociology have played in
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the recognition of gender as a separate construction and in outlining
its social constituencies. Archaeology did not participate in this
deconstruction of what wornen and men mean and how they are made,
and the discipline was very much on the receiving end (together with
other disciplines) of a debare. It is therefore neither surprising nor
particularly shameful if gender awareness developed later in archaeol-
ogy than in social anthropology.

The relative lateness of gender or feminist interests in archaeology
does also depend upon how these interests are defined and thus to
same extent disciplined. The outline above of how concerns with equal-
ity were debated within disciplinary frameworks since the early 1970s
does not support that it was particularly late compared with many
other disciplines. The inclusion, or rather the development, of a some-
what definable gender archaeology did, however, take longer and was
some years late compared with some disciplines but, on the other hand,
compared with others it was early (see also Beard 1994).

This question of whether gender was late in being included in ar-
chaeology is therefore mainly relevant and interesting from a political
point of view. The persistent androcentrism, the problems of mar-
ginalization, the self-regulative and reproductive nature of disciplines
and the closure they create in terms of knowtedge and challenges are
interesting and important aspects of the politics of academia. In terms
of the interpretative engagement that archacology may provide, being
some years late, is, however, not particularly surprising nor necessar-
ily very important. Archaeology does not have the means of develop-
ing an understanding of gender prior to its investigation by other
disciplines. In rthat sense gender archaeology had to be delayed: its
conceptual framework and theoretical propositions had to be suggested
by others. This does not mean that archaeology does not have an in-
put to these concepts and framework; it most certainly must have, or
it cannot use and expand upon them. The intellectual content of gen-
der archaeology, as opposed to its political motivations, were, how-
ever, initially borrowed.

The above examples of neglected early engagement with women’s
issues is not meant primarily as a ‘correction’ of existing histories —
probably there are many other corrections to be made. Rather they
serve to reveal how some of our central statements about gender ar-
chaeology and its origin and reception easily perpetuate or create new
biases and how they then also participate in creating closure. Hidden
within such statements are assumptions which give gender archaeol-
ogy well-defined limits, resulting in inclusions and exclusions. They
also often neglect to give proper attention to the nature of archaeol-
ogy, its restrictions and its potentials. On their basis we create a self-
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image based upon a selected view of our history and origin, and in
that process we ourselves risk making certain groups (and national
traditions) invisible. Statements to the effect that archaeology was slow
in recognizing gender are basically meant to motivate initiatives and
contemplation. Their effects can, however, range further and we should
therefore expect their foundation to be made clear.

The presentation of women in archaeclogy and
prehistory

Another prominent myth relates to the presence of women in the pro-
fession and in the past. The recent explicit interest in gender issues and
its relationship to feminism has often resulted in archaeology and its
product, the interpreted past and its marerial record, being presented
as either genderless or as entirely androcentric and immersed in chau-
vinistic propaganda. The former characteristic is weirdly ‘blind’ to-
wards how women and men have always been part of both. This is
important since through such an appropriation-policy, where the dis-
cipline is made to appear in a certain way, the feminist and gender
critiques themselves risk becoming an example of how the mutedness
of certain groups is created by the blindness of the dominaror (Kehoe
1992: 23) - a relationship of dominance it sets out to reject. The latter
characteristic, while possibly partly correct, nonetheless grossly sim-
plifies the nature of gender issues as they are embedded in traditional
disciplinary structures and knowledge generation. Such statements
make it appear as if our generation invented gender, rather than re-
cent developments being concerned with investing it with new and
challenging meanings and motivations focused upon developing it as
an analytical concept (and possibly an instrument of change).

For a critical development of gender archaeology these claims on
traditional practices should be further explored in order to establish
more fully both the genealogy of gender concerns within archaeology
and the arguments for its existence. Let me repeat that these reflections
are subjecr to more or less obvious biases and intellectual and political
agendas. Meanwhile the ability to illuminarte the interests of particu-
larly defined groups and the institutionalized production of knowledge
provide an essential background from which to appreciate some of the
constraings built into the project of engendering archacology and of
developing this as a field of specialist knowledge and invelvement (see
also Kehoe 1992: 26-7). From the beginning it should be pointed out
that the relationship between identity and knowledge and one’s en-
gagement in knowledge production is not easy to understand, and many
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factors are involved and intervene in the process. For instance, despite
our consistent rejection of androcentrism, it is not yet clear what we
would recognize as non-androcentric knowledge; a gynocentric replace-
ment offers little real alternative. It also seems to be the case that
androcentrism is not produced by men only, as women often learned
to “master’ this more rewarding behaviour, The extent to which knowl-
edge, as an individual project, is gendered and whether, for instance, a
man’s understanding is always androcentric and that this therefore is
part of his subjectivity seem at present wide open questions.

In our gendered engagement with the history of archaeology, it may
be instructive to learn more about whether and how women were in-
corporated into the discipline rather than just accepting the discipline
as male-based. It is also realistic to assume that gender politics and
stereotypes emerge from the socio-political contexts in which archae-
ology was exercised rather than assigning male archacologists speci-
fied intentions expressed in terms of control over the past and of women.
Individual examples that challenge these assumptions can then be given
due attention. The embedded suggestion made here, that the suppres-
ston of and discrimination against women often happened in a covert
rather than open fashion, also makes more understandable why this
was so relatively little discussed and why women participated in ir.
Thus, the asymmetrical evaluation of the role and contribution of
the sexes to society and historical processes, which affected both the
interpretations of the past and the role of female archaeologists, was
usually deeply naturalized and it was commonly expressed by women
and men alike. Rather than conflating the complex manner in which
knowledge is constructed, and in particular knowledge that may play
a central role in our notion of who we are, into a notion of men delib-
erately stealing women’s past and history, the mechanisms through
which these views were generated and agreed upon must be traced
and analysed. In particular, archaeology will greatly improve its self-
knowledge abour how it instrumentalizes these naturalized views on
gender if the assumprions used to gender-stereotype the past are ana-
lysed, and if this is followed up by studies of how this has interacted
with and influenced interpretations of the material evidence. Some stud-
ies have begun such critical investigarion of gender as part of the his-
tory and development of archacology. Moser, for instance, in several
pieces of work, has investigated the construction and reproduction of
gendered understanding in pictorial representations (Moser 1992,
1998). Another important preliminary study has been published by
Hjerungdal, who investigated nineteenth-century discussions about
gender-coding of a range of objects commonly found as grave goods
in prehistoric graves from northern Europe (1994).
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As mentioned, critique of the absence of women from our constructed
past and in the profession was the first indication of ferminism and
women’s interests affecting archaeology. The earliest concern was with
visibility, and it was quickly applied to the practice of archaeology at
several tevels. These interests, which can be grouped as (1) visibility of
women in interpretations of the past, (2) visibility of women in the
disciplinary history, {3) visibility of women in the job market (equity
issues} and {4} visibility of women in representations {museums), pro-
vide us with useful starting points for reflecting upon the entangled
history of gender and discipline, upon power and empowerment.

The interpretative exclusion of women from prehistory

The notion of a relatively late introduction of feminist/gender archae-
ology has tended to present all previous archaeological work as
gender-ignorant. Thar, of course, is not the case. Earlier gencrations
of archaeologists, and possibly especially female archaeologists,
have engaged in various ways with the question of gender in the arch-
aeological record.

An extensive review of the role of women and gender in the history
of archaeology cannot be attempted here. A few selected examples
will have to suffice to make the point that women have always been
part of the past. It is the understanding of their presence that has
changed; not the acknowledgement of their existence. For instance, in
the nineteenth century some of the meta-histories produced gave much
attention to social structures such as kinship and marriage {Arwill-
Nordbladh 1998: 5}. Amongst these the works of Bachofen, Friedrich
Engels and Lewis Henry Morgan are of interest to archaeology as
they commented upon the characteristics and changes of social organ-
ization in the remote past in a manner that would directly affect the
archaeological interpretation of the past. Their influence upon archae-
ological thinking, and especially as regards gender relations, has as yet
been little investigated. One of the exceptions is Arwill-Nordbladh’s
analysis of Montelius and his discussion of marriage as a historical
institution (1989, 1998: 4-16). She also points out that there are obvi-
ous parallels between these works and assumptions used and topics
debated by some of the most eminent nineteenth-century archaeolo-
gists such as John Lubbock (ibid. 1998: 6-8).

The point of these influences is that to some extent they introduced
the idea that gender roles could be related to social concerns rather
than being biologically determined. It was not, however, a question of
gender as social construction, but more like gender as an aspect of

social organization. Any influence from Engels, whether direct or indi-
rect, would, for instance, rend to approach gender relations as a corre-
late of gross types of social organization, and in particular modes of
production. In the differences between these early discussions and cue-
rent debates several distinctions are obvious, such as those between
orthodox Marxism and postmodernism, or between social analysis in
terms of classes or groups and one conducted in terms of agency and
individuality, or between gender as an aspect of the division of labour
and rights or being a question of a discursive existence. These, while
representing radical changes and disjunctures in how gender has been
perceived and approached, do not confirm that the past has been pre-
sented genderless. Kehoe, drawing our attention to ’Abbé Breuil’s
drawings of scenes of men and women in the Palaeolithic, has made a
similar point (1992: 26).

In addition to ideas about change in gender roles through time, which
may have been the interest of only a few scholars, archacology has
also consistently been concerned with assigned roles generally and iden-
tifying gender specifically. Such roles were not explicitly problematized,
and the nature of gender relations was often considered as a natural
phenomenon or as predictable, Nonetheless, archaeologists have from
early in the nineteenth century classified and grouped their material
using notions of male and female (see Hjorungdal 1994: 143-4). Al-
though this practice, which was indeed both andro- and ethnocentric,
might hardly ever have been theoretically explicit, it did nonetheless
contain a discursive element as anfamiliar material objects were pro-
cessed and given gendered meanings. This practical engagement with
the material remains did in fact at times imvolve discussions of the
reasons for its gender association (e.g. Mestorf 1889, Miller 1876,
both discussed in Hjorungdal 1994} and ‘As time went on, the most
frequently used criteria of male versus female, were weapons versus
jewellery {e.g. Lisch 1840). These particular material things have ac-
quired the status of metaphors par excellence of “malehood” and
“womanhood” within archaeology’ {Hjerungdal 1994; 144). .

In this ordering of the material record of past societies, the early
generations of archaeologist engendered the past, but their engender-
ment took the form of applying their own familiar gender experiences
to it. Furthermore, they interpreted these as natural and as a necessary
outcome of the menta! and physical differences between the sexes.

To describe and reject traditional archaeology as andro- and ethno-
centric very appropriately encapsulates the deeply entrenched sets of
gender assumptions that influenced their interpretation of the past and
the classification of its remains. To present this as there being no at-
tention towards women or gender in the earlier archaeclogy is, how-
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ever, to understand these problems too simplistically. It has not been
the insertion of women or the introduction of gender that during the
last decade has radically challenged previous approaches; it is the dif-
ferent meaning of gender, that we are trying to accomplish theoreti-
cally and in its application, which has drastically transformed these
concerns.

Women in the history of archaeology*

It has also been argued that the past has been produced exclusively by
men, that there are no female participants in the history of archaeol-
ogy. One of the underlving implications is that women would have
produced a different discipline and another prehistory, and that their
absence is therefore regretrable. This therefore also becomes part of
the disciplinary legitimization of gender archacology. Meanwhile, al-
though the question of equality that this raises is extremely important
and valid, we see once again that the issue becomes more challenging
when its basis is more fully explored. As part of a strategic statement
the nature of the discipline may justifiably be simplified, but when we
aim to understand the role of women in archaeology and to use this
constructively it is essential to go beyond a simplistic account. It is
particularly important that the selective nature of disciplinary history
1s recognized and that this history is not treated as a truth. The history
of archacology with its exclusion of women and gender politics has
been produced through mechanisms of selecting and forgetting, which
- in their own right provide extremely interesting insights into power
and empowerment (Djaz-Andreu and Serensen 1998b, Serensen 1998).
Feminist claims about the lack of professional integration of women
have uncritically accepted these versions, and until recently hardly any
attention was therefore given to how disciplinary history is produced
and whether it may contain systematic biases. In assuming that exist-
ing accounts of the professional role of women was a true record, the
blindness of these accounts regarding women has been reproduced.
A number of volumes that aim at ‘excavating’ the early generations
of women now exist (e.g. Claassen 1994, Du Cros and Smith 1993,
Diaz-Andreu and Serensen 1998a). These volumes clearly show how
systematically women’s contributions and participation in the disci-
pline has been ignored and erased from our disciplinary memory.

* This section is based on the volume Fxcavating Women: A History of Women in Euro-
pean Archacology (1988}, edited by Margarita Diaz-Andreu and myself. My brief synopsis
of the points emerging from the volume owes much to our many discussions.

Women’s absence from disciplinary history is a common phenom-
enon. Their participation in academia has been little analysed and, as
a distinct concern, gender politics is largely absent, or alternatively
when unavoidable, women’s presence is individualized and isolated
by consistently referring to them as outstanding and unusual. Such
individuals become detached from a coherent appreciation of the un-
derlying renets of gender in academia. The gender issues remain hid-
den - outside both past and present discourse. This separation of the
individual from her peer group participates in a mutually enforcing
stereotyping of women which negates their abilities, intellects and roles
in society. Until recently, statements about women’s roles in archaeol-
ogy participated in this. The project of reinserting this muted group
nto our disciplinary ancestry therefore fulfils both the need for role
models and case studies as well as providing more general gender-
critical perspectives upon discipline and knowledge. Studies so far have
proved highly rewarding, revealing, for instance, how existing disci-
plinary histories are based both on well-documented accounts and on
myths, thus demonstrating their underlying character as a narrative
about identity and closure (Diaz-Andreu and Serensen 1998b). The
studies also begin to make transparent the specific expectations and
values used to grant importance to academic work and individuals.
The inclusion of gender issues in the history of archaeology therefore
provides an important contribution to debates and analysis of the dis-
cipline, its origin, intellectual development, social contexts and the
basis for its knowledge claims.

Despite the unique and distinet histories of individual women it is
possible ro identify characteristics that are common to their role in
archaeology. These provide significant points from which a wider so-
cial and political history of archaeology can emerge. There are, for
instance, several similarities in how and when women became accepted
and integrated within the discipline. Another consistent theme is the
discrepancy between apparent possibilities and the practical restric-
tions upon the choices they had. Such restrictions are seen in the ca-
reer choices of individuals, and are also indicated by institutional rales
and regulation of memberships. The most pervasive rension was, how-
ever, probably between the demands of professional life and the ex-
pectation of the mother-role {Diaz-Andreu and Serensen 1998h).
Despite such tensions, women have been involved with archaeology
from its beginning, even obtaining the highest jobs of professors and
senior curators. This does not mean, however, that they were neces-
sarily considered equal. Studies of the situations in different parts of
Europe (Diaz-Andreu and Serensen 1998a) and in America {Claassen
1994) show a recurrent practice of ‘labour division” within the disci-
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pline. Women had, for example, easier access to museum posts and
sometimes to managerial jobs than o prestigious academic positions.
In practice women’s engagement with archaeology was therefore of-
ten different from men’s. In addition, women often explored and de-
veloped specific “niches’ within the profession. It seems, for instance,
that women from early on focused their research on particular peri-
ods: Iron Age and medieval studies in Norway, Anglo-Saxon studies
in Britain. Alternatively, they worked abroad in areas such as Egypt,
the Near East and Crete. It also seems that women’s participation in
the discipline was often facilitated by their becoming involved with
research topics that may have been considered feminine and thus tra-
ditionally ignored by men, so that from early on women carried out
pioneering research on textiles, jewellery, pottery and art.

Male and female archacologists thus became distinct kinds of pro-
fessionals as they engaged with the discipline in different manners. As
various restrictions werce put apon women’s participation, such differ-
ences became a matter of inequality. In fact, restricted access to field-
work can be identified as one of archaeology’s special means of
differentiating between its male and female practitioners. Fieldwork,
particularly early on when no formal degrees existed, was an essential
part of archaeology, and access to it was a crucial step towards be-
coming an archaeologist. Similarly, their exclusion from committees
and societies removed women from important networking, and from
a central forum for the exchange of information and the creation of
discourse. A particularly interesting result of the recent studies has
therefore been to discover that women at times created their own,
albeit informal and personal, networks and work teams. Due to its
private character this alternative support system, and the role of a few
men within it, has not previously been granted importance but has
been written off as friendship (Beard 1994, Serensen 1998).

Studies of women in archaeology show how different focuses, per-
spectives and specialities have systematically been associated with and
exercised by men and women respectively. It is hardly surprising that
this was often the case in earlier periods, when gender roles were
thought of in rigidly binary terms and men and women were brought
up and educated in radically different ways. That was also a time
when women, as a means of establishing a space for themselves, may
have explored such stereotypes through topics and activities tradi-
tionally thought of as feminine. It is, however, important to recognize
how, despite changes in society at large, these differences have be-
come embedded within disciplinary practices and expectations and
have thus affected its mentality and self-identity {Diaz Andreu and
Serensen 1998b).

These studies of women in archaeology forcefully demonstrate that
the discipline needs to know and to come fo terms with its broad so-
cial history and how it was ‘shaped’. Visibility can, however, not sim-
ply be granted and the question of inclusion and exclusion in itself
becomes a challenge to our concern with visibility, The attempt at re-
evaluating roles and importance makes it clear that the reasons for
assigning any work prominence are so profoundly shaped by the au-
thoritative nature of disciplinary culture that it is exceedingly difficuit
to challenge these reasons and to go beyond the accepted notions of
knowledge and value (Diaz-Andreu and Serensen 1998b). Such chal-
lenges, emerging from the effort to give voice to one muted group, will
affect reassessment of archaeology beyond its gender polirics.

Women in the job market - equity issues

Another central concern has been the presence of women within the
profession of archaeology. One of the roots of gender archaeology is
clearly the women’s movement from the 1960s with its emphasis upon
‘the personal is political” and the corresponding changing views on
women’s public lives. This focused attention upon women’s access to
various ladders of employment within archaeology. Many of the ear-
liest articles abotit women and archacology from the 1970s are thus
typically about women and the job market, showing the now familiar
picture of women decreasing in numbers at the higher levels of the
career structures (e.g. Fonnesbeck-Sandberg 1972, Holm-Olsen and
Mandt-Larsen 1974). This type of survey and associated research into
atticudes and behavioural patterns and disciplinary strategy choices
has in Europe been used in particular in England, Norway, Spain and
Sweden, and it is also prevalent in North America and Australia. The
aim of such research has been partly to create ammunition for chang-
ing the pattern of employment by documenting how extremely nnrep-
resentative and thus unfair the existing situation is, and partly to reveal
how men and women participate in different behavioural strategies
that reward them differently. The presence of women in most parts of
the profession has been slowly changing in recent years. Meanwhile,
research from both the USA and Norway suggests that there remain
‘invisible’ barriers to women and that they and their academic prod-
ucts tend to be assigned lower status and prestige even when they are
formally placed at the top of the hierarchy (e.g. Engelstad et al. 1992),
The impact of different reasons for and means of placing women in
high academic positions is interestingly illustrated by comparison be-
tween Norway and Portugal (Diaz-Andren and Serensen 1998b). Both
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countries have numerical parity in the employment of men and women,
but in Norway inequality persists in the evaluation of their work, while
in Portugal this seems not to be the case or at least their products are
assessed in very different manners. An explanation of this difference
may lie in the situation in Norway having been created through legis-
lation, which does not necessarily correspond to changes in cultural
expectations and behaviour, while the situation in Portugal rests on a
traditional system of patronage, in which social class and belonging

count far more than gender {Diaz-Andreu and Serensen 1998b, 5. and -

V. Jorge personal communication). This demonstrates how closely gen-
der ideologies are invested in and affected by politics.

The desire for visibility has been a motivating factor in many of
these debates; but while this is a legitimate and important demand
such emphasis has also introduced delimiting expectations. Primarily,
it usually means that the question of gender is collapsed to being about
the presence of women, and, at the same time, it focuses upon equality
in terms of numbers. As a result ‘Participation and incorporation into
the discipline are reduced to questions of quantity and hierarchy’
{Serensen 1998: 36},

Visibility of women in representations

Equity issues were expressed early with regard to the presentation of
women. This debate has particularly focused upon pictorial represen-
tations of women and the way museums create meaning and signifi-
cance about gender. The concerns expressed with regard to museums
are well captured by the agenda of organizations such as Women in
History and Museums (WHAM), which was founded in London in
1984. The aims were to promote positive images of women and to
combat discrimination through collecting for musenms and mounting
exhibitions and to encourage informed museum practice, including
campaigning for equal employment in museums and related fields {Pirie
1985). Most analyses of women’s roles in museums have accordingly
focused upon questions of stereotypes and bias (see also Butler 1996)
as well as equity concerns {e.g. Anderson and Reeves 1994, Grab 1991,
Hogsbro 1994, Texeira 1991). The invisibility of women in traditional
museum displays has consistently been demonstrated, as has cheir stereo-
typical depiction as mothers and housewives, cooking and caring
through {pre)history, and the simultaneous downgrading of these ac-
tivities (for preliminary studies see Chabot 1990, Horne 1984, Jones
and Pay 1990, Jones 1991, Mandt 1994, Moser 1992, Webb Mason
1995, Wood 1996).

Focusing upon androcentric biases, some have asserted that women
are absent from our past and made invisibie in our presentations (Horne
1984, Jones and Pay 1990, Webb Mason 1995). Despite the impor-
tance of these studies, they have further solidified the focus upon vis-
ibility/presence which easily gives a limited understanding of the issues
involved. The problem arises from a lack of clarity of what gender
means, and as a result the question of gender becomes conflated {as in
the case of equity research} to the presence of women. In addition, the
in/visibility of women is usually assessed in terms of a quantitative
presence. Women in representations or interprerations are not, how-
ever, merefy made invisible in terms of not being present. Their invis-
ibility arises out of their assigned imsignificance in terms of the
interpretative engagement with the display, that is you don’t need to
engage with the women to understand what is being said about the
past (Serensen 1999).

Porter has described some of the factors involved in creating this
effect. She writes:

Ini exhibitions . . . women and the feminine become, literally, the fron-
tiers by which space and knowledge are defined: they are the more dis-
tant and imprecise elements, in the background and ar the edges of the
picture. The figures and activities in the foreground, more fully devel-
oped and with greater consistency, are those of men and the masculine
attributes. . . . representations of women did not “fit” together coher-
ently, whereas those of men were relatively congruent. (Porter 1996:
112-13)

Men are used to ‘carry’ the narrative of the past through the exhibi-
tion space. It is through men that history is articulated and they there-
fore become the history. To understand how meaning is produced
within the context of the museum it is iimportant to recognize that
such connections are not made discursively but are created through
the structure of the ‘narrarive’. The meaning, furthermore, is con-
structed by drawing connections between objects as well as statements
and through the creation of difference and significance. This means
that the addition of the unconnected woman does not really challenge
or alter the message; they are merely ornamental and not essential for
understanding (Serensen 1999). For women to become part of his-
tory, its active practitioners rather than its passive bystanders, they
must become connected to the narrative, their contributions and lives
must be incorporated and made essential for a satisfying engagement
with the display.

Increasing the visibility of women (in particular within traditional
male-associated activities) has been called for. But visibility should
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not become so highly regarded that we ignore how it is obtained. We
often desire the past to provide us with specific narratives, but in do-
ing so we risk neglecting women’s real lives. We will then still be in-
serting women, rather than connecting them to history, and at the
most they become sidelines, a kind of complement to history. We are
also still too focused upon worman, rather than understanding the vari-
ability of women. Despite the best intentions, our analyses of gender
representation in museums have, with a few exceptions, continued to
focus upon visibility and the implied connection between this and sig-
nificance. Lind has characterized the concern with women in muse-
ums as polarized between two different needs: misery research and
dignity research (1993: 6). T suggest that the engendering of the ar-
chaeological exhibit could provide far more exciting and constructive
challenges to the ways we think about and assume gender differences
by moving beyond these simple (albeit at their time important) presentist
motivations. We need both more subtle understanding of how signifi-
cance is gained within exhibitions and greater awareness of how gen-
der must be both problematized and connected to the narrative of
change and development.

Epistemology, gender and archaeclogy

Archaeology, due to the distance from the society it studies and the
fragmentary nature of its evidence, has always been vulnerable to the
questioning of how its knowledge is produced. Insecurity about its
knowledge claims and defence of its analytical and interpretative abili-
ties have, therefore, been part of the discipline’s self-awareness since
its academic foundation early in the nineteenth century (e.g. Muller
1884}. The status of knowledge claims has become even more
problematized with the development of post-processual archaeology
and the increased influences from critical theory, post-structuralism
and postrmodern philosophies which introduce notions of multi-vocality
and the slipperiness of knowledge/meaning. The feminist critique of
science (e.g. Harding 1986) has played an interesting, but complicated
role within this development. Its influence upon archacology generally
and gender archacology specifically has, however, remained limited
for reasons that 1 shall briefly consider below. At the same time, the
feminist critique has been empathic to archacology’s epistemological
insecurity, and this has produced a clear niche for it to fit and from
which a further wedge could be put between the archaeological past
(and record} and its current male-produced interpretations. In this
separation between dara and its interpretation the feminist critique

of science has introduced a complicated twist to post-processual
claims for multi-vocality since, on the one hand, it makes data appear
neutral or unresisting and, on the other, often makes claims of more
trruthful feminist interpretations. Thus, at one and the same time,
feminist-inspired epistemological critique within archaeology strongly
supports the notion of multi-vocality and the constructiveness of know-
ledge and yet separates the objects from its interpretation in a manner
that presents it as potentially neutral or even objective. There is, thus,
a carious tendency of referring to a need to rewrite prehistory in order
to rectify previous biases, stereotypes and unrepresentative accounts
of the past as if a feminist version would not be biased. Thus an ex-
tremely interesting conflict is arising, ir seems, from the clash between
politicizing our work and yet wanting to lay claim to an authoritative
interpretation. Only more recently has a more fully subjectivist ap-
proach become marked within gender archaeology {e.g. Conkey 1989,
Specror 1993).

The concern with androcentric knowledge production has, not sur-
prisingly, to some extent been bound up with the project of analysing
and challenging'the politics of control over knowledge and epistemic
authority {(Wylie et al. 1989). It is worth noticing, however, that within
Luropean archaeology the critique of the discipline in terms of control
has mainly been articutated by males and has been formulated within
a post-processual agenda heavily influenced by critical theory and post-
structuralism (e.g. Bapty and Yates 1990, Tilley 1990, 1991). These
critiques have not considered androcentricity a particularly central
problem (one may even argue that they have perpetuated it), and the
gender bias in knowledge production has generally been ignored or
only paid lip-service {see also Engelstad 1991a, 1991b; but see Tilley
1993: 22 and Thomas 1995: 352 for a partial response). Thus, while
it is now widely accepted within archaeology that knowledge is so-
cially constituted, the discipline still effectively disregards gender as
part of that social influence. From a gender-critical perspective it can
be argued that recent concern with the politics of knowledge (Wylie et
al. 1989) has been used to replace rather than to chalienge the nature
of existing power structures.

The limited epistemological debate within gender archaeology has
untif recently mainly been concerned with avoiding relativism (Engelstad
1991a: 505, Wylie et al. 1989, Wylie 1992a, 1992b), but the ability to
do so is dependent upon what is considered to constitute female know-
ledge and what distinguishes women’s practices. If the issue is merely
setting biases right, erasing stereotypes, including ignored data in our
analysis and making women visible in the past, then it may be possible
to do this within existing epistemologies. This is probably largely what
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happened during the first stage of gender archaeology, as argued by .,

Domrmasnes (1992: 6). Such procedures, however, reduce the effec-
tiveness of the questions thart can be asked. Meanwhile, if bias is also
considered 1o affect the notion of objectivity and scientism, then a
more radical revision of the ways knowledge claims are evaluated is
needed. Wylie is currently one of the few to have considered these
issues for archaeology. Using the critique of science as androcentric,
especially based upon Harding’s work (1986}, she argues thar any ef-
fective critique of patriarchal science depends on constructive insights
about what it is that traditional theories and methodologies miss when
they ignore gender and demean women (Wylie et al. 1989).
According to Wylie et al. (1989) this implies that women scientists

must both develop models of scientific rationality that take gender .

into account and articulate regulative ideals for research practice so
that it can incorporate feminist values. Since, at the same time, Wylie
supports the view that women cannot be presumed to possess a dis-
tinctive set of cognitive capacities, ‘female values” implies ‘doing sci-

ence as feminists’ rather than representing other ways of thinking, that -

is this becomes a matter of politics rather than cognition. It is, how-

ever, difficult to see how this will avoid relativism, nor is it clear how
feminism as such can provide a starting point for developing models
of scientific rationality. These may in fact be more separate fields than

Wylie presents them as, and some, such as Strathern (1987), hold and
accept that the aims of feminism are incompatible with the objective

study of society. Another problem arises from the danger of _
marginalization. If women’s knowledge acquires its existence through

feminist practice alone, then it may easily become reduced to just an-
other ‘voice’ amongst other marginal or minority ones, one that is
relevant only to feminists. Furthermore, if one of archaeology’s aims
continues to be — in addition and not unrelated to its various contem-
porary purposes — to understand the variability and dynamics of gen-
der relations over time and space, then a feminist agenda may not
alone provide sufficient guidance for its development.

In contrast to Wylie’s position, which attempts to unite feminism
and a non-relativist rationality as a foundation for knowledge claims
and scientific practice, others have explored the idea of difference as a

means of creating a place for women’s contributions. This is often

expressed in assumptions that accord women different intellectual |
abilities: assigning them greater sensitivity, making them more intui-
tive, suggesting that they have a different empathy with the past or |
stressing their different experiences generally {e.g. Gero 1996). This :
approach has also been used to argue that women’s ways of thinking

are incompatible with, and accordingly suppressed by, notions of ob-

jectivity and scientific rigour. Basically, women are assumed to have
the ability to ‘know’ differently, reaching alternative and comple-
mentary understandings to those of males. The reasons for such dif-
ferences are also debated, and it is common to see them explained
either as biologically determined or socially constitured. Whatever their
reasons, they are considered to affect how we think. Depending on
how strongly these differences are maintained, and the extent to which
they are seen to express cognitive abilities, they will affect how men’s
and women’s knowledge claims can be compared. If a strong cogni-
tive separation is argued, it does not necessarily follow that the tradi-
tional criteria for evaluating knowledge claims are false, rather that
they apply only to men’s thinking. It could thus be argued (as at times
it is) that knowledge claims by men and women should be assessed
within different epistemological frameworks, replicating ideas of the
rational, logical male versus the irrational, emotive female.

Another line of argument is a concern with language itself, and how
our existing disciplinary terminology enables certain interests and ways
of speaking, while suppressing or silencing others. Similar concerns
have also been expressed in anthropology (Caplan 1992: 83). This
demonstrates both tension and strategy in the use of language, such as
women using men’s fanguage including its meaning and power. It also
hints at the problems of comparing knowledge expressed through a
learned language and within disciplinary rules of discourse with that
expressed in our other voices. Arwill-Nordbladh has also questioned
whether our analyrical and interpretative concepts are formulated in
such a manner that they perpetuate contemporary gender asymmetries
and malke certain issues difficult to see, or even hide them (1994: 35,
45). This may automatically make women invisible or at least decen-
tralize them (Arwili-Nordbladh personal communication).

The nature of gender archaeology: contextualization

The prehistoric past has, of course, always been presented in terms of
people, including men, women and children. It is therefore not the
presence of these groups that is the problem but rather the assump-
tions we have used in assigning them roles and importance. Until re-
cently these were based on androcentric notions of gender roles, causing
the past to be reconstructed in the image of the present and treating
the relationship between the sexes as entirely unproblematic and given,
and therefore outside the area of research. Gender relations were ap-
proached as known and their roots and reasons as understood.

From its very beginning European archaeology has been strongly
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affected by the world-view of the nineteenth century. Its understand-
ing of the past was in many ways, and certainly regarding gender, an
extension of the present. The view of the past which developed with
evolution saw everything as having a natural place in society. Within
this framework it was not so much the case that other views of the
past were suppressed; they were unthinkable. For instance, neither the
interpretation of women’s changing role through history that Friedrich
Engels (1884 [1970]) proposed, nor Montelius’s ‘typological’ series of
prehistoric marriage arrangements (Arwill-Nordbladh 1998: 8f) were
drastically different in their world-view, despite both arguing for forth-
coming change and both presenting women in the remote past as liv-
ing in equality with men. The reasons and assumptions used to make
such arguments were entirely rooted in contemporary ideology and
had no foundation in actual analysis of the social organization of past
societies {Arwill-Nordbladh 1998: 8f),

The important difference is therefore the way women are conceptu-
alized: how they are recognized as subjects of study and the range of
issues associated with this recognition. Earlier works saw women’s
role as naturalized, although it usually was a question of historical or
cultural naturalization rather than merely playing out biologically de-
termined roles. This distinction is not always recognized, and the man-
ner in which ‘gender archaeology’ is a radical departure from earlier
approaches therefore not fully appreciated. In their otherwise outstand-
ing paper Conkey and Spector, for example, present archaeology as
building on an assumption of cultural continuity in gender arrange-
ments from the earliest hominids into the present {Conkey and Spector
1984: 14). This ignores the different evolutionary assamptions that
have been used and debated by archaeology. While a major approach
has, as they imply, been inspired by biological determinism and there-
fore interpreted gender arrangements as unchanged through history,
other works were influenced by social evolutionary thinking, seeing
gender organization as a result of specific types of social organization
and part of a historical development (see also Boye et al. 1988: 84).

tngels’s work The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the
State (1884) marks an important point in this historical-evolutionary
understanding of gender. It argues that basic social elements of society
(including the social relarions between men and women) come into
being as the result of historical processes. It also introduces the idea
(fater somewhat distorted in various stories of an original matriarchy)
of ‘the world historical defeat of the female sex’, the event through
which women’s original positions of equality and independence was
replaced with male dominance. Although presented as a universal evo-
lutionary sequence, this nonetheless explains male dominance as the
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outcome of a particular historical process rather than as a natural
situation. Such social evolutionary ideas are common in European
prehistoric studies, which in general work with a simplistic notion of
connection between gender and social organization, so that, for in-
stance, the introduction of agriculture commonly is associated with
changes in social organization, inciuding the gendered division of la-
bour.

We have now reached a position where it has become clear that
prehistoric women can be analysed and displayed in a variety of ways
including different feminist versions. There are several potential voices
and different agendas. The focus upon visibility per se is, however,
increasingly recognized as a limiting agenda and a growing emphasis
upon the contextualization of gender relations has emerged. I eried o
argue for this change in approach in a short paper on women and
metalworking in the Bronze Age (Serensen 1996). An emphasis upon
visibility would make a ‘traditional’ feminist investigation of this topic
want to argue that women were metalworkers. The aim would be to
make women visible in a part of the archacological record that has
hitherto been denied them. This, despite its immediate appeal, is none-
theless an analysis phrased in terms of sexist views of labour organiza-
tion that may be both andro- and ethnocentric. Metal production will
emerge from such an analysis as cither male or female, but it will not
emerge as contextual and constituted within social relations. A more
ambitious approach would consist of considering wonen and the par-
ticular sphere of production and involved activiries. This approach is
similar to Conkey’s argument about contexts of action {1991}, and it
is also used by Arwill-Nordbladh (1998) in her analysis of the Oseberg
Viking Age burial. This approach by its very nature cannot produce
such absolute conclusions as the first might, bur the contemplation it
empowers malkes this in the long run a far more constructive and chal-
lenging way of engaging with the past. Approaching the research in
terms of women and their involvement with a set of practices, in this
case metalworking, means we start from a point of knowing that both
of these existed, and that in their coexistence they must in different
ways have influenced each other. It is furthermore possible o investi-
gate these relationships further, and in particular to explore how and
in which ways the various activities and production sequences involved
affected people’s lives. The central question of this approach becomes
how women integrated with the social and material aspect of any par-
ticular technology.

In terms of a feminist archaeology the obvious strengeh of such an
investigation is that prehistoric women can be maintained centrally in
our research independently of whether they were ‘central’ to a par-
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ticular activity such as metatworking. It avoids the absolutism forced
by associating from the outset social membership with particular roles.
Approaching these as separate identities, racher than hierarchical ones,
it will succeed in finding both. Centralizing women in this manner,
and securing their presence in our research agendas and interpretations
of the past, will, however, have certain costs. Primarily, this approach
will be less about taking over the past or replacing men. Prehistoric

women will not necessarily and always emerge from it as ‘equal’ (what-
ever that means) to men in the past; but they will share, if not take the .
centre stage, in the analysis. In other words, a prehistory of extremes
where women either ‘are’ or ‘are-not’s’ (which can produce very effect- -
ive politicized interpretations) is replaced by a multi-dimensional past

in which women participate by definition but are not guaranteed ac-

cess to all roles and values. T have contrasted these two emphases - |
visibility or presence — as an identifying, as opposed to an mclusive,
approach, believing that the latter will be increasingly needed in ar- |

chaeology.

As we variously respond to and react against traditional practices .
and politics of archaeology, we must be aware of the danger of closure
and how easily (and unknowingly) this is created through strategic |

action and statements. Our task should not be to demonstrate that
women were present in (prejhistory because, of course, they were there;

nor should we painstakingly try to appropriate certain practices and
technologies for women. Rather, knowing that both women and men

were present, we should aim to explore and understand how they in-

teracted and how social structures and ideologies affected this inter-

action and were themselves shaped by it.

The desire and demand for visibility, incorporation and recognition |

run as a theme through many of the earlier feminist arguments. This

makes presentist reasons, rather than the need to understand society, -

appear as the main motivation for the attention rowards gender. With-
out compromising the feminist emphasis upon change, the investigation
of the past can nonetheless be reasoned far more broadly — including

its ability to study a variety of gender formations. There are, however,

also very fundamental issues about the production of knowledge and
how it is authorized that have emerged from these concerns. Discus-
sions of equity, of visibility and of presence are, therefore, never trivial.
On the contrary, they are fundamental for understanding the nature

of disciplinary culture and for our ability to insert gender as an ex-

plicit topic at its many levels of practice.

3

Theorizing Gender:
Sex and Gender

1spill some milk. Kim Michael, who was then two, looks at me sternly
and says ‘Naughty boy!".

From its beginning gender archaeology has had its own specific aims
and concerns; it is, however, only fairly recently that it has also begun
to contribute to the general development of archaeological methods
and theory. Despite this maturing it is nonetheless obvious thar it is
with respect to its theoretical foundations that gender archaeology is
teast secure and where it is most lacking in autonomy. This and the
following chapter will therefore discuss the main theoretical compo-
nents that are embedded within gender archaeology, their status and
importance for the future direction of the field. My concerns are both
to acknowledge how our understanding of these issues are part of and
deeply affected by the discussions in the social sciences generally and
to explore how archaeology may establish its own position within these
debates. Basic to such an approach is the knowledge that gender is not
a stable, objective identity or structure. Gender has several facets and
dimensions that may be differently explored by the varied abilities and
techniques of different disciplines. This means, furthermore, that ar-
chaeology should not simply borrow its understanding of gender from
another discipline, be it anthropology or psychology. Archaeology must
explore and develop how ir, as a distinct discipline (understood as a
specific and distinct manner of engaging in observation and interpre-
tation}, understands gender. .
Thus gender may be ditferently defined depending on the interpre-
tative context - and it may shift from being understandable as, for
instance, a psychological state of being to a range of material effects.
This is not, however, a matter of alternatives: it is not a question of
different definitions of gender but rather of how we in our diverse
practices respond to the fact that gender is expressed and affected in
many different ways. Emphasizing one dimension of gender - let’s say
the ways gender difference affects the distribution of resources ~ does
not deny the importance of, for example, sexuality in gender discourse.
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As a social construct the relationship and dependencies between such
different dimensions may, however, be drawn upon and recognized in
different ways. Rather than finding the nexus of gender in one particu-
Jar dimension, the social sciences should recognize and investigate its
different expressions. It is for these reasons that the concern in the
following chapters is with establishing a particular disciplinary dis-
course for the study of gender, rather than approaching it as an entity
existing outside disciplinary contexts.

The sex—gender discussion

The reference 1o a sex—gender division is a relatively recent phe-
nomenen i the social sciences. It arose with the influence from the
women’s movement, which from the 1960s inspired and provoked
disciplinary self-reflection and the development of new and more ‘ap-
propriate’ analytical frameworks. Tt has furthermore been influenced
and its arguments expanded by feminist and gender-informed ethno-
graphies. During the 1970s and 1980s social anthropology became
mncreasingly interested in the diversity of gender arrangements con-
tained within the ethnographic record. This showed that gender ar-
rangements within some societies do not match sexual divisions. Other
disciplines, such as sociology, began to explore the socially constructed
values and meaning ascribed to individuals through gender ideology
and politics. These interests led to the conclusion that sex and gender
are neither necessarily the same nor absolutely overlapping identities,
statements thar initiated much debate about their difference, including
arguments about the separateness of sex and gender idenrities.

Scott, outlining this development for history, argues that different
reasons, variously associated with or disassociated from a feminist
pohtical agenda, can in fact be traced in the introduction of the term
‘gender’ within different contexts (1986). Despite the various routes
towards the appropriation of this distinction and its accompanying
concepts, the outcome has in general been similar. ‘Sex’ was main-
tained as the reference to biological characteristics, in particular re-
productive capacities and external genitalia, while ‘gender’ was
introduced to refer to and emphasize a social/cultural construction.
The aim was the insistence on the fundamental social quality of gen-
der and the distinction between these two aspects (the social and the
biological) of a person.

With the term gender, an analytical concept was introduced that
gave a new meaning, reasons and possibilities to women’s studies. It
did, however, also more or less explicitly emphasize society rather than

THEORIZING GENDER: SEX AND GENDER 43

wornen or woman. There were therefore political implications associ-
ated with its introduction. Scott argues, for mstance, that while, on
one hand, gender was a powerful analytical concept which could per-
meate established debates and challenge taken-for-granted assump-
tions about sex and social behaviour, it, on the other hand, removed
women {at times consciously due to political pressure) from the vocab-
ulary and analysis, replacing it literally with a neuter {Scott 1986),
Such replacements, furthermore, were not merely cosmetic; they did
in fact signaf a tun from attention towards women per se as a focus
for our investigations to an increased appreciation of the relation-
ship between women and men as a necessary part of social analysis. In
this development gender studies have severed their finks to the earlier
women’s movement and also sometimes collide with explicit feminist
politics. They have, however, also introduced a forceful, analyrically
well-formulated concept and associated subject matter into mainstream
academic discourse.

The distinction, as first articulated, presented sex as a biological
given and gender as a social or cultural construction, The former was
therefore non-cultural, static, scientifically measurable and unproblem-
atic, while the latter was a specific contextual construction. The sub-
stantial challenging, and to some extent even revolutionary, implications
of this separation was that gender — as culture — obviously can be
understood only through analysis and study. This was a powerful ana-
lytical statement. It could, furthermore, be made to appear scientifically
acceptable relatively easy {see also comments on the relationship to
positivism in chapter 2}, which made possible its permeation of estab-
lished debates challenging naturafized assumptions about sex and so-
cial behaviour. Through this, an aspect of individual and societal
behaviour that had previously been taken for granted was now
problematized and included in our studies. In addition it was accepted
— largely due to influences from neighbouring disciplines — that gender
is a structuring principle within society and thus is a fundamental ele-
ment of social organization and of socieral change (Claassen 1992a,
Conkey and Spector 1984, Sarensen 1992). Although little real debate
about what this means has been conducted, these two ‘breakthroughs’
have nonetheless been influential and expansive for the discipline.

While there was no agreement as o the exact nature of the relation-
ship between sex and gender, gender archacology has nonetheless al-
most universally taken this distinction for granted, and to some extent
defines itself by arguing that these are separate categories, and that
their separation should be maintained in and inform our analysis of
the past. This has been one of the most central theoretical statements
of gender studies. Recently, however, obvious concerns have emerged
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regarding the practical application and political ramifications of this
distinction, and, more particularly, the ontological status of sex, due
to its arguable cultural dimension, has become questioned. The dis-
tinction between sex and gender, which has been one of the central
premises of gender archaeology, is therefore currently being reassessed
in a manner that may drastically influence our understanding of the
nature of sex and thus its role in social construction. Further attention
to this distinction, and how we may apply it constructively and ana-
lytically in studies of prehistoric societies, is urgently needed.

Prior to further consideration of these issues it is useful to recognize
that the distinction that has been made has tended to express itself in
terms of, and is being analysed as representing, a dualistic conception
of body and mind, as discussed, for example, by Gatens {19%6: xii).
This point is significant for gender archaeology in two ways. First, this
point provides some of the background for understanding the charac-
teristics of current discassions of sex, sexuality and gender in so far as
they commonly are embedded within or at least affected by that same

duality. Being aware of the dominance of this world-view and how it :

in itself is a construction may help to produce a critical distance to
such notions of duality. This amongst other implications may assist us
to salvage the feminist focus upon the construction of difference and
at the same time deconstruct the ways in which we think about and
analyse this (Scott 1990). Recognizing that a dualist notion of mind-
body has been embedded in gender studies makes obvious how these

identities have lent themselves to casy categorization whereby the no-

tion of both gender and sex as continuous components of changing

lives — both individually and as social norms — has been lost (see also

Meskell 1996, Sofaer-Derevenski 1998}. Second, being concerned with

societies other than our own, archaeology should be particularly wary -
of basically ethnocentric {as well as androcentric) ontologies. If whart
is commonly presented as an essentially Cartesian mind-body duality ;

is a result of the ways in which Western philosophers have dealt with
difference, and if, furthermore, the notion of this as a clear philosophical
distinction has been further exaggerated by feminism in its need 1o

create opposition,® then this should make us wonder about how other

societies think and construct difference, rather than assume the same
duality to be universally relevant. However, while this point is rela-

*  The philosopher §. James has argued that the ofren repeated reference to the sex—gender
division as a continuation of an essentially Cartesian mind-body split misrepresents some of
Descartes’ argumentarion {S. James, unpublished paper presented at the “Symposium on
Gender Studies ar Cambridge’, 7 March 1998). It is therefore interesting to reflect upon why
feminism has so consistently referred to Descartes {e.g. Gatens 1996, Grosz 1994, Meskelt
1996) and furthermore why in interpreting this ‘inheritance’ from Descartes it has so far
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tively easy to make it is far more difficult not to think and analyse
societies in these familiar terms,

The distinction between sex and gender has not affected all archae-
ology, and the terms are still at times used interchangeably or mislead-
ingly. There is, however, a common and generalized notion of a
difference between sex and gender, which is now widely held. The
increased use of the word ‘gender’ also attests to the subtle and wide-
spread influence of this debate even amongst archacologists not ac-
tively engaged with it. One may therefore argue that the clarification
of how gender archaeology understands these terms and how their
recognition and interrelations should be considered is currently one of
the main tasks of gender archaeology. Participating in the discursive
development of the analytical framework and, in parricular, adapting
it to the specific discursive milieu of archaeology is also, I would ar-
gue, essential. If the discipline begins to engage critically and construc-
tively with the “translation’ of general gender concerns into a specific
archaeological enterprise, then this may enable gender archacology 1o
study past societies in a manner that aims at challenging and elucidat-
ing our knowledge about the nature and mechanisms of various gen-
der arrangements. Through this, archaeology can also look beyond
immediate presentist objectives, that is, objectives which have a clearly
perceived and predictable contribution to current conditions, and aim
to enrich our understanding of gender as a general social phenomenon
by pursuing its diversity, including unfamiliar or unforeseen charac-
teristics.

What is sex? - current discussions within
archaeology

The term ‘sex” has usually been used to refer to biological characteris-
tics, which on a general level relate to people’s reproductive abilities.
In this sense sex can be established through DNA, chromosomes or
external genitalia. The latter two are currently variousty emphasized
or questioned in discussions of what constitutes sex, sexual differen-
riation and sexual identity.

In archaeology, sex, as biology, at the most fundameneal level is
based entirely upon observation of physical characteristics of the body.

ignored the possibilicy that his argament constituted a more subtle understanding of the
relationship between the mind and its body. Tt is rempting to understand this reference to
and reaction against phifosophical ‘fathers’ in terms of a developing approach’s need to
position itself in opposition to earlier and argeably fundamental views.
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The characteristics selected are founded upon assumptions of sexual
difference in shape, stature, build, solidity of particular parts of .ﬁrn
body and on the notion of two sex categories. The sex mmmﬁﬁ.:\.::m:o: :
of prehistoric skeletons is furthermore based on the assumption that
they are sexually dimorph in a manner similar to modern humans, an |
assumption made even for the earliest fossil record (e.g. Hager 1997a:
10-15). The criteria employed in such determination may be expanded
to include more disputed features such as, for example, skeleton wear
patterns that some consider evidence of chifdbirth {e.g. Om?&._ 1970),
while the use of DNA as yet plays a limited practical role within ar-
chaeology. , o .
Recently this stable, apparently scientific and objective, notion of
sexual division has been criticized and questioned within various sub-
jects (for discussion see, for instance, Laqueur .mmm..ov. Hmum. theoretical
arguments found in these discussions have certain anﬁmmm.ou.%m
question of whether and how archaeology should and can maintain a |
distinction between sex and gender and what it would be about. The
most fundamental critique has focused upon the guestion of whether
sex itself is a calrural construction. Variously influenced by psycho-
analysis, ferinism, postmodernism and queer-theories, it has Ummﬁ ar-
gued that the binary notion of sex and gender disregards mﬁm reality om
sex as experience and behaviour and thus excludes from its analysis
groups such as homosexuals {and third or fourth mm:mmwm or other
specially constituted groups). In effect, it is argued that sexisa contex- |
tual issue {Laqueur 1990). This, on another level, has led to discus-
sions of how our social studies in their disregard of this diversity have :
become framed within established structures of power and dominance. |
Within archaeology the first substantial critique of the use of bio- .
logical variables for sex classification was made by Zoav.r:mw and |
Yates (1990). They argue that from a biological point of view there :
are not just two sexes but in fact a range of &mmn.mznmm between two
poles, which means that the polarized classification nwﬁm_m,‘ and ‘fe-
male” is arbitrarily decided in disregard of the variability mmc.o?ma.
Their point is that sex is experienced and learned, rather than either a
duality or discrete and non-overlapping categories, and that each cul- .
ture constructs its own sexual categories, relating them &mm_.mbnx o
the life cycle of the individual. They suggest that the binary opposition
should be replaced by the concept of spectrum (1990: NMN.V.HWMF how-
ever, mixes biological differences with the social recognition mmm. re-:
sponse to them. Thus, the idea of spectrum may well be very appropriate
as regards chromosome composition, buat it is not n&.@mi to mo.n_m._ ..
analysis unless the society studied stractures its recognition ofsexina:
correspondingly undifferentiated fashion. Even if a society produces .

three or four sex categories our of the biological differences, then the
concept of spectrum regarding the constituting variables is stll only
relevant in terms of what that society denies, suppresses or is unaware
of, that is, how it creates categories our of a continuum. The approach
that they propose is therefore probably rarely, if ever, relevant in terms
of social practices and cultural reality. This is exactly the point of
gender in its relationship to sex: it creates its structures or categories
in accordance not with any specific biological realities but on the basis
of a social conception of what these biologies are about and how they
should be classified. Nordbladh’s and Yates’s argument, rather than
introducing a concept of sex that is reflexive in rerms of variafions in
cultural practices, seems to suggest that sex is constituted as a spec-
trum, which basically argues that detailed biological differences, that
are not necessarily either observed or clearly experienced, constitute
sex. Thus in part of their argument they seem to be referring to a
concept of sex that is directly informed by derailed biological varia-
tion. In this argument, it is therefore not the existence of sex that is at
stake, but rather our ability to classify it. Their approach is at the
same time also clearly influenced by Lacanian psychoanalysis which
questions the ontological stage of sex and sexual identity and thus
problematizes their constroction at an existentialist level, rather than
merely a formal one. In this part it is the independent existence, and
thus the ontological status, of sex that is being challenged. The same
influence is also present in Yates’s interpretation of Scandinavian rock
carvings (1991, 1993). There he outlines how the constitution of the
selt happens as the individual child acquires language, arguing that
sex ~ its recognition by the self/its experience — is a cultural construct
just as gender is. One does not learn, it is argued, one’s sex independ-
ently of acquiring the language to express it (1993: 3 3tt).

Influenced by Foucault’s work on sexuality (1978}, which argues
that our understanding of sex has been shaped by our discourse on it,
a wider tendency towards locating sex as experience and a correspond-
ing tendency of being concerned with the body and sexuality rather
than gender has recently emerged in archaeology (e.g. Knapp and
Meskell 1997, Meskell 1996, Thomas 1996). The argument, as it gets
perpetuated within various debates, seems to be that since the cat-
egory ‘sex’ in itself is a regulatory ideal {after Foucault 1978} itis a
fallacious concept. This scems a problematic interpretation of the point
emerging from the observation of regulatory ideals; in particular, it
appears that different levels of analysis become confused in this ori-
tique. There is a distinct difference here berween using the term as an
analytical category, employed to understand an aspect of human iden-
tity formation thar societies commonly regulate and normalize, and
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the assumption that the term describes the experience of sex or that it
can be an objective, unaffected account of what sex is. The regulation
of sex and sexuality is a social reality that our analysis aims to study
and clacidate. H sex is also social, rather than merely biological, then
it, as a term used in analysis of society, will unavoidably imply regula-
tion. We must accept that, having revealed the social dimension of
sex, we are not at liberty to deny or ignore the extent to which this is
about regulation. Sex as an analytical concept is not per se a prescrip-
tive term establishing either how societies should be or necessarily re-
vealing the variation which social concepts of sex suppress, rather it is
a term aiming at understanding social categorization and practices
that are prescriptive in terms of how bodies are understood. Discuss-
ing other dimensions of sex means a change of focus aiming, for ex-
ample, at analysing how tensions between individual experiences of
sexuality and their social sanctioning are expressed. Critiques of the
concept and usage of the term ‘sex” as referring to a regulatory ideal
are, therefore, frequently misleading inasmuch as sex often takes the
form of regulatory practices and categorizations while the arguments
seem to imply that it should rather be concerned with the individual
understanding and experience of sex and sexuality; that I think is an-
other matter. The problems arising from sex as a regulatory ideal are

therefore primarily relevant at another level, since we must question |

whether we can critically analyse normative-and regulatory practices

through concepts which already have these regulations built in. This,
however, relates to a more general epistemological problem about the |
possibility of knowledge. The solutions to the problem that meaning
and expectations are already embedded in language and are within the ;
terms that we bring to our analysis is not, however, simply to
deconstruct the category of sex, as this shifts the focus of analysis to |
that which is suppressed, rather than providing a more complex un- &
derstanding of the construction of regulatory mechanisms and ideals. |

Such a shift in emphasis is, however, currently taking place. The !

growing attention towards sexuality, rather than gender or sex, risks

privileging the latter as the individual experience of sexuality rather :
than social practice and in doing so it may ignore the critical question |
of how socially sanctioned ‘normalities’ are created. This shift ignores |
that conventions are created, and how strongly they affect both expec- |
tations and behaviour, that is, it risks presenting all sexual feelings &

and experiences as socially equal and sees them in terms of a sameness

desired by current political ideologies, despite the social reality of close |

but complex associations between sex, sexuality, violence, suppres
sion and dominance. It also easily assumes that sexuality, that is sen

sations and practice, dominates over and above physical characteristics -

THECRIZING GENDER: SEX AND GENDER 49

in the assignment of sexual identity. This moves artention from gen-
der, which (although also a dynamic between individual and society)
is primarily a social and cultural construction, to the individual con-
struction of self and identity. Recognition of both biological/physio-
logical and psychological variations in our sex identity and sexual
make-up should not make us disregard the strong social influences
and normative tendencies that people are also affected by. The indi-
vidual and society are not, of course, unrelated, but they provide dif-
terent foci of understanding (and thus of research). The current interest
in, almost obsession with, the individual may respond to the modern
person’s sense of self-identity (Shilfing 1993}, but it may not be the
most constructive approach for social analysis generally and for his-
torical studies specifically. In particular, it provides inherently limited
understanding (in the sense of critical engagement with a set of evi-
dence and associations) of other cultures and places, such as the past.
Thus, while current debates about sexuality and the critiques of sex as
given biological categories are extremely useful and vital, they must
also be recognized as causing a not entirely desirable tendency of re-
placing social assignment of sex roles with the individual experience
of sexuality. In this shift of emphasis we risk two different kinds of
reality being confused.
>.Hmwm,no~om$ I would argue, can constructively hold on to the rec-
ognition that sex is commonly constructed, understood and reacted o
in terms of distinctions between people, and that these are often con-
strued in terms of a few or only two sexes. It is nteresting here to
consider the implications of Laqueur’s argument that the notion of
two distinet {or, one would assume, any other number of distinct cat-
egories) sexes is explicable only within the context of battles over gen-
der and power (1990: 11} and similarly to recognize the social emphasis
in Foucault’s statement that the construction and understanding of
sex cannot be isolated from irs discursive milien (1978). While these
two texts are used for different arguments, their common emphasis
upon the social and discursive aspect of sex suggests that the critique
of sex as a biological given does not have to result in sex as a fluid
ﬁm:QQ or an entirely existentialist matter. In face, the various discus-
sions tend to return in one manner or another to a notion of construc-
tiveness. The essential issue is therefore not whether sex is subject to
social categorization, but to what its construction refers, and there-
fore also how sex may have different social foundations and empha-
size specific differences between people as it is created and recognized
personally and socially. Therefore, arguing, as some do {e.g. Butler
1990, Laqueur 1990) that both sex and gender are socially constructed
and similarly constituted does not mean that they are necessarily the
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same, and nor does this directly inform us about their dependencies
and interrelations (Laqueur 1990). As a practical, mundane example
will show, pink frills are in many contemporary socicties strongly as-
sociated with femaleness but this has no obvious pre-existing relation-
ship to sexual identity. The ways in which the two identities are
interwoven and yet separate become clear if a person wears pink frills.
Depending upon the socially recognized sex of the person, this will
give rise to two different interpretations: a woman dressed in a femnale
outfit or a man dressed in a female outfit, but it will not be seen as a
man dressed in a man’s outfit. Thus, while interrclated, gender and
sex are also different and, in particular, they relate to and affecr differ-
ent aspects of our behaviour,

Another point is that while this critique is an interesting develop-
ment it does potentially threaten the core issues and reasons for gen-
der studies, whose political agenda is often radical but nonetheless
always also social. An additional problem arises from how the investi-
gations into sexuality, in the form that has recently informed the so-
cial sciences, is curiously male-centred and easily provides a disturbing
sense of privileging androcentric (whether homo- or heterosexual)
experiences as an undercurrent in discourse and interpretation. It has,
for example, been pointed out that some approaches, like those influ-
enced by Lacan, arguably reintroduce an Aristotelian notion of women
as ‘lack’ (Gatens 1996: vii). The current critique of sexuality thus both
furthers interest in gender studies and at the same time potentially
threatens them by changing their reasons and reintroducing male ex-
periences — albeit this time individualized — as the central view of the
world. In response to this collision between feminist interests and the
male “appropriation” of the undersranding of sexuality, gender studies
and feminism have begun to explore a number of alternative avenues.
Gatens and others have, for instance, introduced the notion of corpo-
rate bodies. As corporate bodies cannot be constructively analysed
through the individualism of psychoanalytic theory (Gatens 1996: xii},
the social is maintained as the basis of analysis.

A further concern for archaeology is whether this notion of sexual-
ity, disembodied socially and eminently individualistic and fragmented,
embedded within the psychological experience of postmodernity, s
appropriate for prehistoric societies. Appreciating the cultural dimen-
sion of our discussion of sex and sexuality we must also accepr that
our own obsessive interest in the sexualized individual - rather than
the sexed person —~ might be incompatible with prehistoric lives. The
andro- and ethnocentric dimensions of current concerns with sexual-
ity, combined with the interests in the individual rather than the so-
cial, make some of these debates only peripherally relevant to gender
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archaeology, although they should neither be ignored nor totally re-
jected — just ‘handled with care’,

It is therefore interesting that sex and its social importance can also
be reconsidered in manners different from those mspired by psycho-
analysis. Some of the social science discussions that maintain a focus
upon gender as a social construct may therefore be more instructive
for archaeology’s further development of its gender studies. For in-
stance, Gatens’s discussion of the social or corporate body provides
an interesting alternative view (1996}. She points out that the ‘privi-
leged relation which each individual has to her or his own body does
not include a privilege over its construction’ {ibid.: 35, original em-
phasis). This means that bodies are sexed, and that society recognizes
‘its’ bodies as ditferently sexed. She also shows that it is significant to
accept that societies, despite transgressionary practices and contrary
to personal experiences, in general see bodies as variations upon male
and female, This, amongst other points, shows that for most of our
analysis of society, such as the investigarion of the maintenance of
gender difference, the diversity suggested by variables like either chro-
mosomes or individual psychology may be essentially irrelevant. This
notion of the sexed social body can usetully be explored in interpreta-
tions of gender, as sex understood like this is neither neutral, and thus
easily separated and categorized, nor personal. Gender will therefore
be firmly attached to sexed bodies although it will also, as will be
discussed later, go far beyond their biologies.

In addition to physical sex determination of skeletons, archaeologists
also routinely assign sex to prehistoric individuals by inference due to
assumptions of correspondence between sex and cultural practices or
objects (e.g. Gibbs 1987). One may call these contextually determined
sex markers. That practice is, of course, based on an assumption about
normative associations between sex and behaviour. This is not a new
aspect of the discipline, and intensive debates about the attribution of
various objects to ‘the sexes’ are already found in the archaeological
literature during the nineteenth century {as discussed in chapter 2); nor-
mative categorizations have affected the entire discipline ranging from
its displays to the identification of objects. The assumption of associa-
tion between sex and objects is therefore deeply embedded within the
discipline, and in practice archaeological determination of sex is often
given greater authority than a biological one. The presence of a sword
in a grave thus makes this a male grave, and extremely convincing bio-
logical arguments are needed to change this identification. This, amongst
many other examples, is illustrated by the famous Mesolithic burial
from Barum, Sweden. The presence of a flint blade meant that the grave
was consistently interpreted as a male grave, despite the ‘fragility’ of the
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skeleton, until it was argued on the basis of the skeleton that the per-
son had had multiple pregnancies (Gejvall 1970}, A similar example is
provided by the rich Tron Age burial from Vix in France, where there
has been considerable reluctance to accept that this was the burial of a
woman, despite the presence both of a “female’ skeleton and objects
traditionally associated with women. Alternative interpretations, in-
cluding the proposal of this being the burial of a transvestite priest,
have accordingly beenattempted (for discussion see Arnold 1991, 1996:
156}. This common assamption of a link between sex and material
cuiture suggests that, on one hand, the notion of gender, that is, an
identity expressed through practice and norms, suits archaeological
practice and, on the other hand, it causes some confusion about whether
it is gender or sex that is being referred to and studied.

Finally, recognizing the range and complexity of the issues raised, it
seems important to accept that the response of the discipline to these
different arguments neither should nor can be dictated centrally, We
must, however, understand that sex is not as easy and straightforward
an aspect of either our biology or identity as was previously assumed.
It seems now convincingly argued that sex in itself is at least to some
extent affected by discourse and thus is constructed culturally. There
is also, however, wide disagreement both about how this may relate to
physical and biological characteristics and about how this affects the
distinction between sex and gender.

What is gender? - current discussions and
archaeological practice

Gender is best understood as a set of values that assign gendered mean-
ing to behaviour and affect that behaviour. Through such meaning,
culturally specific notions of femininity and masculinity, of what it
means to be a woman or a man, and various variations on these themes
are constructed. Such meanings are created through rules, in particu-
lar those concerned with exclusions, notions of normality and values,
and they are articulated and maintained through objects as well as
through discursive, especially ritualized, and non-discursive practices.
It is also a characteristic of gender that it is the subject of subversion
and provides a focus for ‘deviations’. Gender, therefore, is not static;
it needs to be continuously renegotiated, confirmed and maintained.
Allits forms and meanings can be transformed and may be considered
transitional. This means that gender is dynamic, and it gives rise to

gender identity, roles, relations, ideology and politics. It affects ac-

tions and understanding and it uses objects; but in itself it has not any

form or matter. Nor is gender exclusively about women or men; it is
about people’s relationships in terms of dynamic and negotiable dif-
ferences. Gender is then a basic aspect of how societies organize them-
selves and of how individuals understand themselves, It is also a
fundamental influence behind the organization of different types of
labour and for relationships between differently constituted people.
Gendler is therefore basic and fundamental to how soclety appears and
functions, although it is neither deterministic nor necessarily primary
as it itself is constituted by society. Therefore, although we commonly
Rmm._\ to gender as a structure, it is probably more constructive to rec-
ognize it as a dynamic within communities. Gender cannot be ob.
served; only the effect of gender can be felt, traced and studied.

The most common critique levelled at gender has been that it privi-
leges gender as a structuring principle before class, age and race differ-
ences. There has also been considerable concern with whether gender
relations have universal characteristics, such as the widespread subor-
dination of women. A less explicit but nonetheless relevant question is
whether gender is always in discourse, what is its purpose and how is
it constructed?

Within archaeology only some of these concerns have been widely
debated. Amongst these the current emphasis within sociology upon
the self-recognition of gender identity and the interest within psycho-
analysis and sociology in notions of subjectivity and embodiment have
gained some attention. The reactions to these debates are so far lim-
ited, but one can nonetheless discern different views within the disci-
pline. Sofaer-Derevenski, for instance, considers this emphasis a
problem for archaeology, as it cannot fully employ a concept of em-
bodied subjectivity focused upon the individual. With regard to mor-
tuary practices (the contexts where archaeology arguably racets the
individual most directly), she supports the position that views burials
as social arenas where society’s perception of the individual is con-
structed, rather than seeing the grave and its context as directly rele-
vant to discussions of subjective identity. Thus the gender relations
that may be observed in burial practices would largely relate to ‘cor-
porate notions of gender identity and gender appropriate behaviour’
{Sofaer-Derevenski 1998), an archaeological approach to gender that
has some similarity with, for instance, Gatens’s notion of the corporate
body. On the other hand, others, such as Meskell, have tried to em-
brace the notion of the individual, and she proposes that burials may
be understood as expressions of embodied-subjectivities (1996, 1997).

Before moving on to further consideration of archacology’s under-
standing of gender, it should be stressed that we cannot excavate gen-
der — and that this is not a matrer of methodology but of its ontological
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existence. There is not a particular feature of the body that constitutes
its gender nor a particular object that contains it. Despite mw.mmu. the na-
ture of the cultural construct, gender, that we aim to study is rarely
considered, and gender is basically assumed or inferred from other char-
acteristics. This is well illustrated by mortuary studies, where archae-
ologists are confronted with individuals who had both sex and gender:
how can these dimensions be identified and understood? And how do
we avoid either collapsing them into each other or identifying them
through assumptions about cross-cultural universals? In practice there
has been an obvious tendency of either accepting that sex is the only
variable that can be observed or of using differences within, for exam-
ple, grave goods or burial practice to identify gender. Thus, the same
variables are often used to establish both the sex and the gender of the
person. This is obviously problematic. It s, of course, mﬂmmmu_m that
grave goods or other variables were used simultaneously in the con-
struction and communication of several different dimensions of a per-
son, but as these identities were formed through distinct &m.wo:am.m .ﬂrn
objects are likely to have been explored in different ways. The critical
questions are, therefore, on one hand, the relationship between sex
and gender and how this involves materialities, and, on the other hand,

how the same variables within a context may be making references to

and commenting upon several dimensions of the person.

On the relationship between sex and gender

The relationship between sex and gender has never been properly

clarified, despite the prevalent acceptance of their &m.m:m:o:. It is in |
fact often presented as an under-theorized relationship. There are, of |
course, many views about it, but basically it can either be a question of |
total dependency or of different degrees of separateness. Sayers has |
characterized these two poles as ‘biological essentialism” and nmoﬁmm i
constructionism’ respectively (1982: 3). The former proposes a direct |
relationship between sex and gender and argues for the exisrence of an -
essential woman, whose feminine characters may be expressed at dif-
ferent levels. This is, for example, expressed in notions of gender asa
system of cultural codes inscribed on Ec_cmwmmm.mmx A??:Hmw wwmon “.
414, Lesick 1997: 34). Various views within social constructionism, i
on the other hand,; argue that the influence of biology (sex) is Em.m.ﬂm.ﬂ .
and is mediated by the way sex is interpreted and construed within

society. Feminists have expressed both views. . .
A third view has recently emerged, proposing that there is no dis-

tinction becween sex and gender, Butler, for instance, stresses that sex
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is always already gendered (Butler 1990: 7). Within archaeology a
similar argument is found in the psychoanalyrically informed part of
Nordbladh’s and Yates’s discussion of sex (1990). A slightly different
argument, which nonetheless has a similar effect, has been mounted
by Moore, who suggests that the embodiment of sex and gender means
that they affect all things and thus are indistinguishable; in effect they
are the same (1994: 14). Meskell represents a similar view within ar-
chaeology (1996). She argues, after Moore, that using sex to differen-
tiate between bodies and gender to indicate the variable social
constructions placed upon those differentiated hodies obscures rather
than clarifies cross-cultural analysis (ibid.: 3). In her comments upon
the various feminist approaches to the body and their relevance to
archaeology, Meskell criticizes social constructionists, Marxists as well
as psychoanalytical feminists, for presuming that sex is fixed and for
focusing upon gender and its corresponding cultural meanings and
values (ibid.: 4). She further criticizes the group concerned with the
lived body and sexual difference, exemplified by Butler and Gatens,
for not acknowledging that the body is also recursively engaged with
culture. Her review of these different developments is obviously inter-
esting to archaeology, although her comments and cririque may not
be as clearly informed by archaeological concerns as may be desired,
neither do her arguments escape critique. For instance, the analytical
emphasis upon gender that she assoctates with social constructionism
does not necessarily imply that the body is seen as biologically deter-
mined and fixed. Rather, it argues for difference in the relationships in
which these two dimensions can be placed and how they are formu-
lated and enacted. It has, for instance, increasingly been recognized
that in addition to social and cultural influences on the construction
and recognition of sex there is also an individual temporal dimension
to this construction, as sexual identity usually varies through the life-
time of the individual. Clearly, the variability within sexuality is not
unacknowledged within the above-mentioned approaches. The main
difference arises from what importance is given to the recognition that
sex and gender are not independent identities, even if ir is not clear
how they relate to each other. For archaeology, the ability to consider
gender without sex is, however, an important option. Gender, despite
its association with sex, is also different from it because it is differently
embodied. Furthermore, the manner in which it can affect behaviour
and permeate meaning in arcas not immediately reachable by sex or
sexuality underscores such differences.

Meskell’s critique of approaches that focus upon the idea of the
lived body starts from a particular level of application: the individ-
ual. As argued earlier, it is, however, doubtful whether and how the
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current attention on the individual can be constructively employed in
essentially historical studies and what its usefulness is regarding the
potentials of archaeological data. Her arguments, while a challenge to
archaeology, are therefore probably not pointing towards a lasting
resolution regarding the discipline’s understanding of gender. Respond-
ing to the problems arising from our concern with sex and gender by
replacing society with the individual ignores the challenge emerging
from how difference may be understood. We should rather look to-
wards the deconstruction of the dualism associated with gender and
sex identity that is emerging from various recent explorations of these
concepts. Arguments by, for example, Butler (1993), Gatens (1996),
Moore (1994) and Scott {1990) suggest that we can aim to understand
and investigate difference in such a manner that this does not return
us to a traditional notion of oppositions.

This emphasis upon understanding and developing our conceptual-
ization of difference provides an interesting challenge for the further
development of an archaeology of gender. It suggests that we may
develop a conceptual framework that enables a constructive social
analysis of difference(s), rather than denying or diluting both its/their
presence and relevance. It may also help towards avoiding compari-
son and relationships automatically becoming a matter of hierarchy.
This is also an emphasis upon diversity and structure that corresponds
well to many vaguely recognized patterns in the archaeological record.
Not structuring our analysis in terms of oppositions and symmetries
but through the recognition of different kinds of difference, and their
evaluation and manifestations, provides gender studies both with new
freedom of thought and the practical potential to investigate such ex-
pressions. From the position of archaeology, and concerned as T am
with its ability to claim relevant knowledge about prehistoric gender
relations, | suggest that difference is still the central question, rather
than proposals such as ‘reclamation of individual contextualised bod-
ies, rather than universalist collectives, may provide a more appropri-
ate level from which to conduct our analysis’ {Meskell 1996: 5).
Foregrounding the individual in this manner, even if the dynamic de-
pendency between individual and society is still acknowledged, can
provide ‘hot’ interpretation, and it may, in particular circumstances
(such as Meskell’s Egyptian burials), allow us to examine how indi-
viduals are variably constituted within specific contexts (Meskell 1996:
6}, It is, however, problematic in that it artificially isolates the indi-

vidual (the ‘T’ is not studied as part of the “We'). As an approach it is :

also limited in that it offers no guidelines for (and little recognition of)

the analysis of society as institutions and structures, or of gender as |

ideology and as normative and regulatory processes.
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The critique of sex as a biological given has made it apparent thatr
current gender studies must forge an understanding of gender which
neither underestimates nor neutralizes its relationship to sex, while
at the same time, neither reducing nor negating its social dimension.
Thus it seems that we have come to a point within the discipline where
the earlier feminist distinction between sex and gender cannor be main-
tained on a theoretical level, at least not in terms of a biological given
versus a socially constructed identity. Both sex and gender will prob-
ably have to be recognized as affected by social context and as being
n._omm:\ aligned and associated. It does not, however, seem construc-
five (or accurate) to argue as, for example, Laqueur (1990) and Butler
(1993} do, that there is no distinction between sex and gender. Even
if no other argument could be mounted in defence of their difference
it would be sufficient ro acknowledge that we need this distinction to
make better sense of the complex web of meaning and significance
surrounding our gendered and sexualized lives. Furthermore, focus-
ing upon the materiality of gender, that is, the practical and physical
mmmn.ﬁ of gender npon people’s lives, it is also quite easy to show that
despite their interwoven existence the relationship between these two
&Ewmﬂonm of our being is not straightforwardly apparent.

It is also important to recognize that the H&mao;mr%m between sex
m.ma gender are not clarified by ‘introducing, as is often done, observa-
tions of what appear as alternative gender arrangements, such as some
cultures having a third gender, that hermaphrodism exists, that gen-
der ideologies can be polymorphous rather than dimeorphous, or that
not all nmrﬁmm are shaped by the masculine-feminine division. Such
observations are usually used to argue that, due to these alternative
arrangements, sex is not relevant for gender (e.g. Lesick 1997: 34
Lingts in Meskell 1996: 3). Such arguments are, however, mm_mﬁﬁm
only if it is assumed that a sex—gender dynamic must necessarily be
dualistic. This limitation is not built into the concepts, rather it is due
to our failing imagination and the extent that we are embedded in our
own particular cultural consext. That, not sacial realities, is what makes
us so easily interpret sex-—gender relationships in this simple, dualistic
manner. The differences referred to in such arguments against a re-
lationship between sex and gender merely demonstrare the variability
of sex—gender arrangements; they reveal differences in norms racher
than comment upon the relationship berween sex and gender in any
detailed manner. In this, the analytical ability of the concepts is being
mo:?mm.m with how we have tended to interpret them {e.g. Lesick 1997:
33). It is important to recognize, however, that archaeologists who
reject a sex—gender relationship on the basis of such varied empirical
observations use a fundamentally different logic from those who ar-
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gue that archaeology {currently} can not recognize gender independ-
ently of sex and sex roles and that therefore the discipline should not
maintain their separation (Claassen 1992b: 3).

Some clarification of archaeology’s position m this discission may
be reached by further investigating what are common assumptions
about the relationship between sex and gender. Do we believe that
these dimensions have different purposes, different reasons for their
existence? Why do we have gender? Is gender necessary? If we ap-
proach the literature with these questions in mind, a range of vari-
ations predictably appears, but within them certain patterns can be
extracted. There is, for instance, a strong tendency to ascribe to gen-
der some social purposes, which are of a different kind to any role
that we may assign to sex. Although this is not clearly stressed, in a
certain sense gender is interpreted as functional; it has a reason. Conkey
and Gero, for instance, propose that gender is a social structure with
the primary purpose of dividing work between individuals in the soci-
ety (Conkey and Gero 1991). The emphasis upon gender and labour
division is in fact extremely common, although the reason for the
association is differently perceived (for a detailed discussion see Sofaer-
Derevenski 1998). Others see it as a means of finding appropriate sexual
partners (Claassen 1992h: 3-4). The focus upon the creation of differ-

ence, the argument that gender ideology aims to make people different §

{e.g. Serensen 1997), may also be linked to this view. The assumption
that gender has a function or a reason brings up a certain tension,
however. Assuming that gender has a function it is easy also to accept

that these are universal functions, which means that the social con- ©
struction of gender is not necessarily about gender itself, as it is al- ¢
ready there, but abour its forms and expressions. Is it then the case, ¢

one must ask, that gender is a universal characteristic of society closely

associated with its recognition of sexed social bodies, and that it is !
only the expression and form of gender, that is, its contextual con-

struction, that are depending upon discourse? Gender is then both

structare and social practice, and these two dimensions are evoked ¢
differently. The complexity of the concept of gender, as we have used |
it, has, I believe, not been explicitly acknowledged. Its complexity may, -
however, nonetheless emerge from how it has influenced interpre-

tations.

Another tendency is to see gender entirely as reflexive. This view is ¢

also commonly found within archaeology, where, for instance, Conkey

and Spector (1984} have emphasized gender in terms of symbolic be- |
haviour and, like Gibbs (1987, 1990), see gender as society’s articula- |
tion and cultural elaboration of sex roles. This approach can easily:
lead to gender becoming subservient to sex, and it has at times led to
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the argument that gender is an effect rather than a structure or a prin-
ciple. This furthermore implies that it is an effect of something, and
this tends to become sex, rather than it being recognized as rooted in
practice or power relations. This moves gender much closer to sex as it
becomes the social acknowledgement and reflection upon sex. Gibbs,
for instance, argues for an inextricable link between sex and gender.
In her approach the cultural construction of gender arises as a result
of society deeming sets of behaviour, atticudes and concepts appropri-
ate for the two sexes and hence defining gender for them {Gibbs 1987:
7). It is important to recognize that, while such approaches easily lead
to sex and gender in effect becoming the same, they are based on a
conceptualization of sex entirely different from the current arguments
about the sameness of sex and gender, The absorption of the two di-
mensions is in the former arguments entirely due to the reflexive ‘serv-
wcing’ role that gender is assigned, while in the latter it is caused by the
concern with the ontological status of sex and its dependency on cul-
Ture.

Amongst other archaeological reflections upon this relationship
Hjerungdal’s discussion of the concept should also be pointed out, as
she argues that sex should be seen as a metaphor for gender (1994).
There is also a growing and very interesting emphasis upon variability
and difference where it is argued that gender functions differently in
different contexts (Joyce 1996), or it is proposed that gender has sev-
eral points of reference of which sex is just one {Sofaer-Derevenski
1998). Meanwhile, the maintenance of some kind of separation of sex
and gender is generally agreed upon due to the universal fact that there
are biological differences between men and women and that societies
react ditferently to those (Moore 1994: 71{f, Sofaer-Derevenski 1998).
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Theorizing Gender:
Negotiation and
Practice

Gender negotiation

A central premise of gender archaeology has been that gender is nego-
tiated. This implication has been part of its theoretical foundation at
least since Conkey’s and Spector’s seminal article of 1984; but before
then this aspect of gender had been little acknowledged in either femi-
nist or traditional archaeological writings. The new emphasis, arguing
for gender as a negotiated difference, a social construction and a ques-

tion of agency and discourse, shows the emerging refationship between -

the developing concerns of gender archaeology and various post-
processual and postmodern approaches, as also discussed in chapter
2. It is, however, an aspect of gender which has been given relatively
litele atrention in the archaeological literature, despite its clearly being
assumed in much of current gender writing. The root of the statemens
is clearly to be found in the women’s movement. Gender as a social
construction is also gender open to change, challenge and difference,
and thus to negotiation. There is, however, a striking discrepancy be-
tween the theoretical recognition of this dynamic, inherently unstable,
aspect of gender relations and the manner in which this has informed
interpretation. This disjunction between theoretical insight and prac-
tical analysis constitutes an area of obvious conflict, The problem may
to some extent be particular to archaeology, or at least particular to
the clearly inferential nature of all its claims about social, as opposed
to material, conditions. The frequent fall-back to what are essentially
structuralist interpretations within gender studies in general suggests,
however, that the problem of recognizing and studying negotiation as
a real phenomenon may be shared more widely.

Let us, however, as a beginning clarify what social practices it is we
are trying to capture when we refer to gender being a negotiated dif-
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ference. At what levels may this rake place, and how may material
objects become involved? Negotiation refers to social life being affected
by competing interests, which express themselves as rights, obliga-
tions and needs. It therefore affects resources and their {re}distribution,
invoking, for instance, bargaining and contracts. Our description of
what negotiation involves evokes a language of practices and objects.
Negotiation is the continuous maintenance of, or attempts at main-
taining, an agreed view of rights and obligations. These relationships
and appropriations are commonly expressed in terms of resources,
and they are often naturalized by associations between objects and
categories of people. There is thus frequently a substantial material
aspect to negotiation, both in terms of what is being negotiated and of
how the result of that process is communicated and rectified, These
views about rights and responsibilities are socially and historically
specific and they are deeply implicated and affected by contextually
created ideologies abour the roles and identities of particular groups
of people. This means that negotiation about resources is not merely
about economic redistribution but also about reinforcing and articu-
lating socially constructed differences between people {Moore 1994:
87). The negotiation that gender studies refer to (or should refer to)
therefore embraces more than the explicit creation of male and female
appropriate behaviour, as it also informs other practices including po-
litical and economic ones. These relationships are not, however, either
hierarchical or causal; rather they appear as part of each other insofar
as, for example, the political and economic implication of member-
ship to gender is immediately affected by the social significance of
gender. In fact, one may propose that the ability of (and need for) a
continuous on-going negotiation of the meaning of gender may be due
exactly to there not being a single focus for its construction. As the
identification, interpretation and valorization of gender arise from many
dimensions it becomes a fluid, stretchable identity which in the social
arena needs to be agreed upon. And it is as an agreement that it be-
comes a cultural construction.

Thus, gender archaeology should both explicitly incorporate and
explore how, despite the apparent problems of instrumentalizing studies
of negotiation, real physical actions are involved in such practices.
The recognition of these practical elements — products of processes of
agreement, maintaining, change, resistance and alternative actions —
are essential for the location and observation of negotiating strategies.
In response to traditional Marxist discussions of ideology and sup-
pression it has become increasingly argued that people are not neces-
sarily passive and ideologically duped. They recognize that they
participate in negotiation of rights and responsibilities, and they may
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consciously and strategically explore the possibilities provided within
contexts and their particular constraints. This active participation and
conscious recognition of discourse is not, however, to be simply taken
to represent ‘free will’. It is rather a question of abilities, of knowable
people understanding some of their own situatedness and of making
‘the best of it’, and also of recognizing how affective space is also
created through the influence and power of emotions such as desire
and duty. Negotiation goes beyond these personal understandings,
however, as it is also about the practices through which people arrive
at an agreed understanding of meaning. Moore, in discussing house-
holds, emphasizes that

The ability to provide an interpretation of the terms of . . . [a] contract,
or indeed of any set of normative practices and understandings, is, of
course, a political ability. Definitions of terms, and interpretations of
normative practices and understandings, are political definitions. They
are polirical because they can, in principle, be redefined and contested,
and because they will always have material consequences. (Moore 1994:

91)

As negotiation is often about definitions and interpretations of rights,

gender negotiation (and thus the maintenance of gender itself) is in- i

volved with power (Moore 1994: 92). Gender is, however, also in-
volved with power because the definition and recognition of identities

are connected to normative ideas of a particular social order. Thus, it |

is on the basis of naturalized differences between identities that the
rights and needs of particular individuals are established. Needs claims
always have a contextual and contested character, and arguments about
them necessarily involve discussion of rights which immediately in-
voke social identities. Such contestations, furthermore, are not just

interpretations but practical acts and interventions (ibid.: 100} This ;
means that understanding negotiation involves also considering how ¢
politics, power and authority are critically involved in the agreement |

of meaning and value, and thus affect how they are acted upon (ibid.:
92).

Having theoretically and in the abstract recognized how central ne-
gotiation is to the formation of normative agreements about value, |
meanings, rights and needs, we are still left with the problem of as-
signing this phenomenon a form through which it can be studied: what ¢
does negotiation Jook like? Such questions, despite their apparent ba-
nalities, are central inasmuch as the powerful potentials of these points |
are only fully released if applied analytically. Basic to the argumentis |
the realization that social reproduction is always about the reproduc- ¢
tion of particular sorts of people. As an example of these relationships ¢

Moore’s outline of gender involvement in redistribution is useful. She
shows how sexual division of labour creates the necessity for redistri-
bution. That means that the system of redistribution will be gendered,
and it will be partly gender ideology that bestows the rights and enti-
tlements that provide the framework for bargaining and negotiation
about this redistribution {Moore 1994: 102). Accepting this argument
means that the struggle over access to economic resources simultane-
ously becomes a struggle over definitions and meanings, including
gendered ones. ‘It is through the negotiations that shape the ourcome
of the system of redistribution that social identities are themselves re-
produced and opened up to potential change’ (ibid.: 105). While many
traditional views of gender division of labour can easily be criticized
for their stereotypes and ignorance of cultural variations, it can none-
theless be argued that, at some levels, labour divisions will always
exist, since people can neither logistically nor physically do the same
things. It is also clear that gender is one of the variables that systemati-
cally inform labour division. Moore’s argument about the interdepend-
ency between the nature of labour division and the politics of
redistribution is therefore central to social analysis and in particular
to the analysis of negotiation and change within the gendered alloca-
tion of resources. Moreover, in this view gender is not merely atrached
to or being reflexive of these othér processes as it in itself is constitu-
tive of economic and political processes (ibid.: 92).

Therefore, for an archaeology of gender the important initial step is
to recognize more fully and to explore further how the negotiation of
gender implies that a focus or a ‘material locus’ is needed. It is through
this connection that materialities become central. It is obvious that
material objects lend themselves well to such discourses about rights
and obligations. We may thus suggest that while gender negotiation at
a certain level is concerned with establishing normative views upon
rights and respounsibility, this will in fact commonty be expressed in
terms of material resources. The material world is thus often deeply
implicated in gender policies.

Agency and gender in archaeology

The focus upon negotiation means that the role of the individual gains
some actuality, and a brief consideration is needed here. The concerns
with the place of individuals within society and their relationships to
each other have been greatly affected by recent discussions in social
theory. For archaeology, the works of Giddens (1979, 1984) and
Bourdieu (1977, 1990) have been particularly influential. From Giddens
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the concepts of agency and structuration have been introduced to ar-
chaeology (e.g. Barrett 1988), and from Bourdieu the notion of habi-
tus. Both concepts relate to the question of the relationship between
individual and society and both have also had some importance for
atternpts to develop a feminist approach. The backgrouad to this in-
terest can be located in the development of post-processual approaches
within archaeology. As the increased emphasis upon contexrually con-
stituted meaning became critically interested in how this could be rec-
onciled with the construction and maintenance of long-term structures
and coherent patterns, attention became focused upon individual ac-
tions ~ their constituent nature and form. Recently, as discussed in
chapter 3, an explicit interest in the individual, subjectivity and inter-
subjectivity {e.g. Meskell 1996, Yates 1991, 1993) and in the body as
a phenomenic experience (e.g. Tilley 1994) have also begun to inform
some archaeological studies.

Gender studies have been affected by these concerns in essentially
two ways. On the one hand, feminism has become increasingly inter-
ested in the variability of womien rather than the analysis of woman as
a categorical identity and, on the other hand, the stable, almost con-
servative, character of gender arrangements forces an awareness of
cohesion which goes far beyond the activities of the individual. For
gender studies the question of the relationship between the individual,
gender identity and the larger social context is further fuelled by their
own origin in the women’s movement, their political awareness and
their desire to believe in the possibility of change beyond individual
circumstances. The emphasis upon individuals and agency also calls
into question how we interpret why women in various cultures have
agreed to their own suppression and subservient positions.

Another aspect of the question is how it relates ro the serious con-
cern with understanding the position of the individual within struc-
tures of power and dominance. Two themes emerge here: resistance
and complicity. These, however, as Moore points out, are both types
of agencies and of subjectivity (1994: 49-50). Recognizing the relevance
of both for understanding individuals within social contexts, we begin
to see the roots of some of the complexity surrounding concepts such
as agency. Furthermore, while, for example, resistance may be observed,
irs motivations argued and its effects studied, the ways in which it is
made possible practically and emotionally lend itself less easily to our
investigation. Actions of resistance or complicity that may initially look
rather straightforward often become slippery and appear diffuse re-
garding their relations to and location vis-d-vis both the individual and
society; in fact, the boundary between these becomes indistinct, despite
an analytical language which locates them as different.

The increased recognition of gender’s dual qualities as both cat-
egory and practice, of gender identiry being both constructed and lived
(Moore 1994: 49) and of gender as a process of the individual life
{Sofaer-Derevenski 1997, 1998} is another reason for the growing in-
terest in the individual. The individual that has become of interest to
teminism and gender studies is, however, seen as a unique, gendered
person, rather than either a passive member of the category ‘woman’
or the neuter implied by agency. Meanwhile, the problems of identi fy-
ing, let alone analysing, the individual and particular strucrures simul-
taneously with upholding an appreciation of the narare of society and
the emergence of general structures have not been solved. This tension
is strongly felt within archaeology where recent developments towards
a focus upon the individual, contextual and experiential stand in con-
trast to archaeology’s traditional concern with tem poral changes, and
arguably also to the obvious potentials of the archaeological record,
Breaching this difference is, however, necessary, since interdepend-
ency and difference between individual and society have become obvi-
ous concerns that must inform our studies of society.

The agent, the individual and archaeology

In the archaeological literature, agency often appears merely as a so-
cial player or normative representative of a kind of social entity. The
agent of agency is therefore often used in a manner that makes it pas-
sive, neutral and neutered, and this severely hinders a sense both of
the individual and how individuals become constituted as special kinds
of gendered persons.

The neutrality of this agency has been criticized both by feminists
and by phenomenologists like Merleau-Ponty. The latter argues that
‘Only I can live my body: it is a phenomenon experienced by me and
thus provides a perspectival point which places me in the world ena-
bling relations between me and other subjects and objects’ (Merleau-
Ponty in Meskell 1996: 7, see also Tilley 1994). There have been various
responses to the concerns and propositions raised by such critique. In
archaeology, Meskell has, for example, argued for focusing upon the
contribution of real rather than abstract bodies to their own experi-
ence within the milieu of power, although she also acknowledges that
there is no pure constitution of the self, since the self is always situared
relationally (Meskell 1996).

This later point is related to one of the substantial critiques of the
concept of agency which argues that there is not such a thing as a fully
knowable actor. No one can ever be entirely aware of the conditions
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of its own construction; it is impossible to be fully conscious of what
onte does with one’s body even when one has clear intentions {(Moore
1994: 53). The limitations of the agency concept may therefore not be
solved by a simple focus upon phenomenologically experiencing and
existentialistic selfs, as currently suggested by developments within
archaeology. The references to either agency or individual, and the
approaches they refer to (structuration theory and phenomenology),
are based on fundamentally different reasons for interest in people.
Attempts at their reconciliation, as seen in some archaeological texts,
may, however, easily lead to a perception of the person as either social
or unique, rather than both. Moore has argued emphatically for the
necessity of both elements in social analysis. She stresses how indi-
viduals are able to bring a considerable amount of self-reflection to
bear on the practices and discourses of day-to-day living. She also
argues that bodily praxis can act as a form of self-reflection that does
not always enter the discursive. Analysis of agency must therefore in-
clude, for example, consideration of such ignored variables as the role
of fantasy and desire (Moore 1994). While this argument is helpful, it
nonetheless shows that the relationships between agency and social
_construction, between people’s self-understanding and dominant cul-
tural discourses, are complex and remain analytically somewhat prob-
lematic.

Post-structuralist approaches at the same time tend to see the indi-
vidual as fragmenred and contingent, rather than as a vnified self. To
describe the many ways in which individuals understand themselves,
the notion of subjectivity has become extensively used in social stud-
ies. Subjectivity in post-structuralist debates includes, however, con-
scious and unconscious thoughts and emotions and the interaction of
these with the constitution of the subject through language and dis-
course (Lupton 1996: 13). This, while appreciating the core elernents
of the subjective experience of self, may nonetheless fail to recognize
or at least spell out the formative interaction with both the surround-
ing physical materiality and institutional structures, as these are re-
duced to “discourse’, forming merely the backdrop for practice.

To me it seems that in these discussions the relationship berween
the individual, as subjectivity and embodiment, and that which 1s be-
yond the individual (its intersubjectivity) remains rather unclear. This,
however, is a central dilemma for archaeology which, as a discipline,
defines and designs its contexts of interpretation materially. Rather
than observing actions that result in certain effects, we infer actions
from their results. There is therefore a consistent need to decide upon
and validate what it is we are studying and at which level of social
complexity we can locate the actions that led to the patterns and changes
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that we observe. This means that the ability to argue for difference
hetween the context of self and the context of society becomes crucial
for the above arguments to lend themselves to analysis.

Woman or women: the question of cross-cultural
generalizations

Related to this problem, but also in itself a critical issue within gender
studies, is the use and value of universal generalizations* about gen-
der and about women specifically. As with other aspects of gender the
use of universal generalizations is obviously rooted in the women’s
movement, which made both demands and claims which were often
generalized. The women’s movement (largely due to its political
agenda) was concerned with women’s issues, their rights and status
in a manner similar to that of traditional labour movements. It
was woman as a representative corporate body that was the concern,
not the variability and differences amongst women. Furthermore,
within academia the idea of the essential woman, who was largely
to be understood throngh her biology, was a familiar view which
epistemologically fitted the largely positivistic regime which domi-
nated much of the sciences. For archaeology, the use of universal gen-
eralizations, whether direct or in the form of different types of
analogies, was furthermore a familiar procedure and a recognized
route to interpretation. Archaeology’s relationship to anthropology
was in this context central, as the latter provided the pool of analo-
gies and record of human behaviour and social forms, that the former
could utilize in its interpretations. Universal and cross-cultural gener-
alizations, together with simple structures such as binary oppositions,
have therefore played a significant role in gender archaeology, espe-
cially in providing a starting point for challenging existing interpreta-
tions and for reaffirming alternative ones. The increased emphasis
upon gender as a cultural construction did, however, create a prob-
lemn for gender archaeology since contextuality and the appeal to
universals were contradictory. The further development of feminist
and gender studies, with its increased interest in the relationship be-
tween the individual and society, the construction of identities and
the notion of the insecure state of scientific knowledge, has furthered
artention towards the contextual construction of gender (and sex).

"

*  Universals do not imply that there will be no exceptions, merely that something is found
worldwide in many different contexes and thar in alt of these the particular phenomenon is
common. That women can give birth to children is thus a universal phenomenon despite
some women being unable to do so.
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This leaves the idea of universal generalizations highly problematic
within contemporary thinking (e.g. Damm 1991: 132).

Despite the theoretically unsatisfactory nature of universal generali-
zations, there are aspects of gender that easily lend themselves to such
interpretations. Such aspects should be recognized as critical issues for
gender studies as they may indicate areas where the individual and
society imteract in particular ways. At the base of these generalities lies
the reproductive differences between men and women. Women can
give birth and men cannot. This is a universal difference {even if excep-
tions may be found), and it leads to recognizable patterns of differ-
ences between men and women. Women are, for example, usually
differently, and often more, involved with nurturing and caring for the
children. Child bearing and rearing may therefore affect women’s mo-
bility in comparison to men’s, and this in itself may inform and inspire
various types of labour division and collaboration within a commu-
nity. In fact, various behaviours can be shown to be in general more
associated with women than with men. Archaeologically, these differ-
ences and the generalizations they give rise to have played a prominent
role in engendered interpretation. It is often assumed, for example,
that men and women were differently associated with public and pri-
vate domains or that labour was divided up between them. Some inter-
pretations suggest, for instance, that women had different roles in
agricultural societies and in pastoral ones, due to their lesser mobility
caused by increased fertility and higher birth and infant survival rates
in agricultural societies {Leibowitz 1983: 138}, or that men hunt and
women gather because men are physically stronger and not tied down
by children. It is also common to emphasize both physical and emo-
tional differences between men and women, associating the former with
strength, aggression and violence, making men the hunters, leaders and
warriors of prehistory and women their opposites. The universals may
also be more specific, stating, for example, that women are likely to
breastfeed for a fonger duration in mobile societies than in seteled ones.
Examples of such generalizations are plentiful and have consistently
informed the ways in which we interpret prehistoric societies.

There is, however, an unsolved tension within this way of under-
standing variability and sameness. It is therefore necessary to ask both
how this can be reconciled with an appreciation of the cultural con-
struction of gender, and how this use of universal generalizations is
different from stereotyping? Te dissolve some of the tension it is, there-
tore, useful to return to the discussion of gender in chapter 3. There it
was proposed that gender was both a structure of difference emerging
from society’s recognition of its sexed bodies and a practice through
which these constructed differences are made meaningful in terms of
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norms and values. Accepting thar gender irself has different dimen-
sions, it is possible to argue that these provide different opportunities
and are of varied relevance to universal generalizations. Thus, those
dimensions of gender that arise from the recognition of different bod-
ies may lend themselves more easy to generalizations than the prac-
tices that take place in response to those differences. This, in turn, may
suggest that the existence of gender itself is a general phenomenon,
Thus we find universal similarities in terms of there being gender as
well as there being bodies. The problem abour universals arises there-
fore first when one recognizes that even the limitation and confine-
ments of these categories are difficult to establish. While bodies can be
generalized, attitudes to them and the practices of the body are not
universal. For instance, cultural attitudes to breastfeeding are certainly
not universal, neither is mothers’ participation in it {Maher 1992).
The ways in which the body walks, moves or is sexualized can be
affected culturally and become constructed within particular contexts.
The application of universal generalizations can therefore easily be
problematized, and their use recognized as being limited to classification
of the world rather than an exploration of it. During the early stage of
gender archaeology universal generalizations did, however, provide a
relatively easy way of engendering the past, as specific gender arrange-
ments could be assumed rather than having to be investigated (e.g.
Randsborg 1984).

By their very nature universal generalizations will easily lead to
stereotypical statements as they ignore variations. Stereotypes emerge,
however, primarily when universal generalizations become causal mech-
anisms of something else: “‘women are usually smaller then men and
they are therefore less aggressive’. Another problematic aspect of
universal generalizations is that they are based on specific historic com-
munities, while gender archaeology desires to explore gender arrange-
ments within a much wider temporal dimension. These problems, one
could argue, are shared by other explanatory approaches, such as, for
instance, certain schools of psychoanalysis which, despite their inter-
est in the unique individual, ar a certain level assume an essential woman
and are able to postulate universal female psychological features such
as the castration complex. The use of generalizations are merely played
out at different levels in these approaches. The point is that, despite
our current awareness of the contextual construction of many of the
dimensions imvolved, be it of the body or the mind, we construct and
expect universal characteristics, and our interpretations are often fo-
cused upon the general or generalized versions of specific situations.
Again, we notice how the tension between the specific and the general
has been neither solved epistemologically nor ontologically clarified.
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This, however, is not a problem specific to gender studies but one thar
affects the entire interpretative project within the social sciences.

The problem inherent within this tendency to generalize is of signifi-
cance for our understanding of difference. The difference between the
sexes, between socially sexed bodies and between gender construc-
tions concerned with rights and values is in principle open and con-
tinuous, In practice, however, universalistic comparisons and generalizing
tendencies will attempt to classify difference; they will aim ro give it
familiarity, to provide a key or code for it, as it aims to make the div-
ersity understandable. The Western cultural tradition of understanding
in terms of duality will further this tendency and difference will tend to
be understood as binary oppositions and in terms of an evaluatory hier-
archy. The political implications of this are all too obvious.

The dominant view of women involves recurrent, although more or less
explicit, images of women’s incompleteness, which in turn are implic-
itly used to justify women’s differential treatment. In the context of
male privilege, female ‘incompleteness’ invariably amounts to male-
female complementarity. Complementarity, in a sitvation of domina-
tion and subordination, leads to women being conceived as both con-
ceptually and actually dependent on men - these assumptions can,
however, be challenged by economic or political changes in women’s
status. (Gatens 1996; xi}

Much of what we associate with gender can easily be presented and
thus made intelligible in terms of such oppositions. But the ease with
which these variables lend themselves to dualities only helps to hide
their greater complexity and their temporal dimensions. The particu-
lar image of the nature of women that they have been reproducing has
furthermore served to curtail and contain our understanding of wom-
en’s cultural possibilities (Gatens 1996: xi). Gender as lived is hardly
imagined, let alone understood, through these principles. The use of
universal generalities and the focus upon cross-cultural comparisons
are therefore extremely problematic entry points for a gender archae-
ology, since from the start they are fixed within certain ways of under-
standing gender.

Gender (and) archaeology

A concern with how one may observe gender and how one would
know that it is gender that one is looking at is often raised (e.g. Claassen
1992h: 2--3). Such questions cannot, however, be answered in the terms
in which they are phrased - gender is a process, a set of behavioural
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expectations or an affect, but it is not a thing. Meanwhile, as archae-
ology looks at things, the discipline needs to establish how gender can
appear within contexts as we define them. One of the major concerns
of gender archaeology is therefore to understand how gender is af-
fected by and uses material objects. In its response to this challenge
gender archaeology has put much weight upon methods for Emmﬁ.@?
ing women in the past (e.g. Conkey and Gero 1991: 12-13, Gibbs
1987, 1990). This emphasis has been furthered by the early desire to
make women visible, and thus apparently important in the past; an
emphasis that was due first to the influence of the women’s movement
and later to feminism, which both focused upon woman per se.The
results of this emphasis have, however, gencrally been slightly disap-
pointing in the sense that little revision of prehistory has taken place
and our understanding of the past has not been substantially changed,
let alone radicalized. More significantly, this emphasis easily misleads
us about how an engendered understanding of society may be reached.
It has also meant that the lack of clarity abour the relationship be-
tween sex and gender and the vagueness of the term ‘gender” have not
been critically engaged with. As gender archaeology focused upon its
methodology (and indirectly upon women’s visibility) it fossilized its
conceptual framework, ignoring the need for its further clarification.

Tt is relevant and pertinent to relate the theoretical concerns that
emerge from these critiques to their analytical investigations. This in-
teraction, rather than searching for methodologies and thus indirectly
for answers to assumed questions, should be concerned with what are
in practice the implications of our theoretical constructions. Postulat-
ing, for instance, that gender is socially constructed we should mmm.o
ask the question ‘How?’. Is social agency or ideology the answer, is
normative behaviour the basis for the emergence of such structures?
Are they created in negotiation and how does that involve material
culture? We have generally not engaged with this fevel of contempla-
tion, and in place of such questions ‘gender as a social construct’ has
become a catch-phrase that we assume we understand, but which we
cannot instrumentalize in our social analysis. Central statements eas-
ity become passive, a magic wand used unreflexively in an assurance
of their importance and assumed meaning while in fact we have been
losing sight of their implications. Further development of gender ar-
chaeology is dependent upon renewed attention towards its central
propositions. Their arguments need revision and their relevance for
our particular discipline is ready for reinstating.

If the universal relevance of gender is accepted to be thart all cultures
construct ideas of appropriate behaviour for certain types of individu-
als, who are defined as belonging to groups through their socially pes-
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ceived sexed bodies, commonly constructed as male or female, then
archaeology can engage with the investigation of how such ideas and
behaviour are manifest in different types of practices and objects. In
addition, and these are some of the unique contributions of archaeo-
logical gender studies, the variation through time, including deep time,
can be considered and the manner in which normative ideas of, for
instance, masculinity and femininity are articulated, acted upon and
contested through the material world can be investigated. This pro-
vides us with an opportunity to look at how gender affects both the
material conditions of life and ideational structures. The further de-
velopment of gender archaeology is therefore not dependent upon
methodology or new types of evidence; rather it rests upon the ability
to recognize thar gender is part of a social system whether its presence
is made clear through particular activities and articulated through an
emphasis upon difference or whether it secems denied and is absent
from cultural expression. Both versions are gendered, since gender is
not about an articulation of women versus men but is rather about
how society relates to and constructs cultural caregories from the dif-
ferences that always exist amongst its members.

Archaeology, therefore, rather than developing a methodology for
identifying women’s participation, must investigate the means through
which different genders are constructed and how they affect the world
around them. This means that gender may affect and be affected not
only by material objects {e.g. food) and practices (e.g. the preparation
and serving of food) but also, as Sofaer-Derevenski (1998) has argued,
the body itself. A significant contribution that archacology could make
to gender studies would therefore be understanding the materiality of
gender. Archaeology studies gender relations as they are expressed in
material culture, and it therefore has to explore also what this means.
It has become increasingly recognized that material culture is not just
a passive reflection of society but also a constituent of it and of its
social norms. But how does the active natare of material objects com-
pare and relate to social action? Such issues are central to gender ar-
chacology in particular, since gender ideologies are often expressed
and maintained through symbolic association, representations and ob-
jeces. In the following chapter it will be argued that this means that
when gender is materialized it takes on specific forms and gains its
own distinct ways of eatering into discourse, not detached or unre-
lated to its social dimension but articulated through a different me-
dium and transformed during this process. This, moreover, is not a
secondary aspect of gender, as gender is a situated experience which
refers to and emerges equally from its material manifestation and its
social articulation. As they are constructed through a distinct means
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of communication the dynamics, stability, means of interpretation etc.
created through the media of objects are particular. Looking into these
dimensions of gendered practice and performance may also allow us
to characterize this materiality further. These issues, and in particular
the ability of objects to add meaning by their presence and distribu-
tions, are further illustrated by the case studies in chapters 6 to 9.




5

The Materiality of
Gender: the Gendered
Object

When Megan was about three years old one of my husband’s female
colleagues came around. | rarely drink beer and Megan had never
seen me do so, but the woman accepted one. Megan foocked at the
woman drinking and asked in a child’s theatrical whisper ‘s itaman?.

Gender and the object

Archaeology’s relevance and contribution to gender studies come from
both its unique time dimension and its expert understanding of ma-
terial culture. Thus, despite the obvious influences from the social
sciences upon the development of gender archaeology, this field also
has an independent character and with it a unique contribution to
make. The release of this potential depends, however, upon the devel-
opment of identifiable approaches to the study of gender that are based
upon analysis of how gender is expressed through and with objects
and actions. To a large extent archaeological studies will therefore be
concerned with gender as an effect (politically and materially) and a
process, rather than as an experience or state of being (see also Sofaer-
Derevenski, 1998).

Within gender studies generally, limited attention has been given to
investigating and understanding the material dimension of gender as
an active structure rather than merely a reflexive relationship. This
stands in sharp contrast to the theoretical emphasis upon both the
symbolic dimension of gender politics and ideologies and their mate-
rial consequences. The neglect that is identified here is sighificant since
it means that the media and materials through which gender is en-
acted and acted upon have largely been ignored. For instance, anthro-
pologists, who routinely observe and describe material objects as part
of their engagement with a community, tead to understand the mean-
ing of the objects and their role in gender politics through verbal in-
formation. Anthropology has long been aware of some of the problems
attached to this information, such as the influence of the anthropolo-
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gist upon the informant or how representative any one member’s un-
derstanding of society is (Moore 1988: 1£f). These concerns have not,
however, caused anthropologists in general to pay more attention to-
wards how such meaning, through its status as social message, takes
on and uses physical forms {whether as actions or objects) and how
through these associations communication becomes attached to ob-
jects. The specific nature of objects, and the implications and impacts
this has for how meaning, communicated like this, is understood, ac-
cepted and responded to, has accordingly been given little attention.
While, in general, anthropology and other social sciences take the ob-
ject for granted, accepting its existence and importance but not reflect-
ing upon what it does and how this is done, a few scholars within
these disciplines have considered this dimension of human and social
practices more critically. For archaeology, the contemplations by Miller
{1985, 1987) and Moore (1986) seem particularly interesting, prob-
ably partly because both were first trained as archaeologists and there-
fore use perspectives that are to us both familiar and different. Similar
concerns and useful discussions are also found within design history
and in the growing field of material culture studies, a subject area
straddling different traditional disciplinary boundaries.

Meanwhile, with regard to studies of material culture, archaeology
has a particular role due to its traditional focus upon the object and its
dependency upon it for understanding the nature of society. This means,
for example, that as a discipline its theories and methods have a long
discursive history and have become affected by, and now contain re-
sidual traces of, many epistemological changes within the social sci-
ences, rather than being expressed entirely within a postmodern
perspective. There is thus much potential intellectual baggage within
archaeology that can be brought to bear upon the further inquiry into
the nature of things. An exploration of the intellectual abilities within
and the reasons behind archaeology as a ‘method’ of investigating so-
cial conditions can therefore add to this important but largely ignored
aspect of society. This also means that archaeology has the experience
and expertise to confirm and consolidate material objects as a dimen-
sion of gender discourse. As the latter has been so little appreciated,
while also so obviously assumed, critical attention rowards this aspect
of the construction of gender and its discursive existence is now of
central importance. In fact, one may argue that within any society the
importance of gender difference becomes most clear when it influences
the redistribution and access to various material resources. Gender as
an ideational system is significant, but its effects are felt and become of
critical importance when the idea of difference also dictates how this
corresponds with the allocation of certain rights and the prohibition
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of others. In its operation gender uses objects and actions, and it is
through their articulation in the material domain that gender differ-
ences really hurt. Thus, in the continuously on-going construction of
gender, objects have a creative role and they therefore have to be ac-
knowledged as also having a fundamental position in social dynamics
(see also Arwill-Nordbladh 1998).

One of the few exceptions to the general neglect of the object as a
discursive rather than simply a symbolic aspect of gender is the vol-
ume edited by Kirkham, which considers various design iterns, aiming
to understand the ways in which our mental and material worlds in-
teract (Kirkham and Attfield 1996: 1). The book argues and convin-
cingly demonstrates that

The degree to which gendered objects are part of, and inform, wider
social relations is exemplified at every level of daily life. It stretches
from the type of clothes we wear to work or choose to go to bed or have
sex n (by no means necessarily the same) to the types of presents we
give and are given, and from the design of cars to hair-dryers and hi-f

equipment, (Kirkham and Artfield 1996: 5)

In addition, some museologists, in particular Porter {1988, 1991, 199¢6)
and Sandahl (1995), have brought a feminist perspective to the analy-
sis of the meaning and impact of objects in museums. They focus upon
the nature of objects, in particular their emotive and evocative proper-
ties, which Sandahl uses to characterize objects as materialized emo-
tions (1995). They, and others (e.g. Gaarder Losnedahl 1 994, Jonsson
1993, Lind 1993), have also begun to discuss contemporary gender-
coding of things.

An emphasis upon the marerial is found in another form in Butler’s
influential discussion of the materiality of sex (as bodily form) and its
problematic relation to gender, and her proposal that attempts at con-
trolling citational practices of gender must begin with control of the
materialization of the body. Using Lacanian psychoanalysis, she stresses
those practices through which the individual approximates a specific
sex, calling this the materialization of bodies at an individual scale
{(Butler 1993, Joyce 1996).

The nature of objects

Feminist theory in general sees gender as a social construct which con-
stitutes an essential dynamic of society. It is also assumed that this
construct is maintained through negotiation. Gender, furthermore, is
presented as observed through the ways in which norms, values, rules
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and other social principles dictate and affect actions and thinking (in-
clading the production of material culture). Feminism often presents
these values as symbolic structures, but otherwise there has been mini-
mal attention towards the relationship between them and material
objects. The social and the material are, however, quite separate and
distinct spheres. They do relate to and critically inform and influence
each other, but their relationship is far more dynamic and discursive
than a merely reflexive, mirror dependency. Accordingly, this currently
‘blind spot’ in gender studies needs illumination, meaning that the
nature of the object and its involvement in gender construction must
be investigated.

In recent theoretical discussions, objects have often been compared
to text. This association has been made both within archaeology {e.g.
Hodder 1986, 1989, Olsen 1997, Tilley 1990, 1991) and within other
disciplines, such as sociology or linguistics (Ricoeur guoted in Hodder
1989). This argument is usually inspired by post-structuralism or semi-
otics {e.g. Barthes 1977}, These discussions of the similarity berween
text and objects rest mainly on arguments stating thar both have the
same properties of being distanced from the aurhor or producer
{(Hodder 1989: 257). Their meanings {text’s and action’s and here, by
inference, also object’s), rather than being dictated by the author, are
produced in the reading and by the reader. 1 suggest thar this com-
parison arguably prioritizes certain properties of the production of
meaning and downplays others (see also Hodder 1989). Primarily it
emphasizes the distancing from the author, the shift in meaning and
the possibility of endless reinterpretations. These characteristics may,
however, be a result of the project of communication per se {despite the
argued difference between speech, language and text), rather than being
an inherent property of particular media. If indeed these are the charac-
teristics of the practice of communication, then text, actions and ob-
jects will necessarily be similar in this respect as they are all discursive
and communicative. Whether and in which ways the different physical:
and conceptual forms of the media, through which communication takes
place, may also affect communication is not necessarily clarified by the
emphasis upon these common properties. It is relevant to wonder about
how, for example, the different relationships to the senses that various
media explore, such as feel or smell, affect the production of meaning,
and at which level that effect comes through.

Hodder, primarily inspired by Ricoeur, uses the metaphor of ma-
terial culture as a text to argue for a shift in analytical emphasis from
the thoughts that lay behind material culture to a concern with how
the material world itself contributed to the structuring and constit-
uting of thought (Hodder 1989: 257). Material culture, he argues,
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derives its meaning from its specific role within the context o ial and intimate. Objects also provide points of communality
cal action. However, while these claims help to clarify the relaty of departure, and people construct their identity through
between object and meaning and the role of the object, they re ) ations {Kirkham and Artfield 1996: 2, 10). Objects embody
somewhat obscure as to how meaning is actually constitute | relations and social remembering as these occur and are or-
particular how coherent and consistent sameness in meanin in response to a world of things and words (Urry 1996: 50).
created over long durations. Hodder acknowledges this cone ariability of objects, in the ordinariness of their consump-
suggests that material culture meaning is also constituted thro o the sensory richness of relationships people enjoy through
perience and partly comes about through use (Hodder 1989:; are fitted to be later reframed as material images for reflec-
Thus, material meanings are affected in various ways by th call’ (Radley 1990: 57-8).
world and the physical properties of objects. - The significant role that objects have in the management of social
Objects are also, therefore, different from both texts and lan ons is well illustrated by ‘the gift’. This interpersonal interaction,
and while the textual metaphor has been important for recog through objects, has been studied by various disciplines, giv-
the discursive and communicative role of objects, it is equally  several seminal volumes such as Mauss’s The Gift (1954}
tant to acknowledge their difference and to understand how lity as a practice is well documented. The object of the gift
objects both enable and affect the expression of social concerns, | s or reaffirms symbolic bonds between individuals and
importance of objects, as tools to learn from and with (B social refationships but, at the same ume, carries meanings
1977), for affecting understanding of the world argues furt e broader cultural context into the domain of the personal and
the significance of learning about how they communicate af imate’ (Partington 1996: 215-17). To ‘abjectify’ social relation-
for their analysis. Obviously, many of the object’s specific terally becomes the role or the effect of the gift. It comes to
result from its physicality.* Primarily, this means that the'g symbolize and consolidate the relationship. Embodied in a
evocative. Objects easily provoke identification; they are af orm, the relationship is externalized. It becomes tangible; it
and act as an aid to memories. They play on tradition and stance. The relationship also becomes ‘measurable’; it be-
tion, and can be subject to fetishism. Objects also have aesthe mbroidered in notions of debt, reciprocity and balance.
mensions; they produce responses and sensations. They ‘seek’. on its OWN cannot resist its appropriation, its reinter-
they can belong, and their physical existence can be both ¢ Therefore, being embedded within society the object is not
and altered. Objects can also be divided, shared or destroy s‘never ‘pure’, unaffected by intentions: it is confaminated
they may also be durable. . 96: 99-100). It is spoken for at many levels, and it be-
The language of the object is multi-layered: subtle, universa 1ed with meaning (Serensen 1999}, It becomes the ex-
the same time specific. Objects can create links and make connecn i of norms, values and traditions, but thr ough this it can also

and the referencing berween them fosters intertextuality and ‘co resist or subvert its colonization. Thus, objects can be-
knowledge’ {Partington 1996: 214). They can transgress time 3 : means of strategic defence and repulse the attempts at their
tures, connecting the public and private or past with present irkham and Attfield 1996: 2). The object is, therefore, so-

may produce explicit notions of significance and variance.
quence, objects are involved with the production of differ-
y are partners to the construction of gender, as they provide
ehul, partially sublimated, messages about importance, contribu-
2 roles and effect. They influence the ways we see ourselves and

les and rights we presume access to (Serensen 1999). Objects,
éritically inform and guide our learning about gender dif-
ditheir evaluation. This, furthermore, affects both mun-
tions, such as the lucky dip at the fair (see figure 5.1, and
‘with substantial impact on the quality of daily life, such as
d allocations.

natively they may act to sever such links. Objects are inv
processes of transference, and they are used to operate with
propriation of objects into people’s lives is part of the cultar
of making meanings with and through things, and the objec

*  This discussion does not involve any censideration of whether visual represe
gender should be priorirized in terms of unporrance (see discussion of visual comm
in Riegel 1996}, Although a discussion of the difference berween the experienc
tance of visual communications as opposed to, for instance, verbal ones may be:
it is nonetheless rhe case that communication takes various forms and has differe
being effective. The argument here is therefore that material communication,
and physical form, is critically involved with gender. fis comparative impotta
being considered. o :
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Figure 5.1 Gendered lucky dip at the Midsummer Fair, Cambridge, UK,
lune 1999,

At this point it becomes clear that the project of gender archae-
ology, in addition to its programme of exploring ‘variations in pre-
historic gender relations, their generation and maintenance, as well
as their place in social dynamics’ (Serensen 1992: 31), should be ex-
panded to be also concerned with locating where and how gender is
mserted in material discourse and to investigate the consequences of
its presence. In that sense it is useful to think about material culture

THE MATERIALITY OF GENDER 81

as a set of resources {things that are being needed, desired and distrib-
uted) involving production and consumption stages. These resources
are continuously subject to various kinds of distributions, although
the organization of this may differently acknowledge the involvement
of gender and other social principles, and where the agreements made
about their allocations may range from involving routine practices to
discursive strategies or open conflict. The main point to emphasize,
therefore, is that the involvement of such resources in the construction
of and reaction to gendered differences makes these differences tangible
and material and thus gives them a physical reality and real effects
upon people’s lives and possibilities.

At the same time not all objects and actions are necessarily gendered.
Neither are gender associations universal, contrary to the assumptions
of many studies inspired by structuralism. For instance, Moore’s well-
known study of the Endo in Kenya (1986} shows an association be-
tween ash:women and dung:men, but that is an association deeply
contextualized within the particular society’s political and economic
relations, and the material dualities constructed there would have lit-
tle relevance for most other societies. The example of the Endo also
provides us with another important insight into the materiality of gen-
der, which is that social prescription and ideals often do not exactly
match actual practices (Moore 1987). Thus, from an archaeological
point of view, such anthropological studies demonstrate that our ob-
servation of, for instance, the Tndo society would have revealed a much
fess rigidly dualistic gender system than their own self-perception por-
trays. We are therefore made aware that the material record ‘speaks’
differently from other media — not necessarily more truthfully, as ob-
jects are often used to legitimate and naturalize certain relations, but
differently, due to the mechanisms through which it is controlled and
acted upon. It is also worth emphasizing that it involves both discur-
sive and non-discursive routine practical action, which affects how
deliberate and explicit meanings are constructed. This difference means
that the archaeological study of gender may be particularly difficult,
as gender in practice may often be fess explicitly expressed than it
appears in its ideological form. This is, however, at the same time also
a strong argument for the importance of investigating the practical
and physical effects of gender upon people’s lives and how essential
this is for furthering our analytical insights into how gender is con-
structed and lived.

Thus material culture is at the same time active and pliable, mean-
ingful but not absolute. Gender, as a basic dynamic of prehistoric so-
cieties, would have explored objects as a means of becoming tangible
and significant for the people involved. Objects, however, due to their
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durability and evocative nature, did not simply reflect gender differ-
ences but were also discursively involved in the creation and
(re)interpretation of difference. In addition, due to their capacity to
transgress, interconnect and symbolize (their intertextualicy), objects
would have been one of the mechanisms through which gender differ-
ences could permeate society as a whole and be maintained and recre-
ated through time and between events.

The materiality of gender: communication and
practice

It is now relevant to discuss how the character and characteristics of
objects bear upon and affect the relationship between gender and
material culture. To engage in this discussion it is essential to recollect
the arguments made in chapter 4 about gender as a negotiated agree-
ment. Gender exists as it becomes performed through discursive prac-
tices and negotiation of norms, and it gains reality, form and
consequences only as it becomes associated with the body and other
materialities. This point must now be united with an appreciation of
the communicative abilities and physical properties of the object. The
object is a medium through which gender can operate. It makes gen-
der ‘real’ and gives it material consequences. Or, in other words, it is
through objects and their associated activities that gender becomes
enacted. These connections suggest, however, that there are two dis-
tinct, albeit related and interwoven, dimensions to gender in which
the object is engaged: communication and practice. Thus objects both
represent and affect gender. The role of the object in both instances is
to embody a code of difference and to provide a means of its recogni-
tion and repetition,

To understand gender in terms of communication, the symboliz-
ing ability of the object and the discussion of how it gains its mean-
ing are useful starting points. This is particularly important since the
frequent references to the symbolic dimension of gender are rarely
supported by any discussion of what ‘symbolic’ means in its various
forms. Symbolic meaning does in fact often use objects as its ‘con-
tainer’, exploring how their physicality means that the symbol is ma-
terially experienced. Symbolic communication works through
repetitive practices of association and uses the ability of objects to be
the material expression of norms and ideas — as when an object be-
comes feminized. Objects used in association with a set of activities
can therefore come 10 ‘mean’ those activities and the contexts in which
they are carried out (Hodder 1989: 259). Thus through reperitive
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practices an object can become a symbol of an abstract concept, it
becomes its reified form as the repeated experience provokes an in-
terpretation of connectedness between elements. This means that a
phenomenon of material reality becomes a phenomenon of ideologi-
cal reality; the thing becomes a sign or symbol. It refers to something
that is beyond itself, and its effects reach beyond the physical. As a
symbol, the object is imbued with meaning, but the object does not
own its meaning, which may be differently understood depending
upon the specific contexts of its interpretation. Through objects as
symbols, and due to their unique ability to make associations and
finkage, such symbolic meaning can be communicated widely, trans-
gressing personal contacts, and survive through time. Moreover, in
providing a body for meaning the object also contains and affects
meaning, It carries it between contexts and amongst differently con-
stituted groups, making possible interactions and provoking various
responses such as confirmation or alterations. Objects and their tech-
nologies therefore constitute a way of symbolically (and politically)
both maintaining and transforming meaningful cultural environments.
These qualities are extremely significant aspects of the object, and 1
propose that they are of key importance for understanding the dura-
tion beyond individual events, contexts and lives of specific gender
SYStems.

The main source of symbolic meaning is the repetitive assoctation
between a material form and a particular meaning-context. The crea-
tion of symbolic meaning thus involves action, object and interpreta-
tion/reading. Symbolic meaning itself derives therefore largely from
practice, and is dependent upon repetition. For instance, lace, through
its association with particular types of women’s clothing and the re-
petitive reinforcing of this association through a range of imageries,
has in the twentieth century become symbolic of femininity. The same
material was in the seventeenth century used to represent a certain
social group of men within Dutch city bourgeoisie, and was in this
context elaborately represented in the formal portraits of these mem-
bers. The symbolic meaning created from repetitive association be-
tween form and context may thus be totally arbitrary. It can, however,
also be created by some objects’ ability to provide physical embodi-
ment of culturally held views of what constitute feminine and mascu-
line. This refers to the ability objects have of being the material
expression of qualities such as fragility or robustness, and accordingly
their ability to gender a context. For instance, late nineteenth-century
interior design manuals for the middle class in England aimed at the
expression of such ideals through, for example, the association be-
rween lightness and femininity. For an illustration see figure 5.2.

[4
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Figure 5.2 Example of nineteenth-century interior design that aims to
embody ideals of femininity {from the showrcoms of the Glasgow
furnishing firm Wylie & Lochhead ¢.1900). (Reproduced from Kinchin
1996, fig. 2)

-

The character to be always aimed at in a Drawing-room is especial cheer-
fulness, refinement of elegance, and what is called lightness as opposed
to massiveness. Decoration and furniture ought therefore to be com-
paratively delicate; in short the rule is this — if the expression may be
used —to be entirely ladylike. The comparison of Dining-room and Draw-
ing roorm, therefore, is in almost every way one of contrast, (Kerr 1864:
107 gquoted in Kinchin 1996: 14)

Mundane, every-day illustrations of this embodiment of ideclogical
gender characteristics are manifold. Kirkham, for instance, discusses
contemporary items such as paper tissues and toilet paper and demon-
strates how qualities, such as size (man-size paper tissues} and colour,
produce gender -associations (Kirkham 1996: 6-8). In addition, ceér-
tain material forms provide in themselves direct association to gender
and therefore have the potential for being symbolic of gender through
a different set of associations. These would typically be items or forms
that refer directly to sexual differences and people’s physical charac-
teristics, such as breast, vulva or penis, or they may be forms that look
like these or other parts of the haman body. The use of these as sym-
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bols brings the meaning of gender and/or sex to their context of use, in
contrast to the more widespread production of symbolic association
as a result of practice.

Archaeological materials often contain explicit gender or sex sym-
bols and even more frequently can they be inferred from the observa-
tion of recurrent practices of association. The latter is, for instance,
suggested when a burial rite treats men and women in distinctly differ-
ent manners, or when different kinds of objects are recurrently partial
in their gender association. There are several examples of such differ-
entiations in burial rites. One is the Neolithic Corded Ware culture,
which from the mid-third millennium until the mid-second millennium
BC is found over a large region of central and northern Europe. In this
cultural complex female skeletons are in general buried placed on their
left side with the head east, while male ones lie on their right side with
the head to the west, making the orientation of male and female bod-
ies opposite {Whittle 1996). The reperition of this formula of distinc-
tion over large areas and for some duration would, despite its relatively
siple form, nonetheless have produced a very profound association
between gender and the orientation of different kinds of bodies in
funerary pracrices. Obviously, this association or similar simple bi-
nary oppositions can be pursued as a potential symbolic dimension
within other contemporary practices, or alternatively their absence from
other contexts can be further explored. In cases such as the Corded
Ware culture it is particularly significant that the specific associations
were maintained over a considerable duration and within a large area,
as this shows how communities without direct contact repeatedly or-
chestrated and performed their funerals in a manner that reproduced
a clear distinction that can be interpreted as being about men versus
women. This made them in death different kinds of bodies, hut this
may have been a difference thar exaggerated and regularized a range
of less formal practices and the greater messiness of daily life. Such
examples point towards the poignant role burials and funerary prac-
tices may have played in the performance (and thus in providing visu-
alization) and ideological reproduction of gender systems. The potential
variance between such an ideological stage-setting of difference and
its existence and effect upon people’s daily life is a reality that at present
is deeply buried within the archaeological record, and our studies have
generally not begun to engage with this complexity. The fArst step,
however, is to recognize the formalization of gendered social life in
particular contexts, such as funerals, and to appreciate how this pro-
vides insights into ‘ideal’ symbolic forms that can be contrasted with
other types of evidence about how people lived, such as may be sug-
gested by diet or the spatial organization of settlements.
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Examples of exclusive association between gender and particular
objects, such as dress fittings and ornaments, are also rife in the ar-
chaeological record, providing many unused opportunities for investi-
gating how difference was symbolically constructed and communicated
within many communities. The many figurines and depictions from
different periods and in a variety of contexts could also be more ex-
plicitly explored in terms of their symbolizing abilities. These sources
have, of course, already been looked at from many angles (e.g. Bailey
1994, E. Hill forthcoming, Knapp and Meskell 1997, Russell 1993).
In general, however, the manner in which they provided means of
symbolic representation, and thus of reinforcing and stereotyping as-
sociations as the material form of ideology, has been little investigated.
To explore the insights such objects provide into the construction of
gender and the meaning of its difference in various contexts remains a
challenging task.

Meanwhile, irrespective of how the symbolic dimension is achieved,
it is clear that symbolic communication about gender, its difference,
qualities and evaluation, commonly evolves from as well as informs
social practices, and that this is a significant means of creating gendered
meaning,.

A further point about communication and meaning is worth a brief
comment, as this relates to the links of signification established through
the associative chain of objects—symbols-value. Meaning, this chain
suggests, is trans-historical. It is therefore worth clarifying that mean-
ing is only trans-historical in the sense of being transferred through
objects from situation to situation and between events but this is
only as the potential ability to mean something, not as an articulated
meaning. To turn this passive potential into an active structure it has
to be awakened or evoked through reinterpretation or renegotiation.
The negotiation of meaning happens within tradition and within
memory and it is through these structures, rather than through the
object alone, that trans-historical or trans-contextual meaning arises.
These points are significant for reconciling contextual analysis with
the appreciation of long-term structuring and cohesion,

Gender as part of practice has been little considered apart from the
concern with task differentiation and labour organization {e.g. Conkey
and Spector 1984}, This dimension of the materialization of gender
refers to how gender affects action, which returns us to 1ssues of rights,
obligations and resources. Obviously, gender archaeology must ex-
plore this critical connection between gender and material culture. it
must investigate the insertion of meaning in the manipulation and use
of objects and in practical action, bearing in mind the active and unique
characteristics of material objects. A challenging searting point for
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consideration of this dimension is Butler’s (1993) argument about
gender as performance and the possibility of applying this to analysis
of material culrure, A few archaeologists, such as Joyce in her interest-
ing study of the classic Maya (1996}, have already found inspiration
in Butler’s concept of performative gender, and have attempted to ap-
ply this more widely to the analysis of material culture. As a conse-
quence of these influences Joyce argues that the rask of gender
archacology is to establish what citational practices of sex and gender
were given material form within any specific historical situation (Joyce
1996}.

Butler restricts her contemplation to the body as a material corpus,
but her central argument and the images of repetition and prescrip-
tion that the terms conjure up are interesting to explore within difter-
ent marterial contexts. Performance may here be usefuily considered
literally as a staging of events, as the acting out of a script {produced
through gender-coding). The employment of objects within such
enactments partly acts as a prop directing action at crucial points and
partly memorizes stages of such performances. For instance, in the
construction of Early Bronze Age graves in Denmark a sequence of
construction can be traced as it was enacted and marked by the plac-
ing of objects and the involvement of particular actions, such as wrap-
ping the body in a cow hide {Serensen 1992}, Similar sequential staging,
which can be traced through the deconstruction of a context into a
series of significant events, is now being traced in many case studies in
order to understand the performative dimension of, for example, buri-
als (e.g. Last 1998, Mizoguchi 1992, Olivier 1992} and the significance
of such sequential constructions within social strategies has become
much debated (Barrett 1988, ARC 1992). In Butler’s terminology the
objects and actions provide citations to the code (1993). Their
materiality identifies and memorizes stages in an enactment, and in
addition, as an important effect of repetition, they make the code
concrete. This ability of objects to function as the identifiers of an
event is perhaps most vividly illustrated by the many ethnographic
and archaeologically known instances of body mutilation which are
often used to visually communicate and to provide permanent social
memories and markers of transgression through life stages at both a
personal and social scale.

Another dimension of gender as practice is the extent to which such
enactments or performances become involved with the distribation of
power, including the creation and maintenance of particular gender
systems. One of the specific characteristics of objects is their ability to
link and transgress contexts. This means that they come to represent
tradition, to link past actions, meanings, events and people with the
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present. This, amongst other gualities, gives objects a potentially im-
portant role in the legitimization of power and prestige, as such struc-
tures commonly employ and refer to tradition. The ability of the object
to construct links through time is well iHlustrated by Joyce’s analysis of
gender in classic Maya society (1996). Joyce attempts to identify
citational practices through which gender, in the form of a dichoto-
mous heterosexual classification, was maintained and enacted. Based
on the iconographic elements of Maya culture she argues that a stand-
ardized vocabulary of objects, used for the inscription of bodily prac-
tices, were employed to confirm these practices. She also emphasizes
how ornaments over a millenninm were resistant to change as they
were used as media for fixing gender through cieational performances
(ibid.}. This example of long-term stability within an area of material
culture, which Joyce interprets as the sedimentation of bodily prac-
tices, refers to a common and very important phenomenon in cultural
practice: the construction of sameness.

it is interesting here to point ourt that the understanding of human
practice that lies behind citation analysis, despite essential differences
in some ways, can be compared with the concept of chaine opératoire
as used in archaeology, particularly in lithic studies. This concept fo-
cuses upon the sequences of operations which transtorm a substance
from a raw material into a manufactured product.

Reconstructing such chaines opératoires permits the investigator to come
to grips with their variants, and thus with both their invariant *back-
bones’, those strategic components which cannot be modified without
jeopardizing the entire chain, and with the degrees of freedom and the
choices which the actor can afford themselves. (van der Leeuw 1993:
240, original emphasis)

It is therefore interesting to note that this approach is now also ap-
plied outside lithic studies. Tt has, for example, been used to under-
stand the construction of funerary space, seeing this as a set of connected
practices which produces a deliberate meaningful space, and to com-
pare such construction to a narration {(e.g. Olivier 1992: 59-60). In
this approach, the production of material culture is seen as a set of
interlinked events, and here Butler’s argument may be used to add the
idea of performance, or citation, and a notion of code or convention,
which allows us to identify how gender can be a coherent, affective
and affirmative dimension without its necessarily being present in all
elements and all decisions.

Any emphasis upon practice and power would easily suggest a Marx-
ist concern with and distinction between ideology and praxis. Current
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discussions of ideology would, however, take this question to involve
more than a concern with the role of ideology in the maintaining of
economic groups. The question of ‘economic interests” would also in
itself be reinterpreted since economy and politics are deeply interwo-
ven. Meanwhile, awareness of ideology and power helps to focus our
attention upon how particularly constituted groups or individuals re-
fate to material resources, and the extent to which they can reject,
resist or manipulate the meaning of objects. It has often been pointed
out that objects may embody various meanings for different people,
and that ‘tradition’ carries meaning through time. I have called this
the fluidity of meaning (Serensen 1992). In addition to this fluidity it
is also the case, however, that the presence of power relations and the
ability of objects to both symbolize and affect the accrual and control
of power mean that the gendered meaning of objects is negotiable
through practice. I therefore suggest that the object’s pliable nature,
its ability to be the instrument of power and difference as well as their
symbols, makes the association between gender and material culture
both dynamic and crucial for the long-term maintenance, transforma-
tion and reinterpretation of gender systems as a part of social and
political organization. The (gendered) meaning of objects can there-
fore be analysed only within their context of action.

Constructing gender through things, making objects
gendered

Relationships between objects and gender are formed and take place in
ways that are so accepted as “normal’ as to become ‘invisible’. Thus we
sometimes fail to appreciate the effects that particular notions of femi-
ninity and masculinity have on the conception, design, advertising, pur-
chase, giving and uses of obiects, as well as on their critical and popular
perception. (Kirkham and Acttield 1996: 1)

The unique contribution of (and challenge o) gender archaeology now
emerges even more clearly as being its ability to engage with the ques-
tion of where and how to locate the insertion of gender in various
social practices. One of the most central concerns of gender archaeol-
ogy is then the question of how an object becomes a gendered object,
As discussed, an object, either due to its own inherent characteristics
or because of repetitive associations, can become gendered. Its gender
meaning is, however, merely latent; for it to emerge the object must
enter into an interpretative engagement which means the introduction
of context and praxis.

Wi
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Figure 5.3 Girl's dress on a stall at the Midsummer Fair, Cambridge, UK.
x:u.m particular expression of femininity is connected with the target group
being travellers. {interview lune 1999)

The concept of gender as a social construct, maintained and negoti-
ated through material culture, is still, however, extremely abstract,
and it gives little indication of ‘how it actually happens’. What is the
nature of material culture negotiation and how do we recognize the
gendered object? It is in fact often argued that, despite its desirability,
studying gender in past society is an impossible task. It is therefore
worth briefly considering how and where we may identify and locate
gender as an effect upon people’s actions.

Material culture is a distinct medium with its own ‘logic’ and po-
tentials of expression. The decoding of the meaning of material ob-
jects must therefore be based upon understanding them as participants
of contexts, and upon recognizing that meaning is neither absolute
nor exclusive. Material culture, at the same time, is an integrated com-
ponent of social life. Objects are used to express, create and transform
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rules of meaning. It is due to this integration that post-processual ar-
chaeology places material culture in the centre of discourse along with
other activities; but, as Moore warns, material discourse is both con-
textually produced (i.e. the material thing finds its meaning in the
context) and refers to an understanding outside the context (Moore
1994: 114).

Meanwhile, gender as a construction has to be created, and this
involves context. The nature of such contexts ranges widely, however,
and it is of importance that we avoid closure when ‘defining’ it. Tilley
stresses this: “The evident desire for a non-contextual definition of con-
text is a contradiction in-terms, emphasising that our own interpreta-
tive actions are incladed in contexts’ {1993: 8-9). The context may
therefore be identified as, for instance, a site, a mMoment, an action or
an event, or it could be either an assemblage or a single type, such as
swords’. Most important, however, 15 to recognize that they are all
formed by us as archaeologists {it is in this enframing that archaeol-
ogy as a discipline is now in the process of becoming engendered).
Gender-coding, furthermore, is part of the processes through which
gender is constricted, and our studies must refrain from assuming
that contexts or objects by themselves are automatically and statically
gendered. Much of the cultural repertoire may in fact have been gen-
der- and sexless until incorporated into particular events and contexts
{this may be particularly relevant for the small-scale societies of pre-
history which would have involved much collaboration, sharing and
interdependency). In view of this, traditional archaeological valuation
of different types, such as weapons and ornaments, which assumes
them to be similarly gendered in all contexts and throughout tme,
clearly needs critical reassessment. This does not mean, however, a
wholesale rejection of traditional ideas about gendered objects, such
as swords being male and ornaments female; rather it is the recogni-
dion of their contextual genesis and status that is called for. It is, for
example, possible to argue that the sword during the European Bronze
Age was conceptualized in a distinct manner, and that its association
with male, and in particular with warrior, caused it to become a ‘mas-
culine object’ (Serensen 1992). The sword probably gained a special
status through a symbolic association between its form and the mean-
ing of the male warrior, and through various cultural uses it might
have gained the ability to be the embodiment of masculinity and through
¢his affected its contexts of use and display in very particular ways.
This proposition is, however, based on a number of specific observa-
rions that demonstrate how Bronze Age communities interacted dif-
ferently with swords than with any other object. It is, for instance, the
case that the production of swords was extremely standardized; they
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were commonly produced in central workshops, rather than their pro-
duction being scattered amongst local craft-people, and they were
widely distributed, probably through exchange nerworks that involved
some kind of elite. They were also repetitively associated with men in
graves. In addition, the emblematic or symbolic dimension of the swords
is augmented by, for instance, their depiction on stelae in southwest-
ern Europe (Galan Domingo 1993) or the use of accurate miniature
swords as grave goods in northern Europe (Serensen 1992). Further
details could be added to argue for the specific and masculine charac-
ter of the swords during the Bronze Age; the point, however, is that it
is through the practices associated with an object that its explicit in-
clusion in gender discourse may be identified. Thus, the archaeolog-
ical analysis of gender involves understanding how different objects
are discursively used in its construction.

Archaeology has access to gender relations, their effects and physi-
cal consequences in a variety of more or less direct ways. There is, of
course, a consistent problem in documenting that patterns observed
are due to gender rather than other criteria such as age or social sta-
tus, but this is a problem common to all gender studies independently
of disciplinary context. It is, for example, difficult to establish — even
face to face — whether a person does certain things because she is a
woman or because she is working class. That does not mean that a
useful relationship cannot be established between certain variables
and gender, but it does argue that their analysis must become more
appropriate to the questions asked and the type of practice being in-
vestigated.

Obviously, the more closely evidence is associated with the indi-
vidual, the more directly statements can be made about how gender
may have affected that person. This means that various studies of the
human bodies from different cultures provide an important starting
point for gender archaeology. Such studies, using isotope analysis, stud-
ies of muscle traces on bones, evidence of health, mortality rates, height
and build, can trace differences in how individuals lived in the past. A
well-known observation is the consistent lower mortality for women

than for men, but also that this discrepancy fluctuates through time. -

But gender affects, informs and is expressed in relationship to more
aspects of the person and community than the lived body. Burials,
since these are the situations in which many societies most strongly
and explicitly reflect upon and renegotiate identities and relationships,
necessarily involve a response to gender (even if the burial appears to
ignore gender this in itself constitutes a particular interpretation of
gender). In many cultures it seems that it was in burials that differ-
ences and sameness were most explicitly articulated. Rites of passage,
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such as death, take place by transforming the deceased and this can be
articulated only through statements about his/her/its identity in terms
of sameness and difference with regard to relevant social criteria. In the
confirmation and reaffirmation of social relations, burials must involve
gender both as an effect and as a result, since any shifts within social
relations include gender. The statements made about individuals dur-
ing burials provide us with a rich record of spatial and temporal varia-
tion within this cultural practice. For instance, during the Late Neolithic
and Early Bronze Age in western and central Europe gender categories
were constructed and visualized in burials in a rigid manner that
contrasts sharply with the practices in the earlier Neolithic burials in
megalithic tombs. Difference was visualized and enacted in death by
contrasting the orientation of male and female skeletons, and this dis-
tinction also affected many of the accompanying objects which, de-
pending upon area, meant that axes or daggers were buried with men
and various types of ornaments with women. In the British Beaker buri-
als, for instance, many objects are clearly differentially associated with
men and women, and some objects are exclusively found with either of
them. Belt rings, gold buttons and amber buttons are, for instance,
exclusively found with men and shalefjet beads are in association with
women (Gibbs 1990). The rigid gender categories constructed in burial
rites have in several instances been shown to affect even very young
children (Sofaer-Derevenski 1997, 1998). This gender categorization
is, however, not immediately apparent within other activities from the
same period indicating the situational existence or characteristics that
gender may have: it exists in some contexts but may be ignored in
others. The treatment of the deceased within the grave, their location
within the funerary monument and later use of the site may also be
affected by gender, and stndies have now begun to explore these re-
lationships (e.g Mizoguchi 1992, Sofaer-Derevenski 1998).

There are, of course, many more aspects of life and the reflection
upon self and others that are routinely informed by gender. The ar-
chaeological record contains an abundance of evidence of the impor-
tance given by various societies to this dimension as it found expression
in different material forms and consequences. It informed, for instance,
self-conscious depictions of people, of categories of people, their gods
and deities. The effect ranged further, however, and affected, for in-
stance, also the bodily experience of space and daily maintenance. Some
of these traces are easily detectable, others remain more obscure, while
many await recognition through more informed investigations into
the communication and practice of gender, While analysis must realis-
tically focus upon the traces that can be identified, our interpretations
should aim to contemplate the presence and influence of gender more
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widely, making us increasingly sensitive to its more subtle involve-
ment and impact.

It is now interesting to return briefly to the definitional discussion of
sex and gender in chapter 3. The recognition of how in practice the
evaluation and recognition of sex/gender is informed by and affects
material conditions is an essential addition to the theoretical discus-
sion of the existence of these categories. In its material consequences
ideas of gender gain a substantive reality. For instance, during the
eighteenth and early nineteenth century European women were thought
of as by nature innocent, fragile and childlike, and therefore ~ it fol-
lows — they could not be trusted with the vote or have any financial
responsibilities, including rights to inheritance. Thus the constructed
notion of femininity had direct economic and political consequences
for women’s lives. The significance — symbolically as well as materi-
ally — of such associations between gender and material resources is
further augmented by how alternative notions of gender and/or sexu-
ality are commonly expressed through subversive use of material cul-
ture, challenging their restricted association with certain categories of
people. Equally, the substantial investment in the suppression of such
alternatives and the effort involved in maintaining the material form
of particular gender systems testify to the importance these objects
gain as the expression and enactment of a code and as they give form
to conventions. As objects are made into feminine and masculine items
they are also becoming associated with notions of their appropriate
use, and breaking these codes, however minute and mundane the items
seem to be, commonly produces unease. As a further proof of the strong
linkage between gender and objects it has been argued that the most
binary-coded items are the ones whose subversive use most disturbs
the established order (Kirkham and Atrfield 1996: 4, Joyce 1996). Thus,
the material expression of gender is not merely its reflection. It is an
active element in the construction of differences that affect people’s
lives, the allocation of rights and responsibilities within communities,
and the approbation and prescription of appropriate actions. Gender,
one may even argue, is of imited significance unless and until the dif-
ferences that it contains are associated with evaluations that affect the
allocation of resources and thus become influential elements of social
and political discourse.

It has been argued here that an essentially post-processual archaeo-
logical approach, arguing for the active and discarsive nature of mate-
rial things, is central to the investigation of gender, and that in particular
the analysis of the construction, maintenance and transformation of
gender needs such a perspective. Thus, the physicality of objects, which
gives them the ability to transcend the life of individuals and the limits
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of events, is seen as providing the material environment for the repro-
duction of society, including its gender ideologies. This aspect of gen-
der, and the unique potentials of archaeology in this regard, has so far
been importantly ignored by the social sciences. The following chap-
ters will therefore focus upon the materiality of gender, exploring this
dimension through a set of ‘material situations” or ‘locales’ as the points
where particular kinds of material resources are subject to social ap-
propriation. The aim is to show how objects are employed to express
and negotiate gender roles and differences. A gendered culrurai-his-
torical review of the past will not be attempted. Rather, archaeology
will be explored for its ability to shed light upon how gender becomes
partner to and is clearly articulated in some situations of social dis-
course. The chapters will therefore explore a set of specific resources,
which each in their way would commonly have become involved in
the visual, practical and physical articulation of gender. In the past, as
now, they provided a medium for gender to operate within. Further-
more, and of particular importance, these resources, through the mecha-
nisms of their distributions and notions of rights, are {requently
implicated in the evaluation of difference. Such material resources can
then be used ro discuss where and how gender becomes involved within
a particular set of practices and concerns. These discussions begin to
suggest key aspects of the processes through which communities con-
struct a gendered world in which to live.

These material situations, while all having a clear social dimension,
may also be seen in various ways as relating to the practice and con-
struction of self. They must, however, be appreciated as external, as
the physical structuring of the activities of the individual - they affect
self-construction and regulation, being part of the individual and the
communal striving towards compartment and corporeality. These prac-
tices ‘inscribe’ or ‘write” upon the body, marking and shaping it in
culturally specific ways which are then ‘read’ or interpreted by others
(Lupton 1996: 15). The argument is that while gender is always at-
tempted, inscribed and centralized (ibid.) to become it needs form -
and objects and practices can provide this.
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Food: the Performance
of Feeding and Eating

Mustard, horseradish, vinegar and the like are considered hot things
in our household and only the grown-ups eat them. ‘Don’t like it’,
Kim Michael says. ‘When | am older, | might like it. Maybe when {am
seven years’, Megan adds.

Nutritious and symbolic: the culture of food

In our discussion of gender it has become obvious that gender dis-
course and negotiation are constituent of politicai and economic con-
cerns of society. They are involved in deciding upon resource allocation
according to social norms and thus have material effects and inform
practice. Food, duc to its centrality in life and the obvious possibilities
for differentiated allocations, is both such a resource and an impor-
tant social medium of signification. It is accordingly a well-established
area of research within many of the social sciences. It is, for instance,
a classic theme within social anthropology, with important discus-
sions by, for example, Bourdieu (1984), Douglas (1975, 1980}, Goody
(1982) and Lévi-Strauss (1970}, and it is an emerging one in sociology
partly due to the increased importance given to the body and embodi-
ment in social studies (e.g. Lupron 1996). It is also a topic which has
been given much atrention in archaeology although, as I shall argue,
this has mainly focused upon food as resource, production practices
and physiological requirements and largely ignored the analysis of its
social and ideological dimensions. The archaeological study of food,
with the exception of a few recent studies such as Hastorf (1991, 1998),
has therefore generally taken a highly instrumental or functional view
of food, which has primarily been analysed as a means to an end,
despite the rich and varied evidence of the cultural and symbolic di-
mension of food in prehistory.

Food involves several stages from its production to its consump-
tion; together with its redistribution, sharing and allocations, this at
different levels provides possibilities for the creation of difference.
Moreover, while food clearly is essential and is the basis of our exist-
ence, it is also a symbolic resource. Studies of our own society, of
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ethnographic communities and of past activities demonstrate this viv-
idly, showing the range of taboos, significance and special activities
associated with food. Through designated practices and associations
food becomes permeated with values and normative meaning. Food s
also subject to extreme degrees of culturation; it becomes the object of
tabrication and alterations and with that follows associated instru-
mentalization. The manipulation of food, its ‘cooking’, according to
Lupton, is ‘a moral process, transferring raw matter from “nature” to
the state of “culture”, and thereby taming and domesticating it’ (Lupton
1996: 2). It is important that archaeologists recognize that food is
affected by such processes and how it, therefore, at various levels be-
comes the object of culture and performance. Both its production and
the manner of its circulation and consumption follow rules, regula-
tions and cultured manners of behaviour. Tools and equipment be-
come associated as the necessary instruments of producing, serving
and eating food. Furthermore, through its culturation food is often in
various ways exaggerated and made highly valuable, and it becomes
further objectified as things. Taste, colours and texture and the combi-
nation of ingredients are explored beyond any requirements of sub-
sistence or nutrition. Through such practices food is made potentially
differentiated, meals become varied and people separated depending
upon their access and rights regarding these differences. This invest-
ment in the differentiation of food becomes particularly interesting in
view of recent arguments that suggest that the earliest plants to be
domesticated were probably herbs and spices rather than basic sub-
sistence crops (e.g. Hastorf 1998).

Thus, our food is both necessary and highly cultural. It is produced
through transformation of various substances, and in its sustainment
of the body it becomes part of the body; hence the common saying
that ‘one becomes what one eats’. This association with the body, and
in particular its orifices, gives food (and its consumption} a potentially
psychological dimension as well. It can in various ways be perceived
and experienced as an extension of the body, permeating its bounda-
ries and making them ambiguous; ‘it forever threatens contamination
and bodily impurity, but is necessary for survival and is the source of
great pleasure and contentment” (Lupton 1996: 3). By extension, food
and its consumption can also be both eroticized and sexualized. These
potential associations may be a further reason why food is commonly
and rigidly subjected to cultural codification. It is these qualities that
lie behind the long tradition of structuralist concern with food classi-
fication. Famous and most influential amongst these has been Lévi-
Strauss’s (1970} discussion of classifications, based on ideas of food
practices as part of a cosmological system, such as the oppositions
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clean:dirty and raw:cooked. Another important approach is that formed
by Douglas (1975) who discusses how food categories encode and
therefore structure social events, arguing that the predictable structure
of each meal creates order out of potential disorder, and that this or-
der is about who people are (Lupton 1996: 9). “The ordered system
which is a meal represents all the ordered systems’ (Douglas 1975:
273). The presence of binary oppositions at a certain level of caltural
perception or the observation of close association between different
classificarion systems, do not mean, however, that these structures in
themselves can provide a sufficiently in-depth analysis of food as cul-
tural practice and material. They show only that societies in their in-
teraction with food respond to some of its properties in a manner that
makes this kind of codified linkage obvious. Feminist writers on the
sociology of food therefore criticize such approaches for treating the
latent meaning of food and eating habits ‘as if they were linguistic
texts with inherent rules to be exposed’ (Lupton 1996: 8), rather than
interpreting them in terms of embodiment, agency and change. An
analytical engagement with food needs to move beyond observing its
associations and begin to investigate how food enables relationships
between different meanings and values to be established and how it
involves a range of distinct practices. This means that food should
be analysed both through the physical and economic procedures that
affect its production and processing (including its consumption and
associated agreements about allocations) and through its various rela-
tionship to the body. Thus, the dual aspect of food as both a physical
process of manufacturing, distribution and consumption and an em-
bodied experience should be recognized as affecting how food is a
source of both social and economic differentiation and personal iden-
tification and subjectivity.

Food has a physical presence, a changeable nature and temporal
existence, which can ail be variously manipulated. The experience of
food is both nonverbal, sensual and physical through touch, smell,
taste and seeing as well as a discursive engagement which is about
access and fulfilment of needs and desire, and in the latter language
enters as a means of deciding, negotiating and agreeing upon its pro-
duction and circulation. The latter dimension is essential for the mean-
ings we construct around food (Lupton 1996: 13}, but the former exists
as an undercurrent of sensations that influence that meaning. The per-
sonal and the social therefore interact in interesting but extremely com-
plex manners in this medium.

Analysis of food must therefore émbrace both of these aspects and
at the same time recognize that they relate to rather different dimen-
sions of the individual and society, and that, therefore, their coniribu-
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tion to our concern with gender will differ. Following the arguments
of chapters 3 to 5 the focus is here upon the extent to which food, is
production, circulation and consumption, provides a central location
for the day-to-day enactment of gendered differences between indi-
viduals and the effect this has upon the maintenance of such differ-
ences and the learning of roles, that is, the focus is upon the materiality
of food and its involvement in social discourse about identity and
membership, rather than on the embodied experience which is also
mvolved. Such analysis of the social importance of food must look to
the processes through which substances are made into certain ver-
sions of food and how they become associated with meaning, and
furthermore study how such meanings affect social relations. In par-
ticular we must aim to locate where difference becomes central or is
given new forms and thus may be asserted or negotiated. Moreover,
due to its physical properties and the various types of labour and
labour divisions that are evoked to produce first the marerials and
then their processing into meals, power relations are also involved in
food production and consumption. This, however, is not just power
as a repressive force but also as empowerment and the ability to cre-
ate and change, and as such it should be recognized as ‘a property
that runs through and permeates all dimensions of social life’ (Lupton
1996: 14).

Food and embodiment

The relationship berween food and embodiment has recently become
an area of interest within the social sciences. Lupton, for instance,
stresses that “Food and eating are central to our subjectivity, or sense
of self, and our experience of embodiment, or the ways that we live in
and through our bodies, which itself is inextricably linked with sub-
jectivity’ (Lupton 1996: 1}. The experience of food is, however, both
affected by bodily sensation and informed by tastes, habits and memo-
ries; and all of these, while produced and located in the body, are
nonetheless also socially generated. The experience of eating, of tak-
ing in food, is nonverbal; but the meaning constructed around food —
as experience and culture — is discursive and within language. Eating
food is an act of bodily incorporation (Lupton 1996: 17): we become
the food we eat and the food becomes us. Tt is also an act through
which the body, while it itself incorporates, may become incorporated;
having ‘partaken of may also signify partnership. Thus the social and
the subjective are often deeply intertwined within this medium.

The dependency and close association between the body, notions
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of self and subjectivity mean that food also has psychological dimen-
sions, and food metaphors are, for example, ripe in various types of
psychoanalysis. These associations seem in particufar to focus upon
factation, and thus the relationship to the breast and the mother, as
well as other bodily functions. Freud, for instance, argued that the
oral phase, involving the infant’s initial sensual encounters with the
breast and the incorporation of food, is the primary experience in the
development of sexuality (Freud 1905, Lupton 1996: 18). The dis-
cussion of whether such psychological traits are transferable to ear-
lier societies will not be engaged with here. For the purpose of my
argument, which is about how food may be a medium for the expres-
sion and performance of gender as socially constructed and experi-
enced identities, it is sufficient to argue that even if the withdrawal
from the breast is psychologically experienced as a fragmentation and
as part of the process of individualism this does not take place outside
context. The responses to and processing of these emotions are also
greatly affected by sociaf expectations and the support system within
which the individual lives. In addition, even apparently fundamental
bodily activities are also bound up with culture. Breastfeeding is, for
instance, a practice that varies between cultures (Maher 1992). It is,
for example, likely that it involved longer periods of weaning in pre-
history than we are used to, as is also witnessed by many ethnographic
accounts. This would then place the infant-mother relation in a tem-
poral setting different from the one Frend was familiar with. The in-
fant’s ‘painful experience of isolation’ may thus both have different
relevance for and be expressed and responded to in a variety of ways
within societies. Some of the aspects of food that are relevant to con-
temporary sociological and psychological concerns with subjectivity
and embodiment may thus not be of importance for archaeology,
despite the shared reference to bodily functions and social dependen-
cies. The public absence of starvation, the fashionable aspects of food,

-the manufacturing of baby-milk substitutes and the concern with di-

ets and bodily appearance are, for instance, obvious characteristics of
the Western world of the late twentieth century, and many of these
are unlikely to be relevant for prehistory. In response to the current
emphasis upon food and subjectivity it is therefore important to em-
phasize the obvious possibility that there may be fundamentally dif-
ferent food-cultures. This makes studies such as Falk’s (1994}
important. He argues for a separation between closed bodies and open
ones, where the latter are said to be typical of pre-modern societies in
which the ritual of eating functions as an integrating mechanism for
the whole community rather than as an individual one (Falk 1994:
24-5 quoted in Lupton 1996: 16-17). These are eating communities
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{Lupton 1996: 16-17) in which foods are important commodities and
significant gifts. In societies of closed bodies, he argues, food is a limi-
nal substance, standing between the inside and outside, that is, it is an
individual experience aimed at the maintenance and sustainment of
the personal rather than the social body. Therefore, while the bodily
incorporation of food and the tangible, sensual experience of its con-
sumption mean that eating food is always also a matter of embodied
subjectivity, its varied social and symbolic dimensions will also affect
subjectivity. Food is experience, culture and material, and irs central
effect upon the sense of self therefore has a variety of roots. That is
why such distinction between different food-cultures can be a con-
structive perspective. It is therefore important that we do not auro-
matically assign our own understanding and experience of food to
prehistoric people.

Food, life stages and gender

In its close association with the body, as a matter of transformation
and sustenance of life, food is an obvious focus for symbolic expres-
sion. Food consumption, its rules and regulations, are therefore closely
aligned with other central concerns such as the social make-up of the
community, and food is often drawn upon to mark gender and age
boundaries.

Many ethnographies, as well as rituals in contemporary societies,
show how food often is involved in marking rites of passage, changes
in seasons and social events. In terms of gender, the important role
food plays in the learning and communication of life stages and espe-
crally in children’s transition into adulthood is particularly important.
The marking of these stages is often indicated by prohibitions and
prescriptions about food types, their preparation and the mannper of
their consumption. Rules are made to define boundaries between for-
bidden and permitted food that relate to, for example, age, places,
gender or social status. Food is therefore classified through cultural
understanding and norms. Such norms and conventions can be trans-
gressed, but their importance is only further confirmed by this, since
transgression in itself gives meaning to the forbidden. Amongst the
various types of age-related food the difference between breast milk
and other foodstutt is particularly interesting in a gender context. This
is because its provision relates to a physiological difference between
members of society, it is important for the successful reproduction of
the cominunity, and it creates a temporal, intimate link between
an infant and the mother or mother-substitute. In addition to these
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physiologically generated characteristics there are, however, also ob-
vious cultural aspects of this relationship, as breastfeeding and its ter-
mination are also distinct cultural practices {Maher 1992). There is
therefore an interesting tension between the cultural control over the
distribution and consamption of breast milk that may be expressed
through cultural norms and expectations, and its production which
can only be a little manipulated as only certain persons will be able to
produce it. It is, therefore, a food source which in its production is
uniquely linked with a particular group of biological women. Its affect
upon the social recognition of identity comes, however, particularly
from how the early link created between milk provider and infant
members of society at some point must be broken or expanded upon.
The rupture of the early dependency and intimacy between infant and
mother or mother-substitute means that a transgressional threshold
exists whereafter the child’s relationship to various members of its
community can be reinterpreted and transformed.” It is also this re-
lationship that sits behind the idea of maternal objects.? These are
objects, which as surrogates for the maternal breast, people associate
with this early bond and its emotional significance.

In linking life stages and food, society classifies its members. Chil-
dren, for instance, are from early on related to socially, and they are
commonly made into specific kinds of social persons. This is often
done by creating public statements about who they are and become at
different stages using, for example, change in dress codes or access to
new types of food publicly to mark such transgression. The early de-
pendency of children on their mother or mother-substiture, as discussed
above, makes the later construction of other identifications and the
importance of other foods culturally significant insofar as they expand
the child’s social relationships. Initiation practices, such as baptism or
food rituals, are social performances where, amongst others, the former
blurred boundary between mother and infant disappears through the
assertion of their separate identities. The ritual use of food is therefore
a central arena for the social construction of identities, and one that
needs further archaeological investigation.

* Itis exactly this physical dependency and closeness between mother and child, as well as
the fater severing or even denial of the relationship, whick so often has been used in psy-
choanalysis for discussion of the formation of identity (see both Furst 1995 and Lupten
1996 for a feminist reaction from the point of view of the sociology of food).

t ‘This refers to physical objects external to the body. This should not be confused with
extensions of the body such as Tacan's object a or Kristeva’s abject, which are products of
the body, being detachables such as blood, hair and skin {Grosz 1994: 81}
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Discourse through food

There are numerous transformarions and distince practices involved
with food, and in their performances these in various ways affect the
idea of gender differences and are themselves informed by them. To
appreciate the extent to which negotiation and performance affect our
interaction with food, a list indicating some of the things we do to and
with food is useful. Food is grown, made, produced, acquired, bought,
exchanged, given as gift. It is also cooked, manufactured, changed. It
is eaten, tasted, enjoyed, shared, monopolized, digested. It satisfies,
nourishes, makes you well or sick. It may be forbidden, prescribed,
habitual. All these relations are about action and effects. They indi-
cate situations created and relationships drawn between people and
between them and resources, and it is in these various intersections
that we can locate practices emanating from the production, circula-
tion and consumption of food. These, furthermore, are practices that
will affect social differences, including gendered ones. When food is
eaten, it is gone, taken out of circulation. Its existence as a potential
resource ceases and none other can now consume it. Its potentials
have become invested in the person or persons. Even more central to
our interest in how this involves gender is the extent to which food
involves sharing and exchanging, how it is produced through labour
divisions, and how through the different stages these practices involve
power and affect power relations between differently constituted peo-
ple and communities. Interactions with food are organized according
to norms and rules, including those which dictate how gender differ-
ences should be evaluated and responded to. This means thar differen-
tiation between people is almost unavoidably both articulated and
further confirmed throngh such practices. The society’s evaluation of
its differently constituted groups becomes associated with s distribu-
tion of food, and may be symbolically enforced by food consumption
rraditions.

In addition to its relationship to the body and its significant sym-
bolic associations, food, because it is needed as a physical substance,
also creates different degrees of dependencies between people. Most
obvious is the dependency between the infant and mother/carer. De-
pendency is, however, also characteristic of groups such as the elderly
or sick or it may be created through labour division. This, however,
adds another significant dimension to the role food may play within
various social groups, and it confirms that food, in addition to its im-
portance for the individual, is also an essentially communal concern.

There are thus several dimensions to food. It is both a nutritional
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necessity and in that sense an unavoidable practical concern, and it is
palitical and ideological, imbued with symbolic importance, surrounded
by taboos and prohibitions. It is also a strong meraphor employed to
create significance in other spheres of life. In addition, food relates to
a range of different resources, which are conceptually unified only
through their classification as edible for humans. Irs production as
well as consumption involve distinct stages, where control and access
may change from one type of person to another (whether physical or
through knowledge). In its materiality food also makes necessary vari-
ous physical transactions, such as the processing, cooking and serving
of food. These transactions make it possible to further accentuate the
‘meaning’ of the food by the performance of rituals or the use of items
of material culture to create significance. Through these stages food is
made cultural and political, but significantly it is a symbolic and po-
litical resource that is both partaken of through daily routines and
during special occasions. In food, the daily sustenance of life and
ricnals meet. Food is also extremely malleable, its transformation and
alterations are endless, and its control can be silently challenged and
subverted. The ways in which resistance or revolt can be expressed
through a badly cooked meal is thus often openly acknowledged. Spit-
ting on or otherwise ‘revolting’ the food prepared for your master or
jailer is thus a common image in films to indicate rejection or disgust
with persons in power, while, at the other extreme, the sharing of
meals and in particular the utensils used, such as spoons or a glass, are
intimate, at times even erotic, gestures. Performance theory is there-
fore extremely relevant, as food is consumed both through daily
enactments of difference, dependencies and evaluation and is also used
conspicuously, and thus plays significant roles in highly ritualized ac-
tivities in which membership and status are defined, initiated, confirmed
or challenged. Famous ethnographic examples are the pig feast in Papua
New Guinea {Rappaport 1984) or the potlatch amongst Northwest
Coast Indians (Rosman and Rubel 1971},

Discourses through and about food are practices involved with the
project of understanding the production and reproduction of society
and its social meaning; they are therefore important aspects of any
society, including prehistoric ones. The questions we must ask, as ar-
chaeologists, are therefore how such discourses, far back in time, may
be identified through strategies for getting food that involve knowl-
edge (in particular the classification edible/inedible) and were expressed
through choice, preferences, combination and collaboration around
resources. Qur history is a history of collecting, sharing and with time
also storing and planning for food, and of satisfying both needs and
desire associated with its materials.
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The social importance of food, and the extent to which access to
food and its meaning is culturally constructed and the manner in which
it is both affecting and affecred by gendered differences between par-
ticipants in a ‘food-culture’, is an important field for archaeologists.
This has in various ways been directly or indirectly acknowledged in
the interests that have determined research focus, such as the so-called
economic school with its focus upon subsistence activities and requise-
ments (e.g. Higgs 1972). The explicit awareness of the gendered di-
mension of these basic activities has, however, until recently been either
ignored or merely presented in terms of naturalized stereotypes about
labour and role division within different types of society. Thus it has,
for instance, been common to assume that within hunter-gatherer so-
cieties men hunt and women gather and within agricultural societies
women are the agriculturists and men ook after animals. Food and its
implication in social relationships can, however, be explored far more
constructively, including as a means towards gaining insights into a
variety of social relations and the ways in which they are maintained
at a day-to-day level (see also Hastorf 1991, 1998).

The importance of food in prehistoric societies can be analysed
and documented through a range of different sources with attention
towards how several processes are involved in transforming raw ma-
terial into highly cultured objects. There is partly the remains of meals
themselves. These are the bones from animals (sometimes with marks
of food preparation), and the remains of plants, nuts, shells and much
more, which can be used to reconstruct diets and to comment upon
this aspect of people’s life in terms of requirements, labour invest-
ment as well as spatial and temporal differences. The importance
and potentials of these data are vast, and several branches of specialism
now exist within archaeology which are developing the skills for pro-
fessional investigations of this evidence. In addition, there is the ob-
vious range of objects and activities used in connection with food. In
the following I shall limit myself to briefly considering food practices
in terms of production, servicing and consumption, as well as its role
in particular events, through a discussion of drinking. These themes
are in no way exhaustive of the relevant dimensions of food prac-
tices; their aim is to indicate the range of issues that are relevant and
how their investigation may respond both to the potentials of our
data and the demands from our question about the insertion of
gender in discourses around food. They hint at the insights we
might gain into the social role of food in various prehistoric societies,
confirming this as an area of importance with regard to both gen-
der studies and human history. To explore and locate gender and
its discursive engagement in food production and consumption,

FOOD: THE PERFORMANCE OF FEEDING AND EATING 109

archaeology needs to look at its many different sources with consist-
ent attention towards how gender is involved in the pracrices and
norms which they reflect. To initiate these inquiries and outline ap-
proaches for identifying gender in food we may begin by asking ques-
tions about the practices, agreements, habits and decisions that are
reflected in its various components; doing this we begin to trace the
negotiation and performance of gender through the material dimen-
sions of food.

Producing food

Food is also a commaodity, And as a product it is not by irself inher-
ently assoctated with any particular group within society. This means
that the common association between certain types of food, whether
during its production or consumption, with particular groups, that
are often observed in ethnography or in contemporary society, are
culturally created. It is interesting to notice here, how control and
organization of the production of different foods may take distinct
forms and how this is maintained through local norms and conven-
tions. It is, however, particularly interesting (and revealing) that the
production of specific types of food is often divided into different stages
involving temporal changes in labour divisions and group associations.
Thus within food production labour division is not merely expressed
within a particularly contextualized situation but is rather a matter of
a choreographed temporal sequence, which, amongst others, creates
dependencies and debts. For instance, without even questioning tradi-
tional ideas of gender-based division of labour within agriculrural so-
cieties of temperate Europe one can easily outline a temporal {annual}
sequence of its agricultural activities and show how they involve com-
plex collaborations and interdependencies within a community. Fig-
ure 6.1 shows one such example based on the annual cycle of a farming.
community in Jdmcland, Sweden, in the seventeenth century (Wichman
1968, Rathje personal communication). It is highly likely that similar,
but not the same, temporal sequences would have characterized pre-
historic societies,

The point of this example is not to propose this as a model for how
prehistoric men and women divided their labours; in fact many ethno-
historical models of farming communities are themselves biased and
lacking in insights into women’s productive sphere {Rathje personal
communication}. Rather, the example, by revealing the many separate
tasks involved, illustrates how the production of food might have in-
volved different people at different stages, how this affected other ac-
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1
2
3
4
5

6
7
B
9
0
1

e—y

12
13
14

15
16
i7

transporting hay

shearing sheep

teasing wool

sewing

transporting firewood, fodder and
spruce twigs

cutting spruce twigs

spinning wool

preparing hemp and spinning
threshing

driving for the ironworks

waorking on wagons, woaden containers
and nets

threshing

to the annual Candlemas market
transport and cutting spruce sprigs and
bark

spinning

weaving cloth

bringing home fodder

18 cutting timber

19
20
21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

threshing (1-2 days per week)
transporting iron ore and coal
threshing {1-2 days per week)
spinning, reeling and winding
weaving cloth or frieze

travei to Norway*

driving for the ironworks

hay and wood transporting
binding nets and seine

hemp spinning

travel to the Gregory market
flax spinning starty

transporting hay and fodder
spinning flax

end of threshing

cutting and transperting firewood
transporting manure

cutting fence poles

sand and ash spread on remaining snow
cloth weaving .
preparing tools for farming
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40 grinding grain 75 leaves harvest
41 drying seed grain 76 leaves harvest
42 baking 77 bringing home the harvest
43 spreading manure 78 turnips and Swedish turnips harvesting,
44 ploughing roots collecting
45 enclosing pastures 79 bringing home the harvest
46 sowing 80 furnips and Swedish turnips harvesting,
47 enclosing pastures roots coflected
48 weeding the fields 81 ploughing of the fallow and fields with
49 enclosing pastures straw on
50 sowing flax and hemp 82 threshing and drying
51 drying and grinding 83 grinding grain
52 carpentry of hay barns etc. 84 shearing sheep
53 weeding the fields 85 baking
54 closing the field fence 86 slaughtering
55 linen weaving and bleaching 87 knitting socks and gloves
56 baking sumuner bread 88 dearing of meadows
57 weaving and sewing of different cloths 89 cutting spruce twigs
58 boat repairing, fishing 90 wood, timber and pole cutting
59 harrowing the fallow 81 cutting wood for handicrafts
60 preparing scythes, rakes etc. 92 teasing and spinning wood
61 harvesiing the starrbog in the mountains 93 winter clothes preparing
62 birch bark collecting 94 transporting firewood and spruce
63 harvesiing the starrbog in the mountains twigs
64 birch bark coliecting 95 transporting timber and building timber
65 harvesting horse hay 96 bringing home starr fodder
66 harvesting horse hay 97 handicraft
67 harvesting on hérdvalls meadow 98 spinning wool
68 harvesting on hardvalls meadow 99 baking and making food for Christmas
69 leaves harvest 106 cutting spruce twigs
70 possibly harvesting the starrbog 101 travel toc Morway*
71 leaves harvest 102 transporting and cufting firewood
72 possibly harvesting the starrbog 103 threshing
73 collecting the harvest 104 threshing

74 collecting the harvest * travel to market

Figure 6.1 FEthno-historical account of the annual cycle of activities
within a seventeenth-century farming community in Jamtiand, Sweden.
(Based on Wichman 1968 and information supplied by L. Rathje, Umea
University)

tivities, and how such interaction and collaboration must have been
organized through agreements, normative conventions and spontane-
ous responses to immediate demands. Any of the stages indicated in
examples, such as the one represented in figure 6.1, could usually physi-
cally have been done equally well by any adult person. The particalar
version created by a society results from how, amongst others, its spe-
cific gender ideology is interpreted in its material effects and from how
society agrees to arrange its production sequences, Having formed and
agreed upon a ‘tradition’ this in turn, through repetitive performance
and the socialization of children into its processes, will serve ro
concretize a certain view upon the gendered nature of labours; it be-
comes convention. The variability demonstrated by ethnographic, his-
torical and contemporary accounts of the arrangements of simple
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production sequences, such as harvesting grain, is therefore vast, and
prehistoric socieries would probably add to this diversiey. Despite the
substantial importance of such activities for the social and physical
maintenance of society, the way gender ideclogy would be interwoven
with how prehistoric communities arranged their basic subsistence
activities has so far been little investigated (but see Hastorf 1998).

Serving food, marking differences

The importance of food is also strongly indicated by the cultural
objectification of its consumption and its important role in rituals,
The construction of instruments for its presentation and consumption
therefore provides interesting insights into both the emphasis given to
it and the classifications and elaboration it is subjected to.

As regards the serving of food there are many potentials for reveal-
ing changes in artitudes and the manner in which communities were
mnvolved in sharing and serving food. It is, for example, interesting to
analyse pottery in terms of whether it is a container for food or a
platform for its presentation. This simple point illuminates an impor-
rant aspect of the visibility and display of food in connection with the
construction of a meal. For instance, until the Late Bronze Age most
pottery in temperate Europe was various versions of containers rang-
ing from large storage vessels to small cups. Then during the Late
Bronze Age large flat plates for the serving and visual display of food
were introduced in large areas of central Europe. These plates, fue-
thermore, are often beautifully decorated with polychrome patterns
painted on the inner surface. With the change in form and decoration

it is clearly the inside of the pots that was made visible and meant to

be seen rather than, as previously, the ourside (see figure 6.2). The role
of food was clearly changing at this time. Presumably due to new in-
fluences and a socio-political interest in Mediterranean cultures, the
food-culture of Late Bronze Age Europe changed and food became
served in a manner which emphasized display. The change in pot shapes
suggests that this was a change from a previous custom of dishing ount
from large pots into small bowls or organic plates or alternatively
eating directly from the cooking pot. Such changes in the instruments
of the meals are suggestive of more changes as well. While soup, broth,
porridge and other semi-liquid meals are well suited to bowls and cups,
they are less so to the flat plates of the later periods. Changes in the
consistency of the meal would, however, also affect the processing
involved and while stews and similar meals can be lefr alone for many
hours ‘cooking itself’ over the fire, other types of meals demand closer
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attention and interaction. The emphasis upon food display and the
specific demands of the meals (in terms of preparation and presenta-
tion) that is suggested simply by change in pot shapes (although also
shown by other types of evidence) may therefore have involved sub-
stantial changes in the organization of food-producing labour. It is
also likely to have atfected (and potentially to have further formal-
ized) people’s interrelationships as roles were established based on
people’s different involvement with making, giving and receiving food.
In particular, an impostant distinction may have been drawn between
the ones serving and the ones being served. As a result gender relations
shaped by previous practices surrounding the production and partak-
ing of meals would have been challenged and new relationships (rights
and responsibilities) negotiated. Such evidence of changes in the cul-
tural construction of meals are frequently suggested, but are usually
rather superficially considered. The changes during the Late Bronze Age
and Early Iron Age outlined above have thus primarily been investi-
gated in the context of the elite and their explicit adoption and con-
struction of local versions of the rituals of the Greco-Frruscan banquet

N

Figure 6.2 Examples of Central European Hallstatt B plates with interior
decoration. (Redrawn after Brun and Mordant 1988)
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Figure 6.3a Middle Neolithic pedestal bowls and clay spoons from the
Tustrup ‘temple’, Denmark. {Courtesy P. Kjaerum and Forhistorisk
Museum, Moesgard, Arhus)

b The location of Middie Neolithic pedestal bowls (grey circles), clay
spoons (black circles) and other vessels (open circles) within the Tustrup
‘temple’, Denmark. (Redrawn after Kjeerum 1955)
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{(Bouloumié 1988, Ofiver 1992: 57), although Dietler recently has
emphasized the importance of analysing different local effects of such
colonization (1996). The impact these changes have upon the social

" meaning of the meal, upon labour division and in particular upon

eating-groups as a consolidation and confirmation of the in-group are
questions largely ignored. The extent to which these changes, albeit in
this case probably initially mainly adopted by the elite, permeated so-
ciety more widely through various mechanisms of acculturation and
imitation is also neglected a question. As a result the life of the elite is
seen isolated from the society at large, although the data show that at
the very basic level of ideals, producrive labour and labour divisions,
such imitations may have resulted in sweeping changes that affected
roles and social expectations widely.

There are also distinct examples of pottery that are used to display
rather than contain food before the Bronze Age. It is the case, how-
ever, that their appearance and find contexts suggest that these are
special objects used in rituals where food was an offering or gift and
its visual presence therefore emphasized. One extremely interesting
case is the ceramic pedestal vessels with associated clay spoons known
from the Middle Neolithic in southern Scandinavia. These pots, which
look like highly decorated plates placed upon a decorated conical trunk
(see figure 6.3a), are distinctly different from the contemporary pot-
tery both in form and idea, and while common in burial monuments
they are rare in settlements (Kjeerum 1955). It is therefore feasible to
argue that they were used for the presentation of food as part of the
practice of display and performance acted out at Neolithic burial monu-
ments and ritual sites {ibid.: 20).

Simple observations, such as the difference berween pottery for dis-
playing or containing food, may therefore help to identify some of the
distinctions that were drawn by prehistoric communities and to trace
how they shift in importance, distinctiveness and context. Locating
the construction of practices and material forms that affect how iden-
ity is experienced and related to within communities is also made
possible by such observation of apparently simple technological or
cultural choices.

Consumption: incorporating body and food

Methods for the analysis of the effect of differential access to different
kinds of food upon the members of a community have also been devel-
oped and increasingly sophisticated. In a few instances unique preser-
vation has allowed us to study the physical remains of a single meal
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through the preserved stomach content of an individual. This is, for
instance, the case with the so-called ice man from the Italian Alps
(Spindler 1994), and with many bog bodies. Two of the latter, the
Iron Age men from Grauballe and Tollund, both in Denmark, were
found to have had meals composed of a range of different domestic
grains with wild seeds partly accidentally included with it and partly
deliberately collected from other habitats (Helbak 1958: 107). The
range of grains and seeds collected from different fields and environ-
ments shows that both regular harvesting and selective gathering of
wild seeds were involved in accumulating the resources used to cook
the meal. Thus, the ‘frozen events’ that these bodies provide indicate
how in such Iron Age communiries a range of activities and possibly
different types of labour, which must have been organized according
to agreements and understanding of roles, were involved in the pro-
duction of a simple porridge.

New techniques, such as isotopic analysis of bones, also make it
possible to compare a community in terins of the main components of
the diets of its members. This method has, for instance, been used, in
combination with other arguments, by Hastorf (1991). She argues that
the expansion of the Inca empire, due to its differential effect upon the
public life of men and women living in the countryside, had conse-
quences for their daily life and resource allocation within local commu-
nities. This interpretation is informed by stable isotopic analysis of sexed
skeletons from just before the Inca and during Inca control (1991: 148ff).
The analysis suggests an increase in male consumption of maize during
the latter period (ibid.: 150-1). Hastorf argues that since maize was
used for beer this may be explained in terms of men beginning to par-
ticipate in a range of public political gatherings during which beer was
consumed, and that these meetings related to the politicization of the
rural area. The comparative changes in the diet of men and women
during this time therefore show how apparently minor changes in food
allocation may be part of more significant changes in socio-politics that
atfected the cultural evaluation and the practical potentials of women.
Rega has used a similar method in combination with dental caries rates
and attrition in a study of an Early Bronze Age cemetery in the former
Yugoslavia (1997). The dental characteristics are used as an indirece
indication of dietary carbohydrate consumption, while the chemical
analysis aims to establish the proportion of meat and plant food in the
diet. In her case, both methods showed that males and females had
similar diets, while, on the other hand, differences in food consumption
were observed between groups within the cemetery that are interpreted
as representing family or residence-groups (Rega 1997: 238-9). The
Early Bronze Age is a period of considerable change in material culture
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due in part to the rapid development and elaboration of bronze metal-
lurgy and extensive exchange systems. So far it has been common to
suggest that the social impact of these changes resulted in growing
asymumetries between men and women, as men became the metalwork-
ers and were the ones engaged in and controlling exchange {Shennan
1993). Rega’s analysis, although as yet only based on one cemetery,
may suggest that social responses to these changes were more complex
and less divided along gender lines than we have assumed.

Another example of dietary variance, which is interpreted as result-
ing from social differences, comes from Early Iron Age temperate Eu-
rope. Here skeletal differences have been used to argue that the person
buried at Hochdorf, Germany, in contrast to the rest of the popula-
fion ‘came from a privileged background on several generations of
good food’ (Olivier 1992: 57). Certainly, more studies of this kind
would be an invaluable contribution to the further analysis of how
differences within communities affect resource allocations. It could
also help towards analysing what impact major technological and socio-
political changes have upon local communities, and how gender and
other social principles are affected by this. Increased sensitivity to-
wards how differently constituted people lived ¢heir life is an area where
much more artention is needed, and one which could add essential
data to current understanding of the relationship between people and
communities. Such analysis would also contribute much-needed insights
into social conditions such as hunger, malnutrition, privations and
various types of diseases and how they relate to variously constituted
groups within a community.

Drinking as social performance

The focus upon the production, service and consumption of food helps
to consolidate daily life and routines as a central arena for the con-
struction of gender. This does not mean, however, that gender is not
also involved in other dimensions of food, such as its status as com-
madity or gift and its use in rituals or as part of conspicuous display
and consumption. The interest in daily life should not mean that we
automatically make the imporrance of food and of eating domestic
only; rather it should be recognized as bemg involved wirch different
levels of practices. One of the central roles of food, is, for example, its
involvement in rites of passage and the marking of changes in seasons
and social events (Barrett 1989) and thas in helping to give meaning
and structure to life. This theme is interestingly illustrated by food in
the form of drink and drinking activities.




118 FOOD: THE PERFORMANCE OF FEEDING AND EATING

Within archaeology the topic of drink has mainly focused upon the
luxury or ceremonious aspect of drinking (for discussion see Vencl
1994), being concerned with the creation of social elites, with evi-
dence of trade and gift exchange, and with processes of acculturation.
1ess attention has been given to the role of drinking in the creation of
solidarities and thus its potentially important role in social dynamic
{but see Vencl 1994},

Drinking is known from ethnography, historical and classical sources
as well as contemporary societies as a practice commonly used to cel-
ebrate and mark important political, social and economic events, as
well as being a practice through which social relations are confirmed.
Through drinking, contractual relations are expressed and confirmed,
and as a social practice it facilitates and moderates interaction. Drink-
ing plays a central role in, and at times is the central means of, the
expression and experience of hospitality, and thus of creating links,
obligations and debts beyond the immediate group. It is an important
gift, and it is used to construct necworks of reciprocal obligations (Vencl
1994: 312). The potential ceremonial quality of drinking rogether and
its obvious social implications (the construction of solidarities and the
experience of the we-group) mean that drinking is often used to mob-
ilize groups (Hastorf 1991:139}). Ethno-historical evidence suggests,
for example, that drinking in farming communities, which need to
mobilize the community for collective work, often has a ceremonial
aspect {Venel 1994: 313).

Another interesting aspect of drink is that many types of liguids
(such as milk or various kinds of fermented drinks) are both non-
durable and time-consuming to produce. They are therefore often
cither transformed into another kind of food, such as cheese and
butter, or made for a particular planned event. This makes it likely
that food such as fermented drinks had particular strategies for its
production and consumption, being an occasional product, planned
and partaken of as a group activity and event (Vencl 1994: 310), and
that participation bestowed social significance, including the
confirmation of in- and out-groups. It also means that drinking often
become formalized in various ways which may affect its archaeologi-
cal visibility.

Milk, it is believed, was drunk from the Neolithic onwards, and
mead is know at least from the Bronze Age, when wine also appears in
some parts of Europe (for references see Vencl 1994). In addition,
cups, goblets, jugs and other vessels for holding liquids appear in most
parts of southern and central Europe from early in the Neolithic {ibid.:
316) and from other parts of Europe during the Neolithic. This hints
at the classification of food info different types that should be differ-
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ently stored, served and consumed. Behind these classifications are the
practical reality of different substances and the specific labour that
was involved. We are again confronting situations where differences
exist that affected people and their interactions and social recognition.

It is therefore interesting that some materials and finds from prehis-
tory may hint at collective drinking ceremonies. It is often suggested
that during the Neolithic feasting and drinking were a motivating force
behind monument-building {e.g. Evans 1988b, Dietler 1996), and drink-
ing feasts seem indicated by pottery hoards of small cups known, for
example, from the Neolithic Baden culture in Bohemia (Vencl 1994:
316}. The importance of drinking, especially in ritual contexts and as
a means of defining and bounding the in-group, has also been argued
for the Late Neolithic and Early Bronze Age with special attention
towards the phenomenon of the Bell Beaker culture, with its distinct
beakers. The latter has been extensively discussed by Sherratt (1997),
who has emphasized the link between these ceramic forms and drink-
ing as a socio-political event. This interpretation often has gender 1m-
plications. Thus, it has been common to emphasize the occurrence of
beakers with weapons in male graves and to see this as testifying to the
conpection of drinking with the formation of a warrior elite {e.g.
Treherne 1995). The spread of drinking rituals across the European
Eneolithic cultures is then seen as a manifestation of new norms and
modes of social relationships amongst men (e.g. Shennan 1993, Sherratt
1997, Vencl 1994: 317). It is clear that these implications need critical
reconsideration.

Communal drinking is also suggested by materials from the Bronze
Age, where many Central European hoards contain large numbers of
small vessels, sometimes even made of gold. The special ceremonial
character of the drinking may be suggested by their incorporation in
hoarding practices, although this has not yet been thoroughly studied.
Some finds are, however, so obviously special in their character that
the drinking can be firmly placed as part of a particalar event. One of
these is the Middle Bronze Age hoard from Raddusch, Germany.”
Here over fifty cups together with a few containers and service vessels
were buried in two pits (see figure 6.4). This suggests organized events
in which drinking was important, and where ritual deposition or with-
drawal of the drinking vessels of the group was also of significance
(Hansel, A, and B. 1997: 177). The importance of such events is fur-
ther confirmed by the occurrence of similar cups made of gold (e.g.
ibid.: 136-7). It is also significant thar such deposits of drinking uten-
sils are found at several locations (A, Hansel 1997: 84-6), since this

r

I am grateful to Dr Alix Hinsel for drawing my attention to this example.
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Figure 6.4 More than fifty cups and vessels from two pit deposits at
Raddusch, Germany. (After Hansel, A. and B. 1997: 176~7)

suggests it was a practice held in common by many communities. While
it is not possible to determine who participated in such ceremonies, it
is clear that they were part of the community’s life and would have
participated in constituting its members in terms of distinct categories.

The profusion of cauldrons and various other types of vessels dur-
ing the first millennium Bc and the European-wide distribution of such
items of southern and Central European origin attest to the impor-
tance given during this time to the equipment used for holding drinks
and thus presumably to its social significance. During this period the
consumption of wine became increasingly popular amongst certain
sectors of society and it became associated with the use of special drink-
ing sets composed of drinking-horns, cauldrons, amphorae and flag-
ons. These were objects of prestige, commonly imported, and they
were often reinvested into local socio-political competition. The de-
gree of imitation and acculturation that is expressed in food, and in
particular in drinking activities and utensils, continues as an obvious
element in the further development of Europe. For example, in the
borrowing of Roman drinking ceremony into various parts of Europe
(even outside the Roman empire), their wine-serving utensils became
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symbols of a certain lifestyle and of political connectedness. Drinking
is also a theme recurrent in Norse mythology and early medieval Ger-
manic cultural institutions, where the concept of Mannerbund invoked
drinking rituals to maintain the institution of a warrior elite (Treherne
1995: 109}. The involvement of and the effect upon gender of such
drinking activities remain another underexplored theme in archaeol-
ogy, and several simplistic assumptions can be found in their interpre-
tations.

It is, for example, common to discuss such drinking ceremonies in
terms only of how feasting was focused upon males — their identities,
solidarities and positions. The focus of any individual event cannot,
however, be understood isolated from how that event is situated within
a larger social web of relationship and meaning. Bevan, introducing
this point to archaeological discussions of feasts, argues ‘even when
feasting is an important manifestation of male social competition other
members of society and probably in particular female play a pivotal
role in the preparation and organisation of the feast’ (1997: 85). From
a gender-critical perspective there are therefore two obvious points to
make concerning drinking rituals. The one is that drinking communi-
ties are not just stable, well-founded institutions, but are also loca-
tions of change and contestation. The other point is that discussions
present only those seen as members of the drinking communities as
having their identity affected through these rituals and their emblem-
atic objects. Such performances are, however, simultaneously both
affected by and commenting upon inclusivity and exclusivity, and the
intersection of age, gender and social differences would have affected
individuals within the community in a far more complex manner than
suggested by these discussions. Rather than detaching the drinking-
solidarities from the community at large, they can be understood as
constituted by the community and as a forum in which the identity of
its members is being confirmed rather than first now constituted. This
then means, as Bevan argues (1997), and as shown also by Hasrorf’s
Peruvian case study {1991), that drinking and feasting involve more
people than their apparent participants, and they bestow and affect
the socially perceived identity of the many rather than the few. There-
fore, as the archaeological record is rich in potential evidence of such
practices, it is important that we learn to use them for more than iden-
tifying and isolating one particular kind of social membership.
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Archaeology, food and gender

Gender, I have argued, can be located as a difference created and ne-
gotiated in the allocation of resources. In practice this is expressed
through actions and norms which allocate to certain kinds of people
specific rights and expectations over food. The processes through which
food is made into a cultural and symbolic medium with permissions
and prohibitions attached to it is therefore a central research area for
archacology. The means through which these relationships are formed,
and therefore the potentials for studying them, have a wide scope.
They range from productive activities to consumption of food and the
invoivement of different kinds of people, practices and skills. This means
that the interaction between food and social identities can be expressed
at many different points and may shift content between different stages.
The varied practices and resources involved and the often fluid bor-
ders between them make it fortuitously obvious that we should not
attempt to fix the construction of gender within this medium. The
medium itself and the many ways it is being explored push us towards
thinking about food and eating both as economic practices and re-
sources and as a kind of theatrical event, as a performance of differ-
ence and a simultaneous incorporation (bodily and social). Food is
about actions and relationships: it is about giving and receiving and
about making and unmaking (First 1995). Rather than providing a
fixed point for gender construction, it gives us insights into its mainte-
nance and negotiation as it affects it, providing as it does a means for
its material recognition and the learning of it as a difference. The evi-
dence of food helps us to understand and recognize the necessary and
critical involvement of both women and men in its production and
social evaluation, the inclusion of different life stages and the central
role such activities have in confirming social relations. The study of
food also confirms the discursive nature of these relationships as it
shows labour division as something that is made, not given, and food
allocations, likewise, not given but something agreed upon and per-
formed.

This chapter has argued for the importance of food — not just as
subsistence but also in cultural life and how this knowledge should
inform our investigations of prehistory. It has, furthermore, outlined
how it is possible to identify characteristics in our interaction with
food and in particular certain situations, such as food allocation, which
show how it can become actively involved with the construction and
maintenance of identities, including gender. While the examples re-
ferred to give neither an exhaustive account of the possibilities of in-
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vestigating such issues through the archacological record nor a repre-
sentative view of the complex refations involved, they nonetheless be-
gin to demonstrate how and where these central concerns and their
material manifestations and consequences may be identified. Such
analysis, moreover, would give us access to situations where gender
differences informed practical performances and in turn were repro-
duced through their repetition and negotiation.



7

Dressing Gender:
identity through
Appearance

When Megan, my daughter, had her first pair of shoes, we could choose
between dark blue boys’ shoes with trains on, or red girls’ shoes with
bunnies - there was nothing in between!

Megan, now six years old, said to me “It's kind of funny boys usually

s

have dark clothes and girls have light ones.”,

The point of clothes

I have argued so far that a useful archaeological concept of gender
must relate to how society creates particular groups of people and
how these are related to bodies and their assigned activities and use of
objects. Gender policies are therefore dependent upon the recognition
of and agreements (however discursively) on who are members of par-
ticular groups. Gender is about identity and difference. Material ob-
jects are central in this communication, and amongst objects those
used to fabricate people’s appearances are particularly interesting.
Dress is a central medium for both the acquiring of socially ascribed
identitics and the communication of them. This is most clearly illus-
trated through ‘uniforms’, which are standardized appearances that
are socially acknowledged to represent certain positions and the duties
and rights which come with them. Gaining the right to wear a specific
uniform furthermore becomes an expression of having become part of
the group represented by the uniform. Wearing the uniform visually
communicates this membership. The example of the uniform also em-
phasizes other visual and material characteristics of this medium. For
those who are knowledgeable, in possession of the code, the member-
ship is communicated visually and without involving direct contact. It
is the material elements of the uniform: the hat, the shiny buttons, the
belt, the cut of the coat etc., together with the particular way they are
combined, that signal who is represented. We recognize visually and
identify accurately the groups as being, for example, the police, the
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navy or the Salvation Army. We do this because we are meant to rec-
ognize them and tell them apart; see, for example, figures 7.1 and 7.2.
When we are not meant to identify membership, unless part of the
group ourselves, the code is not so widely shared and in the reception
of the visual message we are meant to be divided into the initiated and
the rest. This is, for example, the role of club ties. The extent to which
we use appearance to identify people is also well illustrated by the
theatre, where costumes are central to the identification of the charac-
ters in terms of variables such as gender, age, wealth and occupation
{Roach and Eicher 1979: 11). Stories such as Shakespeare’s play Twelfth
Night or films like Tootsie explore these associations as their ploys are
based on confusions arising from characters dressing as the ‘wrong
sex’. The social assumption about gender identity that is based upon
how the person dresses is therefore presented as in conflict with the
emotional/sexual attractions felt. Such ploys work and are understood
by the audience according to their intentions due to the common as-
samption that appearance reveals identity. Thus the stories play upon
the possible confusion of sex and gender. Another example of the ex-
plicit communication provided by appearance is evident in the card-
board photographic stands at fairgrounds, where the entertainment is

Figure 7.1 Florence Nightingale nurses in uniform. The hierarchy
amongst them is signalled by details of their uniform. (Reproduced
courtesy of the Florence Nightingale Museum Trust, London)
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Figure 7.2 Formal photograph of the farm workers from a middle-sized
farm in northern Denmark, late nineteenth century. The variations in
dress indicate differences in terms of gender, age and rank (i.e. work).
{Reproduced courtesy of Vendsyssel Historiske Museum, Denmark}

provided by the momentary obliteration of real-life identity (Serensen
19973,

The medium of dress is extremely varied and exceedingly malleable
in how it can communicate. Throughout history and prehistory peo-
ple have dressed themselves and others, and in doing so they have
used the social surface of the body, its second skin, for many pur-
poses. A recurrent theme within these differences is the construction
of identities, of membership or exclusion. Another theme is how changes
in dress map many of the changes in the life of an individual as she or
he progresses though different life stages. This is well known from
ethnography and is often expressed through rites of passage that in-
volve a ritualized change in appearance. This is, for instance, the case
with the Kalabans in Nigeria. The way changes in dress map life stages
amongst them is particularly interesting in that they show that these
processes can take different forms for men and women. For the
Kalabans, the dress of the former expresses their achievement of power
and responsibilities while that of the latter indicates moral {i.e. knowl-
edge of the world and behavioural expectations) and physical devel-
opment {Michelman and Erekosima 1992: 179). Dress therefore can

_the stage when our
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be critically involved with both the communication and construction
of identities, including the learning and socialization of them. Dress in
its materiality, which involves fabrication and allows manipulation, is
therefore central in the communication of social differences in many
societies. There are two additional reasons why gender archacology
should explore dress. One is that various types of evidence of dress are
well known in the archaeologicat record. The other is that archaeol-
ogy’s concern with the active role of objects will bring a new dimen-
sion to the study of dress, moving it beyond fashion to a more explicit
concern with its role in social discourse.

Dress and archaeology: a brief outline

Although appearance is so clearly of social importance, it has been
relatively little studied and has mainly been relegated to a specialist
field of textile and costume research carried out by women (as a kind
of continuation of women’s role as dressmakers in recent historic
periods). Alternatively, it has been part of descriptive reconstructions
of the material culture of particular periods, as seen in many museum
exhibitions, such as those by the costume department at the Victoria
and Albert Museum in London.

Clothes and costumes are traditionally embedded in our expecta-
tions of civilization and they play a role in the origin myth of many
societies. For instance, within Christianity much emphasis is put upon
‘ancestors’ discovered their own nakedness and
hid themselves. In an extension of these views, clothing has often on a
general level been emphasized as part of our uniqueness as a species,
as when Carlyle in Sartor Resartus defined man as “a clothed animal’
{quoted in Eicher and Roach-Higgins 1992: 9). It 1s also referred to
by, for example, both Darwin and Spencer (ibid.). There is therefore a
small area of research, often early in date, which has considered cos-
tumes in terms of (social) evolutionary accounts of the past and which
has particularly focused upon the origin of dress. An aptly named vol-
ume From Nudity to Raiment sepresents this view well: ‘Dogmatic
nobody can be about the beginnings of human life on the globe; but
marking those beginnings was the adoption of dress. . ... the chief dis-
tinction berween the savage and the beast is that the savage is adorned’
{foreword by Sisley Huddleston in Hiler 1929). In such works anthro-
pologists or psychologists have often argued that feeling of modesty
or shame, the desire for sexual attractiveness or functional needs were
the reasons for the origin of clothes (Hiler 1929, Fischer in Polhemus
1978: 181-2). Archaeology often produced the data used in such works,
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but it is interesting that the discipline itself rarely engaged with these
fargely functionalistic discussions of clothing. As a result our disci-
pline has taken costumes for granted. This means that the obvious
potentials provided by this important feature of human behaviour have
been largely ignored.

Sol Tax has argued that the reasons why the non-functional aspects
of clothing were not considered earlier by anthropologists are that it
had to await the development of the theory of cultures as systems of
symbols as well as a cross-cultural comparative perspective which was
not evolutionary {1979: v). Whatever the reasons, the social effect and
significance of appearance have only resurfaced as an important re-
search topic within recent years, and interest in this field is now dra-
matically increasing (e.g. Barnard 1996, Barnes and Eicher 1992, Craik
1994, David 1992, Eicher 1995). The field of theoretically informed
investigations of costumes is therefore both patchy and relatively re-
cent {for a review of the anthropological literature see Eicher and Roach-
Higgins 1992). For instance, although Barthes used clothing as one of
his examples in Elements of Semiology (1967), and despite communi-
cation usually being recognized as a central element of appearance,
the obvious application of semiotics to costumes, treating them as signs,
has been little explored. It seems that it was first extensively used ina
study of the function of folk costumes in Moravian Slovakia in 1971
by Bogatyrev, who argued that costumes usually are simultaneously
an object and a sign (Bogatyrev 1971). Otherwise this obvious dimen-
sion has been little explored. Generally it was first during the late 1970s
that an appreciation of the social significance of costumes developed
within behavioural psychology, anthropology and sociology ~ but not
in archaeology. The latter subject never gave any specific attention to
the communicative aspect of costumes and their involvement with iden-
tity, although substantial energy has gone into their reconstruction
and conservation. Traditionally archaeology has thus seen costume in
a rather passive and empiricist manner.

Recently, however, the ways in which we construct our appearance
have become recognized as a central element of social and individual
identity formation. It is being acknowledged that appearance is a sig-
nificant element of social communication. It is recognized that through
specific acts and in- and exclusive appearances different types of social
personae and categories are signalized and thus effectively involved
with the construction, maintenance and negotiation of these differ-
ences. These signals are a significant aspect of social learning, which
means that social roles are partly implemented and learned from dress:
appearance (and the means of appearances) play a role in how one
acquires gender identity for instance, One can also argue that children
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acquire notions of their own gender identities by comparing the ways
they are dressed with the dress of others. The daughter recognizes the
similarity between her clothing and that of her mother and she notices
that her father and brother dress differently. One acquires knowledge
about gender-appropriate dress and this ‘extends to learning rights
and responsibilities to act “as one looks.” Accordingly, gendered dress
encourages each individual to internalise as gendered roles a complex
set of social expectations for behaviour’ (Eicher and Roach-Higgins
1992: 19). This engendering aspect of clothing is furthered by mecha-
nisms of social {rejenforcement as people comment upon and in ex-
treme cases will ostracize those who do not conform. In response,
phenomena like ‘cross-dressing” become both possibie (as there is ‘some-
thing’ to cross over} and socially suspect and repressed.

The meaning of dress, furthermore, is a social knowledge which
becomes naturalized in appearance codes (Kaiser 1983-4). Appear-
ance provides a means of social communication concerning relation-
ships between individuals or groups. I would further argue that the
association between a person and his or her dress at the same time is
distinct (particularly when worn), and that costumes in principle also
have a degree of self-determination and self-expression. Appearance
might therefore also occasionally provide insight into people as per-
sons {Serensen 1997). ‘Clothes are activated by the wearing of them
just as bodies are actualised by the clothes they wear’ (Craik 1994:16).
The rension between the articulation of self and the social construc-
tion of particular groups of people can therefore find expression, for
example, through the construction of subversive appearances. This
suggests that the construction of appearance is a fleld in which nego-
tiation of difference and sameness will often take place or become
expressed.

In our own society the appearances which are created are signifi-
cantly gendered. Clothing is very much a social artefact (Joseph 1986},
and while learning about gender-appropriate dress one also learns about
the rights and responsibilities to act appropriately (Eicher and Roach-
Higgins 1992: 19). Differences between, on the one hand, women,
girls and female babies and, on the other hand, men, boys and male
babies are from the first moment in the delivery ward created by dif-
ferential assignment of variables such as colour. Looking at appar-
ently ‘neutral’ items of clothing like socks, vests or shoes, their gendered
nature is obvious to anyone familiar with the particular cultural code.
In northern and western Europe, for example, boys have dark colours,
robust edges, no frifls or bows, clear geometrical patterns, wild ani-
mals and trains. For girls the colours are red or pale, they have fnlls
and little bows, softness and curves are emphasized, and their objects
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are decorated with flowery, soft patterns and soft animals. These dif-
ferences, having no relationship to labour division or individuality,
assign socially accepted personalities to these young members of soci-
ety. Such associations, apparently silent and vet so articulate about
how our differences should be understood and evaluated, are found in
many items of clothing. Even apparently entirely functional objects,
such as spectacles or bicycles, are designed and consumed as ladies
and gents. The gender-coding contained in clothing is also well illus-
trated through some of its historical changes. During the 1960s chal-
lenges to social norms and in particular the so-called ‘sexual revolution’
were often expressed by radicalizing clothing. It is, for example, well
known that women during this period conquered or took over many
items of men’s clothing and in particular trousers, but it is interesting
to notice also the detailed elements of distinction that were involved
and often differently negotiated. For instance, differences between wom-
en’s and men’s clothing were for a while still signalied by the placing
of women’s zips on the hip (or back) but not at the front of the trou-
sers and women’s clothes are still buttoned right over left, in contrast
to men’s clothes.

This [the same way of buttoning] remained until the mid-ninercenth
century when front-buttoning dresses and coats became more popular
and the convention appeared to develop of women’s clothes being fas-
tened in the opposite direction. . . . However, the explanation may sim-
ply be the Victorians’ greater concern to denote rather strictly male and
female clothing. Whatever the cause, by 1900 virtually all women'’s
clothes fastened right over left and men’s left over right. (Tarrant 1994:
243

Tn hindsight, such distinctions are bemusing but they were at the time
significant codes, which were deeply rooted and almost taboo-like.
Such associations between people and their clothing are profoundly
affected by and in rurns maintain a specific gender ideology concerned
with establishing feminine and masculine characteristics and guralities.
Dress, however, does more than merely translate these categories; it
also gives them a distinct physical reality and their transmitted infor-
mation cannot easily be expressed in words. The communicative abil-
ity of dress is in fact striking, and it is clearly one of the most effective
means of indicating a person’s gender (Eicher and Roach-Higgins 1992:
17). We routinely receive and respond in appropriate ways to its sig-
nals. Dress therefore provides us with a means of investigating the
construction and symbolic reflection of social categories. Gender ar-
chaeology would benefit greatly from recognizing appearance as cen-
tral to its investigation of social identities and especially gender.
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Methodology and analysis

There will be many ways of approaching the medium of clothing, but
common to all current ones seems to be the recognition of costumes as
part of a system of communication (Schwarz 1979). This involves com-
municating differences, categories and events (e.g. initiation), but it
also provides a means of transformation, coercion, concealment, pre-
tence and taking on a role. The last is, for example, relevant for the
common discussions within archaeology of the differences between
achieved and ascribed status {e.g. Shennan 1975). In addition things
can be done to and are done with clothes through the processes through
which they are transformed into costumes. This means that variables
such as weaving types, dyes, painting, embroidery, and cuts and their
‘architectural assembly’ (Schneider and Weiner 1989: 1) create
potentials and nuances of communication. Worn or displayed in an
emblematic way, cloth can denote variations in age, sex, rank, status
and group affiliation (ibid.: 1), The rights to particular costumes are
therefore often subject to social control and prohibition, In the medi-
eval period the use of various colours was, for instance, sometimes
made into the exclusive right of certain social groups, and in England
sumptuary laws which aimed ‘to define exactly what fabrics, furs and
trimmings could be worn by each rank of society’ {Ashelford 1996:
289-90) were passed during the reigns of Richard Il, Henry IV and
Flizabeth L The manner in which the use of such clothing would si-
multaneously have reinforced the ability to identity these different
groups is obvious. Another example is the regnlations during the late
seventeenth century in Nuremberg, Germany, which dictated the
amount the four ranks of society could spend on clothes (Roach and
Bicher 1979: 12). Examples of such regulations abound, demonstrat-
ing how costumes and the rights to wear them can play a central role
in social discourse upon difference.

Within archaeology, Meskell has criticized the analysis of the exter-
nalized, uninhabited body, which focuses upon clothing, adornment,
posture and gestures, for not acknowledging the recursive role of the
individuatized body (1996: 8). The intimate relationship between cloth-
ing, adornment and the human body has often been emphasized, and
it appears as a central theme in traditional ethnography (see comments
in Polhemus 1978: 176). Meanwhile, the fact that these dressed bod-
ies were inhabited, embodied, is not ignored by approaches that do
not incorporaté the body, rather this is considered less central to the
particular type of analysis than the emphasis on social conventions.
People dress themselves, they activate clothing feeling the texture against
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their skin, notice the colours and have personal preferences such as
liking red and disliking green or finding the daisy pattern more pleas-
ing than the rose. Social norms and fashion (the difference and de-
pendence between them is in itself a fascinating study) do, however,
also exist, and they force these choices about personal adornment within
more or less clearly established limits where even the challenge to these
rules, such as the dress of punks during the 1970s, uses codes of dress
accepted and formulated within their own ‘peer-culture’. The personal,
individual experiences of choice and textile sensations while at a cer-
tain level central is nonetheless of little significance for how the mate-
rial culture of dress is formulated. We can therefore argue that while
dress is self-composed and experienced and in that sense embodied, it
is also extremely susceptible and aware of social responses. This is
well demonstrated by (young) people’s sensitivity towards their own
and other people’s clothing and the importance they assign to the re-
action of their peers. The manner in which fashion explores this inse-
curity and the desire for conformity illustrates how easily this
dependence can be identified. Individuals do not invent their dress,
rather their sense of dress is learned from others, and their personal
choices, embellishments and elaboration do not constitute a unique
language {Roach and Eicher 1979: 7). It is through appearance that
our membership of social groups is symbolized and expressed. There-
fore, although this is expressed through individual bodies they, in this
context, are in many ways not primarily individual but rather social
bodies, symbolizing socializarion processes and the collectivity of ex-
istence (Polhemus 1978: 151),

These points are particularly relevant to archaeology since it is the
material qualities of appearance that provide us with a means of its
investigation, For archaeology, appearance is interesting and extremely
important insofar as it provides a medium/materiat objects through which
we can analyse how different individuals are constructed and distinc-
tions be made in the way they looked. It can also investigate temporal,
spatial and social variations regarding how such differences are articu-
lated, how they relate to other identities such as age and social stand-
ing, and what importance they may have had. In addition, these
investigations can be carried out without a priori deciding upon the
relationship between sexual differences and gender. For instance, if within
a particular society swords are a masculine and masculating item, then
the contexts in which swords were deposited can be interpreted as re-
lated to or commenting upon masculinity independently of the sex {and
sexuality) of the person with whom the object was associated and also
irrespective of whether the remains of a person are in fact present. When
such categories have been established it would also be possible to inves-

DRESSING GENDER: IDENTITY THROUGH APPEARANCE 133

tigate how such gendered categories overlap or differ from the catego-
ries established on the basis of physical sex characteristics. This ap-
proach has recently been outlined by, for example, Hodder (1997). In
addition, independently of how we understand the relationship between
sex and gender, it is useful to be able to engage with the archaeological
record through different combinations of these constructions.

Now that we have recognized the potentials of costumes for gender
archaeology, the practical realization of how such data may be ana-
lysed is urgently needed. Primarily this involves a change in the way
we think about appearance. So far it has mainly been approached asa
state of being, rather than realizing that a process of becoming is also
involved. The analyses have therefore focused upon reconstruction and
categorizations of types of dress. A similar approach is also stili found
in anthropology (probably influenced by the routine inchusion of dress
in descriptive ethnographies), despite the call for ‘a method for sum-
marizing how dress is both a repository of meaning regarding gender
roles and a vehicle for perperuating or rendering changes in gender
roles’ (Eicher and Roach-Higgins 1992: 12-15). The method put for-
ward by Eicher and Roach-Higgins, for example, aims at grouping
types of dress by a classification of all the elements that may make up
a dress and of their properties. As a method this is similar to standard
archaeological use of combination tables. For instance, in their schema
a ‘body enclosure’ may be classified as wrapped, suspended, pre-shaped
or a combination of these and it would have various properties in
terms of colour, shape, surface, odour etc. Such methods will, how-
ever, provide only a descriptive account of various combinations and
possibly show clusters within them. Archaeology has routinely classi-
fied elements of costumes according to such methods for a long time,
and various patterns and clusters are known to exist within some of
the large assemblages such as dress fittings in Anglo-Saxon graves or
Viking Age cemeteries. Such methods provide little help, however, in
understanding what significant differences are created within these
costumes and how this is achieved. This, | believe, is due partly to such
methods treating all elements as equal, which neglects how signifi-
cance can be affected by relationships between elements, and partly to
these methods reducing costumes to a number of single elements, ig-
noring the range of activities and relationships through which effects
were designed. Basically, these methods are limited in their effective-
ness for social analysis because they limit themselves to the appear-
ance of dress as a static creation and ignore the construction of that
dress. Tn such approaches the medium of dress is recognized only as an
object of discourse, while its own active involvement in discourse is
not appreciated or at least not made available for analysis.
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In response to such limitation 1 have proposed thar costumes should
be appreciated as being composed of single elements that are com-
bined at different levels which may each involve distinct concerns and
principles (Serensen 1991, 1997). At each juncture, where items are
associated or composition created, an opportunity for altering, add-
ing or transforming the message that is communicated is created and
responded to. It is these processes that archaeologists must engage
with in their analysis of items of dress, because it was through them
that differences were constructed, agreed upon and challenged. Our
analysis, rather than being about either the single objects or the total
costume can constructively employ the former and deconstruct the
Jatter in terms of the distinct manners in which objects interact with
each other and the body (Serensen 1997). Fach element, furthermore,
may be gendered or have the ability to engender a context. This means
that action, context and objects must be united in the analysis of the
costume. It is also significant to appreciate that there is often a tempo-
ral element in the creation of appearance and its meaning.

Various routes to meaning can be detected within these processes,
and different analytical procedures could be developed for their analy-
sis as soon as we recognize how the medium is constituted. For exam-
ple, in order o consider the creation of differences through the use of
costumes during the European Bronze Age, I have suggested three prin-
ciples of analysis (Serensen 1997). One is concerned with the distine-
tion between and separate existence of cloth, pieces of clothing and
the full costume, calling for attention to how these constitute separate
spheres, each with meaning and practices associated. Furthermore, tor
one to become the next, interference is needed, transforming the mate-
rial from one stage of being to another. Thus, each of these stages
provides us with a special sitnation from which different costumes
could have resulted. A piece of cloth could be made into a skirt or a
blouse or a gown, and in deciding what it becomes potentials are be-
ing negotiated. This also means that gender identification and ideolo-
gies may be differently recognized at the various levels of construction.

The second principle is concerned with how the objects are used. It
suggests that differences can be created through the individual object
especially due to its biography and physical attributes and quality,
through its combination with other objects and also through how ob-
jects are physically composed upon the body or attached to pieces of
clothing. For instance, the simple gold band of a wedding ring usually
tells little apart from the married status of an individual, although if it
is an heirloom it might have personal meaning as well. In combination
with several elaborate rings the wedding ring may be seen as part of
a woman’s possessions revealing gender, marital status and wealth.
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Finally, two wedding rings on the same finger in some countries indi-
cates that the person is a widow(er}. Thus the object can be exposed as
a participant in different communications. This method can be use-
fully explored for many situations in prehistory where, for example,
figurative depictions or funerary arrangements reveal the object situ-
ated and as a participant in a specific context. Many of these contexts
have already been investigated in order to reconstruct dress from dif-
ferent periods; atrempting to engender these appearances we can now
focus upon how and where appearance was involved in constructing
sameness and difference.

My third principle is therefore directly concerned with the articula-
tion between objects and the body, recognizing thar this relationship
is cutturally constructed in different ways, which again provides us
with a location for negotiation and differentiation. The relationship
can be fleeting, continuously open for difference and change, as is the
case of removable objects like pins and necklaces. The use of these
objects is deliberate and controliable. The relationship can also be fixed
and yet movable, as is the case for objects that are parts of garments
such as buttons, belt-rings or adornments upon hats. The use of these
objects does not in each instance involve their negotiation as in use
they are part of another context. Finally, the relationship between the
object and the body can be.made permanent, as in the case with neck-
laces or arm- and ankle-rings with a diameter which means they can-
not be taken off. Such objects, which are weil documented in both the
ethnographic and archaeological record, become parts of the social
body. From ethnography we know that permanent markers on the
body, such as specific ornaments or tattoos, are often employed to
indicate transitional stages in a person’s life. This is, for example, the
case amongst the people of the Andaman Islands, where scarification
is used to mark the passage from childhood to adulthood (Roach and
Ficher 1979: 12). Such marks become the visual expression of mem-
bership. The significance of recognizing the potential relationship be-
rween objects and the body is that the manner in which such ‘embodied’
objects can comment upon the individual is quite distincy, and that
therefore how this may be challenged or negotiated at botha personal
and group level is also distinct. In particular, the static relationship
which can be made between body and objects means that at rimes
these are not transient statements; on the contrary, they are fixed, irre-
versible and permanent markers similar in effect to the phenomena of
tattooing and scarification. The importance of analytical principles
like these for the further progression of gender archaeology is that
they demonstrate strategies of difterentiation that express themselves
through objects. Due to their material expressions such strategies can
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often be traced in archaeological assemblages, opening new venues
for analysing the emphasis upon and creation of difference within pre-
historic society.

In any investigation of costumes it will appear rhat certain elements
show clear gender categorization, some give a more ambiguous mes-
sage about difference and others appear non-gendered. Probably the
categorization of gender did not permeate all aspects of costumes, nor
was it always present and all the time used discursively. The engender-
ing of the costume comes through two processes. One is the inclusion
of gendered objects, which refer to some but not necessarily all items.
For mstance, during the Bronze Age the sword was probably a gendered
object, as was also likely the case for several forms of ornaments espe-
cially those designed for the hair, neck or waist, or specific types of
garments such as hats. The other process takes place through the ‘ma-
nipulation’ of items, when they become combined and composed
in ways that create differences. This confirms the central role of ma-
terial culture since the adding of a single element to an assemblage can
entirely change its message. It also suggests that negotiation and change
will be located at the juncture of objects and actions.

Dress and identity in prehistory

In prehistory the appearance of the dressed person was a mediam
through which social roles were both learned and expressed. Their
meanings were formed and made natural in appearance codes com-
municating relationships between individuals or groups. Such mean-
ing was, of course, neither simple nor static; but it was nonetheless
part of the cultural fabric of sociedes and can now provide imporrant
insights about them. So far I have argued that appearance is socially
important and that the manner in which it is used to construct differ-
ences can be analysed. Now [ shall briefly consider the archaeological
record, and the range of evidence that may be available for investiga-
tions aimed at understanding this aspect of material culture and its
employment in the construction of gendered persons.

Fragmentary evidence about the dressed person is abundant in the
archaeological record and can be used to trace and analyse the man-
ner in which this medium is used in the construction of social differ-
ence. It is also possible to foresee that future research could become
engaged with questions about the ways in which such meanings (and
therefore also their expressions) may be transformed over time. This
relates both to changes within individual life cycles, as the person
undergoes different stages that may be celebrated and visually commu-
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Figure 7.3 The Palaeolithic figurine from Willendor{, Austria. The
decoration suggests the use of ornaments and distinct hairstyle,
{Reproduced courtesy of Naturhistorisches Museum Wien)

nicated, and to social time. It is also obviously the case that meanings
are created at different levels, and that these may be superimposed
upon each other, interrelating different identities such as age and gen-
der.

As already mentioned, early interest in evolution often emphasized
clothing and our desire to cover our bodies as a sign of our difference
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from animals. Although not always expressed as crudely there has
been a consistent interest in evidence of dress from the earliest peri-
.omw. While rejecting the simplistic evolutionary emphasis upon cloth-
ing as a stage representing the traunsition to civilization, there are
nonetheless good reasons for studying early evidence of clothing. As
will be discussed in chapter 10, obsessional interests in origins for their
own sake are of little value. If, however, we ignore these phenomena as
moﬁm?%wm distinct and as social products and practices which came
nto GmSm.mﬁ certain times, then we also ignore how they constituted
important influences upon social interactions and communication. Early
evidence of clothing provokes questions about group identities and self-
awareness; clothing, as an extension of the body and a means of fabri-
cating its appearance, is part of our cultural history. The coming into
being and continuous transformation of clothing, and clothes’ exist-
ence as cultural expression, must be explored. If this is not recognized
we risk them being taken for granted, seeing them as an automatic

natural extension of the body. This will return us to thinking m_uo:m
clothing as a necessity rather than a culrural language.

The topic of analysis for the early pertods is what the adornment of
the body becomes concerned with, and, therefore, how people relate
to the bodies of society. Adornment of the body is known from the
Upper Palacolithic with evidence of pendants and necklaces relatively
frequently found (see further in chapter 10). These items are further
mﬂmeEma by figurines, who are decorated in manners suggesting
pieces of clothing similar to loin-cloths together with necklaces, arm-
rings and distinct hairstyles (see figure 7.3). Despite the mwmamum evi-
dence we can detect certain concerns in this behaviour. The evidence
reveals the body as an object of decoration. Such traces upon the
vn& create differences of many kinds within a group, and they make
distinctions easy to perceive. The emphasis upon the head and hair
mmmmm.mﬂma by elaborate hairstyles on figurines is especially interesting
as it is a recurrent theme throughout {pre)history and also Wmosaw
from ethnography. Hair is clearly often of symbolic importance
Qomrmﬂbzm 1978: 12333, Treherne 19935). It is often prominent in
rites denoting change in social-sexual status, and it may in various
ways represent an extension of the person. Dressing the hair or cut-
ting it, as a ceremony of ordering, transforming or controlling it, can
%Qmﬁoqm be an important act. Hallpike (1978), for instance, mmoém
how in some societies such acts are associated with a symbolic re-
entering of society performed as part of a rite of passage. Widows
covering or cutting their hair or the many examples of rules dictating
that adult or married women cover their hair also emphasize both the

association between sexuality and hair, and the linked themes of con- -
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trol and seclusion: the widow cutting her hair erases herself as a
woinar.

For a more detailed example of the importance of clothing in pre-
history the Bronze Age is useful.” During this period pieces of clothing
and associated objects were both distinct categories which in compo-
sition constituted costumes. The reconstruction of the costumes from
the Bronze Age is still debated, with the evidence from northern Eu-
rope being particufarly influential as many full costumes have been
recovered there from oak-coffin graves (Bender Jorgensen 1991). Re-
constructions based on evidence from well-preserved burials i Den-
mark show that three basic costumes were in use, one associated with
cwords and male skeletons, and the other two used together with vari-
ous ornaments and found on female skeletons. The recognition that
differences in women’s costumes divide them info two distinct groups
is highly significant. The data strongly argue that this was not due to
the time of the year of the death/burial (i.e. a winter and a summer
costume), nor is it directly related to the age or wealth of the women.
It is therefore probably the case that the costume of the north Euro-
pean Bronze Age shows that women were differentiated visually on
the basis of categorical identities or special group status within Bronze
Age society. It is highly likely that this involved differentiation based
upon their gender identities such as distinctions made due to physical
or ‘moral’ development, reproduction or ‘marriage’-like contracts. The
north Buropean material is extraordinarily rich in its details but as the
sample is small it could be questioned whether the costumes that we
know were unique rather than the norm. It is therefore extremely in-
teresting that a division within the female costumes can also be dem-
onstrated in the Middle Bronze Age of southern Germany (Serensen
1997, Wels-Weyrauch 1989). This division is created through differ-
ences in the composition of objects, as one costume has the ornaments
organized on the chest and the other has them arranged around the
waist. This division, furthermore, cross-cuts differences in wealth, the
types used and regional traits. This suggests that these societies were
socially and conceptually seeing women in terms of differences within
chemselves. Moreover, within this large area the construction of two
appearances amongst women was by each regional group made by
exploring the same basic principles of differentiation, although physi-
cally it was expressed through different local types of ornaments and
dress fittings. This suggests that at this point in time the distinction

*  The Bronze Age is used as the main exampie here. It should therefore be stressed that
although the material from this period 15 very rich, the possibility of invesiigating the con-
struction of appearance within other periods is equaily obvious,
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was maintained at an interregional level, that went far beyond local
communities. | have, therefore, proposed that the construction of these
costumes was not solely concerned with gender asymmetry, and that
the differences within women’s appearance may be interpreted as rela-
rively independent of men as it was concerned with the maintenance
and expression of differences within (Serensen 1997). The difference
was between women and not, it seems, directly about their distinction
from men. In fact, this interpretation of the meaning of gender differ-
ences in the Middle Bronze Age of central and northern Europe is
congruent with other aspects of that society where male and female
often appear as distinct and separate categories rather than relational
ones. Research into Bronze Age dress which moves the analysis be-
yond reconstruction of costumes and begins to investigate social sig-
nificance of appearance is a relatively recent development. The potential
of this field and especially the ability to draw connections between
appearance and the construction and communication of identities is,
however, by now obvious.

Much rich and varied evidence of costumes and the construction
and emphasis upon appearance exists for later periods, including tex-
tual descriptions. There are therefore already many studies of these
materials, and large data analyses have been carried out for Roman
and later periods, often demonstrating the intersection of social sta-
tus, age, gender and sex as well as showing the patterns and the re-
gional boundedness of these discourses. Although the specific
implications in terms of gender ideologies have not been routinely
addressed, a few studies have begun to explore these constructed in
terms of a more concise understanding of the involvement of gender in
these practices and the insights this may bring to social relations {e.g.
Lucy 1997).

The importance of gender within such data is obvious, but it is equally
clear that the articulation of gender through the medium of appear-
ance takes many different forms, exploring its varions potentials and
elements. For instance, in the norchwest province of the Roman em-
pire the ‘Gallic” coat was the basic element of dress. It was used by
both men and women, and in that sense the type of dress was uni-sex.
It appears, however, that men’s coats were knee-length while wom-
en’s were worn down to the ankles or calves {Allason-Jones 1989:
109). It was thus first when worn that the coats appeared gender spe-
cific. The more obvious articulation of difference was, therefore, made
through the use of further pieces of clothing and objects, such as shawls,
dress firtings and ornaments. Such further elaboration often seems to
relate primarily to status, which may have dominated the construction
of appearance at this time. The Romans also provide an important
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example of what may be called ‘the technology of self’ (e.g. Treherne
1995} with their lavish attention to the beautification and care of the
body (Carr, personal communication, Hill 1997). This change in body
culture is indicated by the introduction of various types of toiletries,
substances such as perfumes and the common use of mirrors {Allason-
Jones 1989). The potential of these rich data for analysis of the inter-
section between gender and other social concerns, in particular different
aspects of power, is obvious. It would, for example, be extremely in-
teresting to compare the creation of appearance amongst natives and
foreigners during the Roman expansion, and how this reveals the in-
volvement of gender in the politics of colonization and acculturation,
as discussed in chapter 10. The relatively modest but nonetheless ob-
vious regional differences in appearance throughout the Roman em-
pire would also provide an opportunity for analysing the coercive nature
of appearance, and the manner in which gender intersects with other
solidarities such as ethnicity or regionalism. This material also pro-
vides examples of life stage variations in the costume of women within
certain regions (Allason-Jones 1989: 114}, Similar explicit patterns
exist for other periods as well, such as the Bronze Age (e.g. Schumacher-
Matthdus 1985, Shennan 19735), the Iron Age (Lorenz 1978) and later
pertods such as the Anglo-Saxon or the Viking Age {Brush 1988, Higg
1983, Jesch 1991: 14-18), while as yet this is an under-explored con-
cern regarding the Neolithic. The importance of recognizing life stages
rather than a simple gender—age correlation is that this begins to pro-
vide a means of understanding how gender differences are perceived
and readjusted as people’s bodies change, and in particular how men
and women are evaluated as they undergo change, and whether they
are valued and ranked through the same or different variables. For
mstance, one community may think about all its members on the basis
of their contribution ro production, while another may evaluate women
though notions of reproduction but divide men according to their po-
litical power. The Kalabans in Nigeria, as mentioned earlier, are an
example of the latter, and they provide us with an important case
study that illuminates the complexities which can exist and which chal-
lenge simple notions of gender dualities or symmetries. It shows, for
mstance, how in their case men and women in addition to being thought
about through different variables are also subject to discrete hierarchi-
cal orders that are differently bound up with life stages. This differ-
ence is due to all women in principle progressing through all the life
stages accessible to women, while only some men will achieve the higher
positions of power (Michelman and Erekosima 1992: 179-80). In this
case there are therefore asymmetries developing ar several levels: be-
tween men and women and within both men and women. But in addi-
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was maintained at an interregional level, that went far beyond local
communities. I have, therefore, proposed that the construction of these
costumes was not solely concerned with gender asymmetry, and that
the differences within women’s appearance may be interpreted as rela-
tively independent of men as it was concerned with the maintenance
and expression of differences within (Serensen 1997). The difference
was between women and not, it seems, directly about their distinction
from men. In fact, this interpretation of the meaning of gender differ-
ences in the Middle Bronze Age of central and northern Furope is
congruent with other aspects of that society where male and female
often appear as distinct and separate categories rather than relational
ones. Research into Bronze Age dress which moves the analysis be-
yond reconstruction of costumes and begins to investigate social sig-
nificance of appearance is a relatively recent development. The potential
of this field and especially the ability to draw connections between
appearance and the construction and communication of identities is,
however, by now obvious.

Much rich and varied evidence of costumes and the construction
and emphasis upon appearance exists for later periods, including tex-
tual descriptions, There are therefore already many studies of these
materials, and large data analyses have been carried our for Roman
and later periods, often demonstrating the intersection of social sta-
tus, age, gender and sex as well as showing the patterns and the re-
gional boundedness of these discourses. Although the specific
mplications in terms of gender ideologies have not been routinely
addressed, a few studies have begun to explore these constructed in
terms of a more concise understanding of the involvement of gender in
these practices and the insights this may bring to social refations (e.g.
Taucy 1997).

The importance of gender within such data is obvious, but it is equally
clear that the articulation of gender through the medium of appear-
ance takes many different forms, exploring its various potentials and
elements. For instance, in the northwest province of the Roman em-
pire the ‘Gallic’ coat was the basic element of dress. It was used by
both men and women, and in that sense the type of dress was uni-sex,
It appears, however, that men’s coats were knee-length while wom-
en’s were worn down to the ankles or calves (Allason-Jones 1989:

109). It was thus first when worn that the coats appeared gender spe-
cific. The more obvious articulation of difference was, therefore, made
through the use of further pieces of clothing and obiects, such as shawls,
dress fittings and ornaments. Such further elaboration often seems to
relate primarily to status, which may have dominated the constraction
of appearance at this time. The Romans also provide an important
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example of what may be called ‘the technology of self’ (e.g. Treherne
1995) with their lavish attention to the beautification and care of the
body (Carr, personal communication, Hill 1997). This change in body
culture is indicated by the introduction of various types of toiletries,
substances such as perfumes and the common use of mirrors {Allason-
Jones 1989). The potential of these rich data for analysis of the inter-
section between gender and other social concerns, in particular different
aspects of power, is obvious. It would, for example, be extremely in-
teresting to compare the creation of appearance amongst natives and
foreigners during the Roman expansion, and how this reveals the in-
volvemnent of gender in the politics of colonization and acculturation,
as discussed in chapter 10. The relatively modest but nonetheless ob-
vious regional differences in appearance throughout the Roman em-
pire would also provide an opportunity for analysing the coercive nature
of appearance, and the manner in which gender intersects with other
solidarities such as ethnicity or regionalism. This material also pro-
vides examples of life stage variations in the costume of women within
certain regions {Allason-Jones 1989: 114). Similar explicit patterns
exist for other periods as well, such as the Bronze Age (e.g. Schumacher-
Matthius 1983, Shennan 1975}, the Iron Age {Lorenz 1978) and later
periods such as the Anglo-Saxon or the Viking Age {Brush 1988, Higg
1983, Jesch 1991: 14-18), while as vet this is an under-explored con-
cern regarding the Neolithic. The importance of recognizing life stages
rather than a simple gender—age correlation is that this begins to pro-
vide a means of understanding how gender differences are perceived
and readjusted as people’s bodies change, and in particular how men
and women are evaluated as they undergo change, and whether they
are valued and ranked through the same or different variables. For
instance, one community may think about all its members on the basis
of their contribution to production, while another may evaluate women
though notions of reproduction but divide men according to their po-
litical power. The Kalabans in Nigeria, as mentioned earlier, are an
example of the latter, and they provide us with an important case
study that illuminates the complexities which can exist and which chal-
lenge simple notions of gender dualities or symmetries. It shows, for
instance, how in their case men and women in addition to being thought
about through different variables are also subject to discrete hierarchi-

cal orders that are differently bound up with life stages. This differ-

ence is due to all women in principle progressing through all the life

stages accessible to women, while only some men will achieve the higher

- positions of power (Michelman and Erekosima 1992: 179-80). In this

case there are therefore asymmetries developing at several levels: be-
tween men and women and within both men and women. But in addi-
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tion the asymmetries within men have a different basis from those
within women. The social recognition and culrural marking of life
stages through, for example, rites of passage including changes in ap-
pearance, might in fact be one of the main cultural means through
which gender differences are constructed out of individual fives as they
express a recognition of the potential of the human being (for a fuller
discussion of the importance of age see Sofaer-Derevenski 1997, 1998).

A fabric for discourse

Reconstructivist histories of dress are clearly of little use for the un-
derstanding of what dress enables and does within society. They do,
however, make one important point: despite enormous variations, the
complexity of the media used, the changes through people’s lives and
the intersection with other concerns, the dressed people of the past
were generally made to look as particular kinds of persons. Their dif-
ference, moreover, on the most basic level was commonly about sepa-
rating people visually in terms of gender categories. These gender
categories were often further elaborated, articulating other socially
constructed differences between people, but this does not erase or un-
dermine the commonality of male(s) and female(s) categories being
expressed and constructed through appearance. The fact that these
categories may not have corresponded to, or had an ambiguous rela-
tionship with, people’s own sense of self and their sexual identification
is another master,

There are, of course, many other aspects of these materials that would
have affected gender organization as well, and they should also be the
subject of studies. For instance, the production of the items of the
costumes, which involves a multiplicity of stages in the fabrication of
their various elements, and where men and women may be differently
integrated in these processes, is an obvious area of interest. Another is
the importance of cloth as a symbolic medium in its own right. It is
also often a valued commodity and it may have had particular signifi-
cance and affected gender politics due to its role in organized exchange
systems, an aspect already suggested for a few areas such as the Inca
empire (Dransarc 1992: 145), Ur Il Mesopotamia (Wright 1996h)
and Aztec Mexico (Brumfield 1991), or it is clearly indicated by well-
known archaeological sources such as the Linear B scripts for the
Aegean (Barber 1994, Killen and Olivier 1989),

Amongst the many dimensions of clothing, I have in this chapter
focused upon the construction of appearance as an aid to and expres-
sion of difference within society and its role in communicating social
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and moral conventions and traditions. I have furthermore been con-
cerned with considering this medium through its physical properties,
as these are the necessary starting points for an archaeological engage-
ment with the constructions. Variation in appearance must, of course,
be appreciated as a communication about categories; it is about same-
ness and difference. Gender archaeology can therefore explore the evi-
dence of dress, the manner in which it is constructed, including its
temporal rransformations, to investigate how a given society reflects,
maintains and negotiates its perception of these differences and to trace
how these material resources may also be explored in short-term strat-
egies through which such differences may be challenged and changed.




8

The Engendering of
Space

As a child | often visited my maternal grandparents. In their home the
men would congregate in the study, which was my grandfather’s room,
and the women would be in the kitchen. | remember the two places
very differently. The kitchen was bright, big, buzzing with life. | re-
member light streaming through the windows and the noise of the
women talking. The study was dark, smelling of books and dust but
cosy and quiet, withdrawn in waiting.

Gendered space

Space is another physical source for gender construction as it pro-
foundly affects our embodied experience of where and who we are.
An ultimate example of gendered space is provided by Kirkham, who
describes how a hotel in Bilbao had introduced rooms and bathrooms
specifically decorated for the female executive (1996: xiv). Reading
her example made me recall numerous ‘ladies” rooms” in up-market
public places with salmon-coloured walls, the odd pastel watercolour
or print and the single bouquet of dried flowers: the public notion of a
feminine place?

Space and the manner in which it is organized affects perceptions
and action, and in turn it gains meaning which, if subject to routine
practice, sediments as convention. fts organization becomes the spa-
tial embodiment of codes of behaviour dictating where practices should
or could happen. It therefore also affects the creation of difference and
provides a medium for the articulation of prohibitions and permis-
sion. Space thus both affects the sense of individual subjective em-
bodiment and helps to confirm people as members of society and as
belonging to particularly constituted groups. Space is individual as
well as social, and it affects the acquisition of gendered identity and
the negotiation of its content at both of these levels. Through these
qualities it provides an arena for the performance of gender. In addi-
tion, spatial structures ‘exist” at different levels, including their outer
form, their potential meaning and the ways they affect physical action
providing embodied subjectivities. The distinction as well as the rela-
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tionships between such levels mean that the social understanding of
space can be negotiated in diverse manners. In particular, social space
is affected and affective through both its cognitive resonance and physi-
cal impact. Moreover, while the understanding of space is commonly
articulated around boundaries and thresholds, neither their form nor
meanings are fixed, and space, while largely meaningful through its
physical manifestations, is discursively understood and brought into
being as a social stage. These properties, in particular the lack of fixed
relationships, mean that while space produces and enables both the
understanding and performance of gender, its classification, content
and meaning are brought into being only as gender is enacted in space
and through the insistence on its distinction from other potentialities.
As in many other cases of materialization of gender the association
between material and social divisions is maintained by prohibitions,
rules, laws or taboos - since without strong, and routinely maintained,
social conventions, these distinctions have no basis of existence and
will easily disappear. The organization of space is therefore a medium
through which social differences are made and learned, but nonethe-
less also an area through which these may be transformed, distinction
subverted and conventions challenged. In addition, space provides a
physical medium that may be differently interpreted depending upon
the sicuation. It is, therefore, an area of practice where distinctions
may be dormant and evoked only in particular situations, so that, for
example, within the same spatial setting daily practice and routine
bhehaviour may contrast sharply with ritualized or ideological versions
of the social order. For instance, contemporary European seating ar-
rangements during certain church ceremonies are commonly based on
a binary notion of gender, although many other activities have be-
come much more multi-faceted in their relationship to gender. Simi-
larly, within the family it is still common that some of its practices,
such as seating arrangements for Sunday dinner or at major family
events, is clearly gender-based, but that same order is not necessarily
maintained during other meals or family activities.

It is therefore important to appreciate that materialities, such as
spatial structures, are useful media for both the maintenance of and
challenge to social relations. Both attempts at fixture and at revolt
need material means to show themselves. Even transformation and
gradual change in social relations use such forms as their reference.
Spatial structures are not, therefore, reflections of gender relations.
Rather, gender relations are embodied in the way space is understood
and responded to, and space provides a medium for its performance.

The control of spatial access is therefore also an act of in- and exchr-
sion with its associated messages of difference and value. Access to and
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right over space is therefore a political act. This has often been expressed
in political movements and claims. The symbolic importance of access
has recently been interestingly illustrated by the importance that some
feminist groups give to claiming/gaining access for women to Mount
Athos. This Greek peninsula is settled by monks belonging to Eastern
Christian monasticism, and it is a most famous monastic ‘republic’. The
emphasis upon contemplation and a women-exclusive philosophy is a
central element in its self-aware history and sense of purpose — its crea-
tion of a distinctive self. Many communities and architectural spaces
exist that give access to men or women only, but in presenting and
emphasizing itself in the politics of space as a male-only republic Mount
Athos has become a gender-political provocation. Challenging their right
to make such a declaration can therefore become a political act of sym-
bolic importance for women’s groups.

The study of spatial organization is a tradirional topic within ar-
chaeology, where it has been used both to define various kinds of
boundedness and to interpret a range of activities; as a physical frame-
work it has routinely been employed to make meaningful both behav-
iour within a given location and interactions between communities. It
has also consistendy been explored at different scales from the single
feature to territories or large-scale landscapes. Within all these dimen-
sions gender is an instrumental variable. A thorough discussion of the
varied relationships between space, as recognized by archaeologists,
and gender is beyond the scope of this chapter. The following reflec-
tions, apart from briefly considering some of the issues brought out by
the application of phenomenology to landscape studies, are therefore
primarily based upon the built place that may relate to the daily life of
a community. This choice is dictated largely by the fact that we fre-
quently encounter prehistoric communities through this type of remains,
which archaeologists routinely investigate and give meaning to.

Archaeologists, when investigating the spatial organization of dif-
ferent commurities, come in contact with how and at which levels
these communities reflected upon and attempted to codify themselves
and their differently constituted members. In addition, changes within
these structures, as well as contrast between form and practice, can be
observed, showing how through time communities transform or
reinvent themselves in some areas while other elements remaimn intact.

Archaeclogy and space

An awareness and use of space are found early in professional archae-
ology as many of its basic terms, such as location, site or culture, are
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based upon assumptions about space. More particular spatial models
were later developed, some of them clearly influenced by human geog-
raphy. The more specific concern with how social relations and spatial
organization interlink is, however, a more recent development rooted
in social anthropological and sociological debates, together with a
continuous strong influence from human geography, especially the
discussion around time-space geography and spatial logic, syntax and
semantics (for a discussion of these influences in archaeology see Parker-
Pearson and Richards 1994c: 29ff). These developments have, how-
ever, in general not been specifically concerned with the intersection
of space and gender. .

An explicit interest in gender relations was therefore probably first
introduced to spatial archacology through the influence of structural-
ism. Its emphasis upon binary opposition has continued to dominate
much of the work on gendered space, and now includes studies of the
construction of cosmologies as a bounded space or the projection of
the body onto space (Parker-Pearson and Richards 1994¢: 10). This
approach has also provided an important background for work more
generally concerned with the social meaning of space such as Hingley
(1990}, Hodder (1990), and Parker-Pearson (1996) (for discussion see
Briick 1997: 69-75, Gilchrist 1997). As regards gender, the important
critique of such studies is that in their ordering of differences and a
range of activities into opposites or binary structures they tend to as-
sume universal values and behaviours. Gender categories are accord-
ingly treated as fixed and their relationship to spatial organization as
static. Gender as a difference that is brought into being through values
and practices and in need of maintenance is ignored. The processes
through which differences are created and the easy ways they can be-
come fragmented and challenged are not considered. The continuum
of space — the fact that any division may be imposed upon it, and that
therefore it has a potential for meaning rather than irs meaning and
divisions pre-existing — is disregarded, and instead space is presented
as if it has absolute borders and ‘real’ divisions, Despite such obvious
weaknesses structuralism has been extensively used, which is prob-
ably due to its providing an apparent guide to what to look for: divi-
sions into right:left, out:in, dark:light, public:private etc. (see figure
8.1). For an archaeology insecure about its ability to ‘observe” gender
such an option is obviously attractive. Increasingly, however, we have
come to accept that if such divisions are merely abstract, timeless struc-
tures that have little or nothing to-do with how people built and per-
ceived their constructed places then they only aid us in assigning a
universal world order to these communities and they will prevent us
from exploring how people structured and lived within these spaces.
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Figure 8.1 Structuralist-inspired gender interpretation of a Romano-
British aisled hall at Warnborough, Hants., UK. (Redrawn after Hingley 1990;
reproduced with permission of the author and £dinburgh University Press)

The increased debate surrounding the opposition domestic:public (or
private:public) illustrates the progress of such critique. In terms of the
past it has, for instance, been pointed out that these concepts may be
relatively modern ones and therefore potentially inapplicable (e.g.
Arwill-Nordbladh 1998). It has also been argued that there is no clear
division between such apparent oppositions as they are always con-
textually constructed, so that, for instance, formerly public spaces can
become private ones and vice versa (Parker-Pearson and Richards
1994¢: 9). The significant point that arises from such objections is that
spatial structures and caregories are not stable and fixed but emerge
from practice.

Related to this approach, but nonetheless significantly different due
to his critical stand against structuralism and because of his empathic
emphasis upon practice, is the influence of Bourdieu. In particular, his
concept of ‘habitus’ (Bourdieu 1977: 72ff) has been important. He
describes it as ‘a system of lasting, transposable dispositions which,
integrating past experiences, functions at every momentas a matrix of
perceptions, appreciations and actions and makes possible the achieve-
ment of infinitely diversified tasks’ (ibid.: 823, original emphasis),
and he outlines its effect in terms such as the following:
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The habitus, the durably installed generative principle of regulated un-
provisations, produces practices which tend to reproduce the regulari-
ties immanent in the objective conditions of the production of their
generative principle, while adjusting to the demands inscribed as objec-
tive potentialities in the situation, as defined by the cognitive and moti-
vating structures making up the habitus. {Rourdien 1977: 78)

For archaeology, one may suggest, it has been particularly important
that while habitus comprises structuralist principles these are under-
stood as

principles of the generation and structuring of practices and representa-
tions which can be objectively ‘regulated’ and ‘regular” without in any
way being the product of obedience to rules, objectively adapted to
their goals without presupposing a conscious, aiming at ends or an ex-
press mastery of the operations necessary to attain them. (Bourdien 1977:
72)

This means that both agency and the interaction between individuals
and their society become central themes. For archaeology his work,
therefore, adds a dimension which at one and the same time seems to
provide us with the fixity of structures and the fluidity of action and
individuals. ‘It is just as true and just as untrue £ say that collective
actions produce the event or that they are its product’ (ibid.: 82).
Bourdieu’s emphasis upon how the ordering of space and the lived
experience of it enable the ‘inculcation of the habitus’, that is the re-
production of sets of beliefs, values and social relationships including
gender, has therefore been significant for the development of post-
processual spatial studies. This influence has in particular been ex-
pressed in approaches that see space both as the medium and the
outcome of social practice and more particularly as a medium through
which social relations are produced and reproduced (Barrert 1994,
Briick 1997, Gilchrist 1994, Parker-Pearson and Richards 1994¢: 3).

Another major influence has been Moore’s study of the spatial mean-
ing of the structuring of activities within compounds amongst the Endo
people in Kenya (1986, 1987). For archaeology two points made by
this study have been particularly important. The one relates to how
the spatial construction of meaning affects both archirecture and prac-
tice as well as products/debris such as dung and ash; this emphasizes
the wide range of material remains that may be partners ro social and
political structuration rather than merely being meaningless residues
of life. The other {less referred to} point is the clear difference between
the ideal, as expressed through rules and regulation, as well as peo-
ple’s self-representations, and the reality of what actually happens as
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ideals become compromised by the practice of ‘coping’ (Moore 1987).
This important theme, which may be expressed as the difference and
tension between gender as an ideational system and as practices will
be returned to in chapter 9 where I discuss how various forms of con-
tace, as they affect practice, can undermine and erode existing gender
systems, making discrepancies between ideal systems and real ones
obvious and challenging.

More recent developments, while continuing the influences from
Bourdieu and Moore, have also seen increased concern with the unique-
ness of people and the fuzziness and accidental nature of much of their
action. Briick in her analysis of Early and Middle Bronze Age sites
from southern England emphasizes, for example, spatial organization
in terms of the values and understanding which enable people to get
on in the world. In her, and many other archaeologists’, use of Bourdieu
it is the emphasis upoen practice that is being particularly explored
rather than any structuralist principle. To Briick the interpretative
impact of ‘habitus’ is that

The fuzzy logic of the habitus produces a number of possible choices
for strategic action; the agent is disposed to behave in a particular way
but is not constrained to do so. Like a grammar, the habitus works asa
set of generative principles which enable people to deal with an infinite
number of different situations. It is therefore essentially innovative rather
than constraining, although only those strategies that are thinkable . . .
will be followed. {Briick 1997: 74-5}

There has also been extensive interest in how the physicality of space,
and in particular architecture, may be used as a means of structuring
social relations {Barrett 1994, Gilchrist 1994, Thomas 1993). The
categorization of space, its segmentation and division, is recognized
as having the potential to participate in the construction of different
social personae. Social groups can be created through prohibitions of
access to certain sparial structures or locales. Thus categorization of
space also make the categorization and ordering of people possible,
and distinct social identities may be constructed by people’s relation-
ships to this order (e.g. Barrett 1994: 14-17). These effects have, how-
ever, particularly been studied in terms of somewhat abstract ideas of
social roles and power structures, and little attention has been given
to the specificity of how gender is negotiated through spatial struc-
tures. The roles physical structures and the architectural ordering of
objects play in directing people’s movements, interpretation and use
of space may in time prove extremely useful also for the study of
gender.

In terms of gender the important point about spatial organization
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is, therefore, that the physicality of architecture may be used as a means
of experiencing as well as structuring social relations. Space provides
a physical opportunity for segmentation and exclusion. This means it
also has the potential to be both strategically and routinely a tool for
differentiating people. For example, access to certain types of space
may be held exclusively by particularly defined people. The sacristy in
the church is a good contemporary example, and one where addi-
tional importance is added by the lack also of visual access, An obvi-
ous prehistoric parailel is how access to megaliths and participation in
the activities which took place within them may be understood as a
practice of exclusion and control (e.g. Thomas 1993). Other types of
distinction may be founded i social expectation. This is exemplified
by the slightly elevared ‘High Table’, set at right angles to the other
tables, in a traditional Cambridge college which places the fellowship
as a collective above the rest of the college community.

Thus, recent theoretical discussions suggest that through physical
and perceptional responses and the need to marterially frame and an-
chor action and meaning, space is reacted to and made into a mean-
ingful cultural place. The constructed space, its meaning-laden elements,
in turn provide direction for appropriate action — which inclades also
a notion of appropriate actors. The organization of space thus en-
forces notions of social identities as well as providing margins where
identities defined through rights may be subverted. The interesting
influence from Bourdieu is that we are made aware of how the vague-
ness of the refationship between rules or norms and actions in itself
creates new locales and opportunities for action. It is from the ‘space’
berween conventions that new meanings emerge most easily. Social
distinction and differentiation is therefore maintained and recreated
through the control of who can move through or have access to par-
ticular spaces (see also Briick 1997: 59). This means that certain social
roles and power structures are being reproduced by spatial arrange-
ments, but we are also learning that the dynamic, changeable narure
of these categories and the ability to challenge their accepted mean-
ings are of substantial importance for how they ‘work’. The categories
of differences that are created exist only to the extent that people recog-
nize and respect them, which means that the elements most open to
change may also be those most significant in the negotiation of gender.

Another major issue that has arisen is how space affects and is ar-
ticulated through the body. It is argued that the ‘environment exists in
terms of our action and meaning; it is an existential space which is
neither external object nor internal expetience’ (Parker-Pearson and
Richard 1994c: 3-4). It follows, the argument goes on, that archi-
tectural space is a concretization of existential space (ibid.: 4). It is
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obvious, however, that while existential space implies nothing about
routine or physical action architectural space is dependent upon it.
Practice and repetition, the performance of spatial meaning, must in-
tersect for the existential to materialize as form. Concretization there-
fore implies the invoking of form through physical practices and the
construction of meaning through recurrent use (ibid.: 5). Another area
of increased interest is how the structuring of space constrains, directs
or affects interpretations of what a locale is about and shapes the so-
cial relations played out in it (e.g. Briick 1997: 69, Barrett 1994: 13-
32). This emphasis upon the physicality of architecture refers to how
through repetition, performance and practice architecrural space is
made meaningful and creates meanings. Despite the shared reference
to embodied experience the implied concern with routine practice and
social understanding suggested by these debates is subtly bur
significantly different from a more distinct phenomenological approach.

Phenomenology and the landscape’s space

As part of recent developments one can also see a distinct interest in
cognition and phenomenological meaning, particularly in terms of the
bodily experience of space. The development is best illustrated by
Tilley’s influential argument, based on Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty,
about individual subjective embodied experience as a basis for mean-
ing and understanding through Being-in-the-world (1994}. Tilley has
discussed this with particular reference to cognitive space and in rela-
tionship to landscape and large, standing, non-domestic monuments
(ibid.: 17). The argument, however, is, of course, also relevant to dis-
cussion of the built environment in general. Phenomenology aims to
provide a universally applicable interpreration of the nature of Being.
It argues that the material world is constitutive of existence, and that
the body is the centre of spatial experience, so that the ordering of
experience shapes the experience. This means that landscapes should
be approached in terms of the embodied experience they provide rather
than as resource and environment, In archaeology, this indicates a
shift from land or space to landscape and with it a change of concern
with land as an independent variable to its becoming constituted
through the relationship established between human subjects and the
place they act within. Thus the interest has turned towards the cul-
tural acts and perceptions that transform physical space into cultural
landscapes as people map meaning upon their surroundings. Or in
other words ‘space is created by social relations, natural and cultural
objects” (ibid.: 17).
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This has replaced an earlier dominant view of the environment as a
physical resource-area. Such approaches have been characterized by
Tilley as concentrating on variables like relief, climate, soils, water
supply and the seasonable variability of resources and as being related
to factors such as demography, technologies, transhumance systems,
territoriality, control over exchange networks and the social organiza-
tion of economic exploitation (1994: 1). At a rather coarse level it is
correct, as Tilley states, that ‘space has generally been considered as
an abstract dimension or container in which human activities took
place’ {ibid.: 9). The approaches contrasted may not, however, be quite
that polarized.* In particular the importance given by earlier approaches
to the physical properties of the land, and especially their interpreta-
tion in terms of resources, need not imply that space, as place, is con-
ceptualized merely as a passive stage for action and understanding.
For example, when interpreted in terms of subsistence exploitation
space has often been presented as fragmented into a number of sepa-
rate spheres that affected and involved people practically and cognitively
in different ways. Furthermore, recognizing that an emphasis upon
resources can result in fundamentally different understandings of the
refationship between individuals, society and their environments, like
the differences between environmental determinism and Marxism,
should warn us against seeing former approaches only in terms of
their essential sameness. It is correct, however, that earlier spatial stadies
decentred space from agency and meaning (ibid.: 9), but it does not
follow that space in these approaches was nothingness, as Tilley has
argued (ibid.: 11). The recent interest in perception and experience,
does not, of course, deny that land was a resource out of which was
created, for example, food; but it gives hardly any importance to sub-
sistence activiries. Even if subsistence practices are considered to have
heen instrumental in the location of a site, then the practice of living
there, it would be argued, transforms that landscape from being a set
of resources to being a culturally and emotionally meaningful experi-
ence. In the other camp, for example amongst different versions of
Marxism, many would acknowledge the importance of ideology, of
the culturally constructed ties to a place etc., but the land as a means
of production and the ways it is being explored would nonetheless
take a much more central place in the description and undesstanding

+ Filley {1994: 2} states that ‘1 do not wish to set up a pelar divide berween a supposed
economic rationality and a cultural or symbolic logic but rather to suggest that each helps to
constitute the other’. His account of different approaches to space does, however, tend o
present them as opposites (e.g. Tilley 1994: 8). Together with the downplaying of econamic
mmw subsistence concerns in his landscape studies this produces an obvious impression of
polarity.
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of that society. Thus the suggested shift from land to landscape in fact
involves several lavers of change relating to our perception of the na-
ture of society and the importance of different types of practices. It
also affects what are considered primary or even important structures
of society, and it centralizes the individual as the experiencing subject
who constirutes meaning. This changes (and that is why this debate is
of substantial importance) how we understand society. Responding to
current tendencies towards polarized approaches to the landscape it is
worth considering whether understanding (which is not necessarily
the same as explaining), for instance, the choice of a site location is
dependent neither upon any single factor nor upon its potential bodily
experience, Rather, such understanding rests upon appreciating how
a range of individual and group-based motivations, including percep-
tion, social memory and reasons that are by us associated with eco-
nomic rationality, help to constitute each other. This is not in conflict
with a phenomenological approach, as interpreted by Tilley, but as
the approach focuses upon Being its application tends to leave the
multiplicity of meanings and the interaction between self and commu-
nities under-explored. This would be detrimental to a fuller under-
standing of prehistoric landscapes, which are constituted by people
doing things together, in response to each other and former genera-
tions as well as through interactions with natural and cultural objects
and material possibilities.

The role of perception — through the centrality of the experiencing
subject and the production of meaning through bodily transitions or
movements - is an enormously interesting question, One may, how-
ever, argue that as the bodily experience becomes the meaning there is
an obvious tendency for other meanings to become irrelevant or part
of a bland reference to polysemous meanings. There is, therefore, a
tension here between a focus upon individual experience as the source
of all meaning and the appreciation of spatial structures as instru-
ments of difference. The interaction and mutually enforcing impact
berween individual and social understanding is still largely missing
from these debates. Amongst the questions that should concern us
now is therefore, for instance, whether social meaning as pre-meaning
{a meaning brought to experience due to previous {contextualized)
experiences, an emphasis that one may relate to Ricoeur’s arguments
about pre-understanding; for an archaeological application see Arwill-
Nordbladh 1998: 244-6, also Moore 1990)), affects all meaning.
Until such issues are further explored the contribution from pheno-
menological approaches to the analysis of the construction and main-
tenance of gender seems severely restricted, since gender is both about
Being and its social recognition and contextualization.
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Archaeology, despite the considerable general influence from hu-
man geography, shows little awareness of more recent developments
of feminist and geader interests in that discipline. This means that the
symbolic construction of gender in different dimensions of space, which
has been a concern within geography since the mid-1970s (albeit for a
long time marginalized within the discipline), has remained unexplored
by archaeologists working with similar questions. One of the concerns
of feminist geographers seems to be, as in archaeology, the relation-
ship between place/location and identity and gender as social perform-
ance (e.g. McDowell and Sharp 1997). The interest within architecture

in the politics of space has also been ignored {e.g. Colomina 1992).

Further exploration of these debates would probably prove to be of
interest to gender archaeology although beyond the scope of this chap-
ter.

Current theoretical discussion of the social dimension of space has
greatfy enhanced our understanding of how practice is implicated in
how people come to understand their surroundings and themselves.
One can, however, discern two different emphases within these de-
bates which, although probably interconnected and entwined, none-
theless provide us with separate foci for further analysis. They arise
from the difference between stressing practice as experience or as per-
formance. The critical point in terms of connecting this to the intersec-
tion of space and gender is that the former focuses upon the individual
while the emphasis on performance brings us into a collective commu-
nal domain in which performance places the individual within dia-
logues about identity and membership. Gender archaeology in its
concern with an identity beyond individual experience clearly needs
the latter focus. This does not constitute a rejection of phenomenological
approaches to the spatial encounter (that would have to take quite a
different form), rather this is about recognizing what different ap-
proaches help us to understand. While phenomenology may appear
significant due to its clarification of how individuals experience and
make sense of and with the material work around them, it is less help-
ful in providing analyrical guidance to how that experience and inter-
action become part of the construction of differently constituted groups.
In the following discussion I shali therefore try to pursuc this relation-
ship further and in particular to consider how difference may be con-
nected to material possibilities. [ strongly believe that this is where the
gender impact {and therefore also the analytical possibilities) are to be
found within archaeological spatial evidence,

Therefore, in its routine encounter with spatial constructions and
their effects, archaeology, exploring its own tradition, the archaeo-
logical evidence and theories about spatial practice and performance,
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can constructively engage with questions about how gender affects
and are affected by spatial organization. The task is to investigate how
space is already inscribed in the question of/construction of gender.
To address some of this I shali briefly discuss spatial constructions in
terms of houses.

House and home

Archaeologists routinely differentiate material from settlements on the
basis of features, materials, boundaries and other structures found in
association with them. Such differences are interpreted in terms of, for
example, activity areas caused by the spatial ordering of what takes
place within the settlement. Or, alternatively, they are interpreted in
social terms like households {e.g. Clarke 1972}, kinship (e.g. Ellison
1981), gender (e.g. Parker-Pearson 1996) or status and hierarchy (e.g.
Fletcher 1995). As it has become increasingly recognized that space is
an area where negotiation of rights and access can take place, the ques-
tion of how such practices may be identified and analysed on the basis
of archaeological data has become ever more relevant. It is therefore
important to appreciate the implications of current arguments,

The first point to emphasize is that many of these arguments suggest
that the organization of space is a contextual articulation, a material-
ization of relations between elements and concepts. Secondly, it is
important to recognize that the argument that social relations are meta-
phorically mapped out in spatial organization implies that spatial
divisions embody social ones or become their extension or transfor-
mation (Gilchrist 1994, 1997, Moore 1986: 88), and that they may
inform about or provide a model for other concerns within the com-
munity, such as cosmology, belief systems or attitudes towards death
(e.g. Hugh-Jones 1979, Parker-Pearson and Richards 1994b, 1994c).

Examples of the latter are found throughout prehistory as connec-
tions are drawn between the house and death. The house, as a model
of the world and the ‘home’, a place of belonging, is frequently imi-
tated by the space containing the dead. In European prehistory there
are, for instance, many examples of burials using either models or
metaphorical presentation of houses. There are, for example, commu-
nities who make funerary containers in the form of a symbolic house,
like the house urns of the Late Bronze Age in northern Germany {see
figure 8.2) and the Lusatian culture in Poland, or instances where the
deceased is “laid to rest’ in a chamber or room made up in imitation of
an interior architectural space affected by ideas about gender and sta-
tus. The latter is well illustrated by many of the rich Iron Age burials

THE ENGENDERING OF SPACE 157

Figure 8.2 Examples of Late Bronze Age house urns from northern
Germany. {(Redrawn after Oelmann 1959)

from central Europe such as the one from Hochdorf, in southern Ger-
many (Biel 1985). Here the burial chamber appears as a hall-like room,

" its walls draped in textile and the floor covered by a rug and with

various groups of materials ~ a huge cauldron, drinking sets and a
four-wheeled vehicle - “furnishing’ the floor and walls, The deceased
was lying, fully dressed, on a bronze couch (see figure 8.3). The effect
is scenographic space (Olivier 1992: 58}, and the links made between
grave chamber and house are quite obvious. Alternatively, the rela-
tionship between death and life is stressed through a physical link to
the house, as when deceased members of the community are buried
under house floors. This is, for example, known from the Chalcolithic
in southeastern Iberia (Chapman 1990) and from roughly the same
period in the Balkans (Coles and Harding 1979). ‘

The house, and its various metaphoric qualities of home, head and
heart, has long been recognized by many disciplines as a central focus
for the construction of social relations. It is also one of the few areas
of materiality where gender has become well established as a research
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Figure 8.3 The rich burial chamber of Hochdorf, an Early lron Age grave
from southern Germany. The parallels with house architecture and
interior space are obvious. {(After Biel 1985)

focus within archaeology. This line of gender archaeology was devel-
oped by Gilchrist (1988, 1994), who used it to interpret the influence
of social order upon the architectural form of medieval nunneries and
monasteries respectively. The central point made by her work, that
gender is also mapped out in space, has been further pursued by pre-
historians.

The house, with its presumed domestic” activities, has various obvi-
ous associations with gender, which have been approached in a number
of ways. They have been particularly extensively analysed through
structuralist ideas of oppositions between, for instance, inside:outside
or private:public, with different degrees of permeability and transpar-
ency between the two spheres being argued. The house is, however

E

*

Much debate has focused on the term ‘domestic activities/spheres’ and its association
with both women and lower seatus or value and need sot be added to here. {For archaeology
see, for example, Arwill-Nordbladh 1998, Briick 1997, Picazo 1997: 60, Tringham 1991;
for anthropology see, for example, Moore 1994, Strathern 1984.) I use ‘domestic’ to refer
loosely to activites that take place in connection with spaces, such as houses {domus =
rozm.nr where people routinely inreract as well as sleep, eat and partake in a namber of
subsistence, craft and leisure activities. Neither value nor gender association is intended,
although in a variery of ways both were probably read into that particular space throughowt
prehistory.
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primarily an important spatial construct due to irs central involve-
ment with the production of specific kinds of socialized people. This
aspect of the house/household may furthermore have been even more
essential for earlier small-scale societies organized around family-like
units, where the socialization and ‘education’ of new members of soci-
ety were presumably centrally located and based within a core com-
munity. It is important here to re-emphasize that socially established
differences, such as gender, ‘draw on normative understandings and
practices which are linked to accepted power differences and ideolo-
gies’ (Moore 1994: 91). The housethome has obvious possibilities and
means (food-sharing, socialization of children, seating and sleeping
arrangements, access etc.} of acting as a primary (i.e. at the level of the
smallest social unit) location for the exercising of both gender and
power differences based on such understandings. This has led some
scholars to develop the notion of ‘contractual relations between house-
hold members’ {Moore 1994: 91 with references). These contraces can
be characterized by, for example, a sense of agreed understanding of
the form the relationship takes, of rights and obligations, as well as
awareness of options and the possibility of breakdowns. This means
that the household is constituted and maintained through discussion
and agreements and their performance. The obvious parallels between
contractual relations and the concept of negotiation, as both refer
to the act of reaching agreements, should be noted here, as this may
help us to understand the gender negotiations that take place within
domestic space.

Moore has proposed that social anthropology should focus upon
and work out how to examine precisely how bargaining power in the
houschold is significantly affected by questions of power and ideology
(1994 87-8). ‘Archaeologists, in contrast, are in a position to investi-
gate how the bargaining and negotiation taking place within the house-
hold affect and explore its material form. This does not mean, as Moore
warns against (ibid.: 87-9), that the household is necessarily thought
of as bounded, but rather that in addition to its other dimensions it is
recognized that the physical locale in which the household is acted out
provides an additional medium of differentiarion, and aiso thar this
physicality produces thresholds and points of transgression that are of
relevance to the maintenance of differences and their negotiation. Men
opening doors for women in Western culture and the rejection of this
‘custom’ after the 1960s illustrate this well. The door was used as a
spatial focus for the performance of gender difference: waiting for the
door to be opened and passing through it the woman became passive,
weak and demure, placed under male protection and guardianship.
The man opening the door became differently constituted: active,
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strong, full of will and direction, the protector. Challenging this {ap-
parently merely courteous) performance was therefore part of a wider
negotiation of gender roles and values.

Within households, differently gendered individuals coexist, over-
lap and interact, and the maintenance of their difference therefore has
to be articulated through its continuous performance and associated
Q.mglmmnmm. For example, by assigning differently shaped chairs to
different members of an eating community, such as the family, or by
seating and serving them in a distinct order, their distinctions are re-
produced. Therefore, rather than presenting houses as, for instance
women’s domain, we must approach them as spatial nomms,:nno:m
that have the potentiality of being perceived as, for instance, women’s
space if that is how different participants agree to csamnmmwsm them
but also as places that may change their meaning as different z::mm.
happen in association with them.

The ideas of dispersal or (re-)inscription of meaning may be helpful
for understanding how such meanings are made, agreed upon and
.mrm:mmmng. This refers to how architecture halts the dispersal of mean-
ing, constraining its possible interpretations, and it has been variously
explored by, in particular, Barrett {1994), Thomas {1993) and Tilley
(1994). The presence of particular architectural elements that may be
mmma to make connections, visualize transgressions or suggest change
is particularly useful as their ability to affect meaning, by providing a
focal point for its articulation and performance, is obvious. Such ele-
ments are, for instance, buildings, enclosures, fences and hearths, which
define and structure space and constrain what activities may be done
at particular pares of a locale, but in addition such foci are also pro-
vided by partitions, corridors, openings and entrances that connect or
separate specific locations. Architecture therefore provides a physical
form to which categories and meanings can be attached and later chal-
lenged.

A further point that I find relevant here is that the blurring berween
ideal and actual practice does not only relate to the social meaning
assumed to be represented in architecture but also affects spatial struc-
tures and elements themselves as space is never so rigidly defined and
maintained that it does not include areas that are ambiguous and ne-
gotiable in terms of meaning and category. Space, in addition to its
potential objectification of social relations, also involves movements
and points where these relations stop, are not yet brought into being
or become ambiguous. Spatial relations always also involve the con-
mﬂmﬁmﬁ of these relations and that which is outside or excluded. Re-
action to conventions may thus potentially manifest itself at several
levels within spatial relations: in the dependency upoa their continu-
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ous reconfirmation, in its re-enactment and bodily performance and in
the areas not controlled or identified by such conventions. The latter
point can be conceptualized as connections; they participate in the
bringing of people into spatial experience but they are culturally invis-
ibie as they are not categorized. They make possibly the segregation of
difference while their lack of formal recognition suggests that their
future inclusion is a possibility. This confirms the existence of ambigu-
ity within spatial relations: does a room begin outside the door, on the
doorstep, inside the door, and where is inside the door?

Wondering about how a house may affect gender construction and
experience we may then usefully consider properties of space that have
obvious potentials for discontinuities, shifts and negotiation or are
ambiguous. Such locales are, for example, physical spaces where dif-
ferent actions and perceptions may interconnect. This may relate, for
example, to access, permeability, foci, borders and connections, and
they may, as mentioned, cake the form of hearths, walls, doorways,
entrances, thresholds, fences, fittings, divisions or corridors. Houses
are composed of such elements, and singly or in various compositions
they provide us with locations that may be used for negotiating rights
and obligations.

Amongst such possible features, the hearth is particularly interest-
ing as it fixes in space a range of on-going primary activities associated
with the sustenance of the community. It is reasonable to assume that
it ‘acted as an important material and symbolic focus in the life of the
group’ (Picazo 1997: 59), and its central role is often also suggested
both by its location and the ways in which it affected other activities.
As a centre for maintenance activities hearths would also be involved
i continuous and interactive processes of sustenance and socialization
(ibid.: 60, see also argument in chapter § about the relationship be-
cween food and socialization). It is therefore worth noticing that houses
throughout prehistory, while relatively undifferentiated in terms of
internal spatial structures, commonly had hearths and that these often
are centrally located, providing an obvious focus for activities (see
figures 8.4 and 8.5). The forms of the hearths vary widely. They range
from permanent decorated furniture-like platforms in some of the
Neolithic and Farly Bronze Age tell sites in southeastern Europe, such
as those from Toszeg, Hungary (Gimbutas 1965), or the architecturally
embedded and decorative oven/hearths in the Late Neolithic/Early
Eneolithic Vinca culture in the Balkans (Hodder 1990: 60f, Whictle

1996: 116), to much simpler structures composed mainly of the re-
mains of the fire itself. In some areas hearths are associated with vari-
ous apparent symbolic activities or objects. This is, for example, the
case in Switzerland in the Bronze Age where ‘fire-dogs’ with curved-
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up corners, commonly interpreted as representing bulls” horns and
fertility, are found in large numbers in settlements and often in close
association with hearths (Wyss 1971). Within the lake site of Cortaillod-
Est, for example, some ninety-six of these objects were found amongst
the houses (Arnold 1986). The social importance of hearths as places
is also hinted at by numerous sites where they are constructed in physical
relationship to each other. This is observed even at very early sires,
like the Upper Palaeolithic site of Abri Pataud (Champion et al. 1984:
70-3) and may even be suggested for some Middle Palaeolithic sites
(Mellars 1996: 295-301) in the Dordogne, France, or Mesolithic
(Maglemosian) sites in northern Europe (Gron 1991). Another indica-
tion of the hearth’s central role is provided by the tendency for their
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FAB Figure 8.4

a Reconstruction of lron
- Age house with oven/hearth
oa\w : structure at Bohuslén,
@ . Sweden. The physical
| : dominance of this structure
: : L e within the interior space of
Gate tower <7/ _ By the house suggests that it
-Ew : would have affected the
ptanning and execution of
many activities as well as the
movement within the house.
b Plan of the Early Iron Age
settlement at Biskupin,
Poland. The circles indicate
the standardized location of
hearths within the houses
{black circles show excavated
hearths, open circles
unexcavated ones).
{Redrawn after Rajewski
1959 and Scarre 1998)
¢ Plan of one of the houses
from the settlement of
Biskupin, Poland, showing
the central tocation of the
stone hearth. {Redrawn after
Rajewski 1959)

¢

location to remain unchanged through several phases of rebuilding
even when this involved the rebuilding of the entire settlement and
took place over several hundred years. This is observed at many well-
seratified sites, such as tell sites from southeastern Furope. Hearths
and their location within settlement units were also often highly stand-
ardized as shown by uniquely preserved sites such as the Early Tron



Figure 8.5 Reconstruction of a Late Iron Age long house from
Ragaland, Norway, showing the dominant position and effect of the
hearth. {(Reproduced courtesy of Stavanger Museum, Norway)
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Age scttlement of Biskupin in Poland (see figure 8.4b and ¢) (Scarre
1998).

This diversity shows both how very differently a basic activity such
as cooking may be organized and architecturally embedded within
different kinds of domestic space, and, at the samc time, how most
often it would have been experienced as central to the house (see for
example figure 8.5). It also shows great variation in how associated
activities, such as the preparing, serving and eating of food, are organ-
ized, controlled and experienced. The ways in which practices such as
cooking are materially anchored within social space is therefore ex-
tremely varied as is also the ways in which it integrates with and af-
fects other domains and concerns within a community. Obviously, the
engendering of such locales and their associated activities would also
be specific. In line with this, Picazo argues for the importance of incor-
porating into their analysis the fundamental roles their associated ac-
tivities played in society. She also points out that maintenance activitics
should not necessarily be assumed to be gendered activities as this
depends upon their social and temporal contexts and articulation {1997:
66). This point usefully pushes us towards analysing such activities
and locales in terms of how they affected and involved gender rather
than aiming at classifying them in such terms. To illustrate this Picazo
refers to Halstead’s analysis of the spatial arrangements of cooking
facilities in early and later Neolithic Thessalian villages in Greece. He
shows that cooking facilities were first located in open yards between
houses and then later were located either indoors or within closed
yards. This he interprets as a change from some degree of communal
sharing of cooked food to preparation and consumption of food being
done for and within the household (Halstead 1989 quoted in Picazo
1997: 66). Her point — and this is where gender becomes involved —is
that “While this shift is dependent on other economic variables and is
related to other production domains, it must be analysed in terms of
the social and temporal consequences within which maintenance ac-
tivities are embedded’ {ibid.: 66).

Houses and their various elements, fixed or fluid, are, as architec-
tural spaces, places for learning who one is, including confirmation of
one’s gender identity. They are the locales where one’s primary rela-
tionship with core units of society is established and worked out. Tt is
important that this understanding of houses informs the archaeologi-
cal investigation of their remains.
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Archaeology. gender and space

Seeing the organization of space as a product of on-going social nego-
tiation {Bourdieu 1977, Moore 1986), as on-going communal projects
(Briick 1997, Evans 1988a), and understanding the extent to which it
communicates social categories and identities make it quite obvious
how space and gender intersect. The point is to recognize how spatial
structure provides a locale in which gender relations, as an on-going
performance, can take place, and ro recognize thar different forms of
spatial architecture provide a more or less open interpretation and
will focus renegotiation, performance, as well as the evaluation of dif-
ference upon specific practices and invest them in particular material
forms. With the increased attention towards gender as a process, as a
difference maintained through practice and as negotiated contracts
about rights and obligations, the intersection between space and gen-
der cannot any more be approached in terms of how the former corre-
sponds to or reflects the latter. Engendering spatial architecture is not
just about how artefact distributions or spatial division correspond to
gendered activities; it is also always about how through the participa-
tion in and performance of agreed meanings people are confirmed in
their gendered identities and how these may be changed. Temporal
changes and transformations reveal how communities reinterpret these
identities and their correlates, and transitional points and ambiguous
locations provide us with pointers towards space not easily dominated
by gender contracts or vulnerable to challenge.

Spatial knowledge and experience is social; it is learned through
processes of interaction with variously constituted we-collectives which
direct and interpret subjective experiences. Individuals are made pro-
foundly social - physically and mentally — through the effect of space
upon the experience of self. As part of this project individuals also
learn and experience themselves as gendered members of communi-
ties, which in turn affects their interpretation and understanding of
their physical and social space.

The argument of this chapter has been concerned with showing that
the refationship between gender and space is not just about spatial
gender divisions. Gender is implicated in spatial constructions and is
in turn experienced through them. Both the nunnery with its spatial
concern wirh seclusion and the apparently undifferentiated long houses
from much of prehistory are informed by gender. Our analysis needs
to evolve towards investigating how gender is experienced, learned
and performed within different types of spatial constructions. We must
also learn to explore how the dynamics within such spaces (whether
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areas of seclusion or undifferentiated space) are always threatened by
transgression and the temporal imposition of meaning. Investigating
the relationship between space and gender as an interaction we will
begin to comprehend and trace facets of gendered life in prehistory
that move us beyond merely its representation.



9

- Contact: the Short-
lived Triangle

When Megan met her new brother for the first time, she brought him
a present, and he had one for her also. One of the stories they some-
times tell each other is about the gifts they gave on that very first
meeling.

Adultery - changing partner

Tt is by now clear that understanding gender as a social construction
means understanding it as changeable and responding to its context.
The notion of negotiation, as contractual arrangements of rights and
obligations, therefore becomes central as gender is understood as an
outcome of on-going agreements that take the form of convention.
The discussion that we began in chapter 8 on contractual relations ~
whether within the household, in terms of labour organization or as
part of sexual behaviour or marital expectations — becomes relevant
again here. Contractual relations are set within a context that defines
the people and practices covered by that contract. This means that
challenges to that context or the inclusion of persons or things not
covered by it are open to interpretation and that their potential mean-
ing or positions are yet to be agreed upon. For instance, marital con-
tracts — as a normative understanding of marital relations (Moore 1994
91) ~ ‘change according to the location of the household in the wider
cconomy’ (ibid.: 91). Whirehead further emphasizes that ‘certam gen-
der ideologies, such as the construction of motherhood, mean that
individuals are constrained as to the kinds of strategies they can em-
ploy in the processes of bargaining and renegotiation, and that this
becomes particularly crucial at moments of rapid social and economic
change’ (Whitehead quoted in Moore 1994: 91). The point 1 want to
extract here is that gender relations as contractual and agreed arrange-
ments, while always under discussion and negotiation, are especially
vulnerable in situations of change and therefore become particularly
volatile in such contexts. .
Contact, in the form of new interaction between people or groups
and thus as an interference in social relations, then emerges as an im-
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portant mechanism of change and transformation of gender contracts
as they affect these agreements. The consequential shifts in alliance,
loyalty and behaviour are well illustrated by the classic case of the
‘triangle’ caused by adultery. Some may find this comparison offen-
sive, but I make it to stress that the changes we are concerned with are
about people’s relationship to each other rather than an ahstract con-
cept of society. Relationships, like that constituted by marriage, are
based on a number of expectations about behaviour involving exactly
such notions of rights and obligations as we have been concerned with
in the previous chapters. The marriage vow, in its different forms,
constitutes a pledge or promise from both partners to behave towards
each other in specified ways; they give away certain rights in return for
certain promises (all of these are primarily concerned with the body
and extensions thereof — ‘henour you’ —or the products of its labour).
This pledge, furthermore, while personal is commonly performed as a
public act. Those committing adultery challenge these promises, and
rights are given to a third party. As a result, established agreements
are fragmented and the gender relations and politics embedded within
them are disrupted. The new partner challenges existing links, and
this is the point T want to stress here in making an analogy between
adultery and contact. The break-up of agreed contracts and disrup-
tion to assumed relationships is what [ aim to emphasize through this
example of a common but nonetheless specific type of social interac-
tion, as one may see this as causing radical renegotiation of social
relationships and as introducing discontinuity in a social system whether
on the scale of a marriage or ‘culture’. This does not imply that gender
is not also being negotiated within apparently harmonious and con-
rinuous situations (as | have argued in the previous chapters). It is the
case, however, that in situations where social relations become frag-
mented gender relations will often become substantially involved and
therefore subject to reformulation. We may therefore be able to iden-
tify situations or periods within prehistoric societies where gender re-
lations become particularly critically involved in social transformation.
Artention towards such situations may in turn further clarify the rela-
rionship between gender and both political and cultural formations.

Contact and innovation

Using adultery as analogy, and as our starting point, we may identify
such situations of fragmentation as when either new partners engage
with each other — they come into contact — Or even sifuations when
new materials and ideas are being introduced to a context. The former
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may have been most starkly experienced during the centuries following
Columbus’s arrival in the Americas and the succeeding colonization of
various parts of the world. Significant contact periods can, however,
aiso be identified throughout our more distant past, including possibly
even such remote “situations’ as the ‘arrival of modern humans’ in Eu-
rope. In such situations, of short or fong duration, existing social refa-
tionships must — voluntarily or not - accommodate the presence of
new partners. The introduction of new forms, materials or ideas repre-
sents a less drastic confrontation, but we may nonetheless see them as
similarly involving a fragmentation of society since the new elements
demand a response even if it takes the form of rejection. Continuing
our analogy with aduleery, we can usefully compare things or ideas
that are not yet part of how a community lives with the arrival of a new
partner: they challenge and may rupture existing relationships. This
means that technological innovations, such as the development of met-
allurgy, or foreign things, like exotic imports, may be potential agents
of change, despite being in themselves inert objects (for a thorough
discussion of the value of things from afar see Helms 1988). As there
are no pre-established roles {rights and obligations) for either such new
people or things they float freely within society and may interfere with
established relationships until they are incorporated and given their
‘place’ in society. The ways things are done within that society and the
relationships between the people doing the things therefore have to be
readjusted — and thus renegotiated - fo accommodate them. Gender
relations will be part of such negotiation.

The impact of contact (people) and the social importance of innova-
tions (new technologies, unfamiliar or exotic objects, and ideas) are
well known ethnographically. Famous case studies include the intro-
duction of steel axes for stone ones in Australia (Sharp 1952} or the
range of activities observed in Melanesia and neighbouring regions
and traditionally discussed in terms of ‘cargo cult’.

The typical prophetic message holds that if people establish social har-
mony and consensus, setting aside disputes and disruptive practices such
as sorcery, then cargo will arrive. . . . Prophets typically prescribed more
specific courses of action to induce cargo’s arrival, including mass gath-
erings on appointed days, the construction of airfields, docks, ware-
houses and new villages, the raising of flag-poles and short-wave radio
masts, burial ar washing of money, sexual licence or abstinence, grave-
vard offerings of money and flowers, military-style marching and drill-
ing and especially dancing. {Lindstrom 1996: 85)

More recently, the impact of missionary activities and of development
- 1 mncemicnd an o anedher tune af neahlemanic con-
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tact due to their ‘interferences’ with the cultures they interact with
(e.g. Moore 1994:102-4).

The various case studies dermonstrate in different ways how contact
constitutes a challenge to social relationships and social organization.
The result is always change, and often it becomes a matter of accul-
ruration. This means fragmentation, collapse or change to local net-
works of power and control, loss of identiry and independence. It also,
however, provides new opportunities for alliances and gives particu-
larly constituted groups {through their bodies, social identities or roles
in production) the ability to ciccumvent traditional practices and routes
of interaction. The study of the introduction of steel axes to the Yir
Yoront group on the west coast of tropical Cape York peninsula in
Australia illustrates this particularly well as it shows how the new
objects challenged the values and power relations which were embed-
ded within the trade in stone axes (Sharp 1952). Amongst other ef-
fects it highlights the disruption of both age and gender hierarchies, as
a2dult men controlled the production and use of stone axes. Women,
who used such axes extensively in their daily routines, were therefore
dependent upon men for access to these tools. The borrowing of axes
was part of confirmation of kin relations and of structores of power
and dominance. The axes became a means through which gender, age
and kin relations were generalized and standardized (ibid.}. The intro-
Juction of steel axes, brought by the missionaries and available to all
gender, age and kin groups, broke the monopoly of adult males and
made women less dependent upon them for their productive acuivities.
The effects upon the cultural and political life of the local groups,
including their gender arrangements, were profound.

The archaeology of contact

The history of the world is a story of different levels of contact be-
rween people. The impact of this upon the construciion and experi-
ence of gender is, however, under-explored. In archaeology, the
importance of contact has either been discussed in terms of the mecha-
nisms and reasons behind the movement of objects (e.g. trade and
exchange), the motivation for movement of people (e.g. invasion and
migration) or more general references to the cultural impact of asym-
metrical cultural relationships and dependencies (e.g. the centre-
periphery model). The gender dimension of such interactions has largely
been ignored, however. Attempts at archaeological investigation of
the impact of contact upon gender relations are therefore primarily
found within the archaeology of the “conract period’ in the Americas
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the native ones were (Trocolli 1992: 95). In their case it was only
through women that native people could ger access to higher social
positions in the society which was evolving, “The establishment of
bicultaral households, through the marriage, concubinage, and servi-
tude of Timucuan women (and women from other tribes as well), served
to incorporate native knowledge and production directly into the Span-
ish domestic sphere’ (ibid.: 99).

It is also common that contact, particularly in the form of coloniza-
tion, affects both the relations of production and its products. This
change is often presented in terms such as ‘colonization altered the
relations of production that were based on the complementary nature
of women’s and men’s productive roles’ (Trocolli 1992: 96). If, how-
cver, we accept that such pre-contact complementary roles are not
naturally given but are themselves already part of agreements, albeit
between partners who are all from within a common culture, then
both the ability and pussible willingness to change become easier to
recognize. If, furthermore, we assume that these women typically were
involved with food and craft production {as many contemporary docu-
ments seem to suggest) then it is also obvious that these are products
that may be desired and needed by the colonizers. Women, who previ-
ously exchanged their products with or through various men, includ-
ing their husbands, may in such situations have gained access to a
wider exchange system which made them less dependent upon their
local hierarchy of obligations. Such situations as the one tHlustrated by
the Timucua people of Florida, suggest, therefore, that the impact upon
women’s lives, upon traditional dependencies and parmerships and
upon society generally is probably more complex and more varied
than the early feminist arguments about the resulting degradation of
women’s role propose. In face, in some contact situations women did
— at least for a while — enhance their position and in particular they
gained more from the contace than native men did. For the Timucna it
is suggested that ‘Eventually, a hybrid, creole culture was the result of
these interactions; the domestic/subsistence sphere was dominated by
native ways {female), and the public sector was dominated by Spanish
(male) traditions’ {ibid.: 99}.

A picture emerges then of differently gendered groups having spe-
cific potentials regarding strategies for dealing with cultural upheaval.
Devens in describing the Cree and Ojibwa people of western Canada
provides a vivid case study of such differences. The pre-contact com-
munities there are described as ones in which gender roles were promi-
nent and ‘permeated all aspects of daily life — authority, productive
and reproductive activities, spatial arrangements, and food distribu-
tion. . .. Each sex was an integral yet antonomous part of the social
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and productive unit’ (Devens 1991: 510). The missions and the intro-
duction of the fur trade disrupted this balance and in some cases even
caused gender-based antagonism as native men and women had dif-
ferent potential gains from their involvement with them (ibid.: 511).
In New Erance, for instance, missions often became a divisive force,
with men wanting to adopt Catholicism and a sedentary lifestyle, but
women resisting the imposition of Christian values and gender roles
(ibid.: §11). The impact of missions {which in this context may be
thought of primarily in terms of ideological and commercial contact)
and how it furthered or undermined gender-based interests was not
everywhere the same, however. It has, for example, been suggested
that amongst the North Atlantic Inuit women were attracted more
quickly to the missions than men were {Levy and Claassen 1992: 125),
and a similar pattern has also been argued for Australia (Sharp 1952).
This may at least in part be due to how pre-existing arrangements
between men and women meant that they might differently lose or
gain by becoming assimilated; gender-based differences in response
may therefore be part of processes of maintaining status and identity
(see also Devens 1991: 512).

Devens also poinrs towards contact as having many different di-
mensions and how therefore differently constituted groups can engage
with distinct aspects of the interaction. The Canadian northwest ts
again an illuminative example as the missionary activities were not the
only form of contact in so far as they were complemented by eco-
nomic ones in the form of the fur trade. This furthered both disruption
of pre-existing social relations and contributed to women losing eco-
nomic status. In this process it was particularly significant that the
Indians’ growing dependence on European goods reoriented male hunt-
ing towards fur for rade, which meant that many female productive
activities, such as processing skin and making garments, were altered
or eliminated. “As a result, the significance of women’s direct contri-
bution to the community’s welfare diminished as their relationship to
the dispersal of fur changed’ {Devens 1991: 512).

Such variations in the effect upon differently consttuted people
would have many reasons. One of these would relate to whether the
colonizers included both men and women, or whether they were men
only or mainly. The former was, for example, the case with the Norse
settlement on Greenland, where there is little evidence of interaction
between settlers and the native people (McGovern 1985). This has
also been suggested to be the case for the Vikings in Russia, where
Stalsberg, on the basis of grave assemblages, has argued that women
constituted a considerable proportion of the Scandinavian population
(Stalsberg 1987 95). In contrast, the Spanish conquest of Mesoamerica
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involved in many instances only or mainly men. Another major factor
refates to how the production of both subsistence commodities and
prestige items was organized locally and the degree of separation be-
tween the products and skills of various people prior to contact. Thus,
in many areas of the Americas it seems that native women’s manufac-
tures often experienced a prolonged market value while men’s manu-
factures were replaced by European goods (Levy and Claassen 1992
111). The same potentials may not, however, have existed amongst,
for instance, the Inuits or Australian Aboriginals due to their specific
food-cultures, where the potential for conversion through a new mar-
ket may have been more limited. While contact causes mutation of
indigenous gender arrangements the specific effect it has upon local
communities is dependent upon the particular contexts in which it is
played out.

Contact period archaeology, despite the need for applying source
criticism and recognizing biases, is privileged in the multi-faceted
records available about the range and rate of changes and responses.
They can therefore also be used to identify concerns relevant for other
times and places where these processes are not as obviously available
for analysis. Relevant and pertinent examples from Europe range from
our speculations about contact berween different early human
populations, such as the potential meetings between Neanderthals and
anatomically modern humans, the interaction between early agricul-
turists and Mesolithic hunter-gatherers and various colonizing and
expansionist movements within Europe, such as those documented in
connection with the Roman empire or the evidence of Viking raids
and settlements, These and many other events, while not all similar to
colonization in the sense of conquest and acculturation, are all about
the meeting of people who are differently constituted and in posses-
sion of different technological skills and themselves formed by and
within distinct ideological and cultural contexts.

To take the spread of the Roman empire as our example, it is imme-
diately obvious that the so-called Romanization process is about in-
teraction. It is about natives and foreigners and the ways in which
they affected each other in a particular time and space. It is also obvi-
ous that gender relations were part of these interactions, as the Ro-
man army, and later settled Romans of various ranks, needed and
desired different things from and relationships with local men and
women. This difference would, furthermore, be in terms both of sexual
and social interactions as well as access to the producers of various
commuodities. In turn, the various interacting groups were themselves
transformed and must be understood and perceived in terms of their
new relationships. The effect of contact is therefore not just the appar-
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ent passivity of acculturation and decline but also takes the active form
of emulation and selection. New ways of being are formulated and the
sense of self and social identities are affected. With the expansion of
the Roman empire into its western provinces of France, the Low Coun-
eries and Britain this is seen, for instance, in the adoption of new styles
of dress and a changing concern with the body and appearance. New
items, such as specific toilet instruments (nail-cleaner, ear-scoop and
tweezer) and perfume, appear, and some of the well-established ob-
jects, such as ornaments, change their form. A few specific objects,
such as razors, have a renaissance in their importance as they become
part of new attitudes towards the body and the expression of social’
identity. The ways in which this both involves a fracturing of existing
gender relations and the articulation of new ones have so far been
little studied. It is therefore only recently that the importance of these
aspects of ‘Romanization’ are being emphasized, causing its analysis
to be increasingly framed in terms of intense changes in interpersonal
contacts (Hill 1997, Meadows 1994). The involvement of and effect
upon gender relations in these processes are obvious.

Technology and the danger of the new

If we take the impact of contact also potentially to apply to other
disruptive efements or phenomena, such as newness itself, ideological
movements or exotic or foreign objects, these other situations may
also be analysed in terms of their impact upon gender arrangements as
social contract.

Okley has pointed out that gypsy women use their special relation-
ship with outsiders to resolve the problem they have of formal subor-
dination to men (Okley in Ardener 1975). “Therefore the disjunction
between the outsider’s stereotype and the insider’s ideal, expressed in
pollution taboos, is to some extent bridged by an exchange of fanta-
sies between the women and men of opposing groups’ (Ardener 1975:
55). The idea that the third partner, the outsider, or that which is new
or from far away, can be an object of imagination and desire (see also
Helms 1988) provides us with a venue of analysis other than merely
searching for suppression and force, as suggested by the earlier con-
tact studies. Contact — interpreted widely and metaphorically, as sug-
gested above — may also be explored in an entrepreneurial and voluntary
manner. It can be a force within, used for redefinition of position and
to challenge established values. The traditional danger-association
where foreigner and young woman are coupled {e.g. ‘Beware of the
tall, dark stranger’) is clearly refated to the potential challenges to
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rights as perceived from within. It is therefore of interest that foreign
objects and foreign contacts are also prestige-associated, and that there-
fore through such items and contacts relationships between communi-
ties can be potentially highly charged and ambiguous.

The challenge to social relarions that may arise from technological
changes illustrates this well, For example, the introduction of both
bronze and iron into prehistoric Europe were complex processes which,
on one hand, involved the availability of physical resources, the know-
ledge and skill to recognize and manipulate these and the organization
of labour needed for the manufacturing and distribation of the new
objects and, on the other hand, the construction of meanings and val-
ues for a range of both new activities and products. Different aspects
of these innovation phenomena have been analysed but the overall
complexity and the interconnectedness of various factors remain ob-
scure. It is, however, obvious that the introduction of bronze and iron
would each in their way disrupt local communities and the way la-
bour was organized and products exchanged. It is therefore interest-
ing that Shennan in his discussion of the social context of Early Bronze
Age metallurgy in central Europe proposes that within the primary
production area ‘copper provided a basis for the emancipation of jun-
ior from elders through the increased prosperity it generated’ {Shennan
1993: 67). It is significant to stress here that reformulation of social
relationships based on age almost inevitably also affects gender rela-
tions as age groups are informed by gender (for an archaeological dis-
cussion of the interconnection between age and gender see, for example,
Sofaer-Derevenski 1997, 1998}, If we agree with Shennan’s inter-
pretation there are therefore various possible gender implications. For
example, the emancipation of juniors must have affected their in-
corporation within other productive activities and in many instances
their labour had to be replaced by that of others. Therefore, while
junior men might have gained independence from their elders, wormen
may have increased their importance within the productive spheres
vacared by junior men. It is also likely that such changes within age
hierarchies and labour would affect not only the age of ‘marriage’ but
also the arrangements of sach relationships. This in turn may have
changed girl’s and young women’s position within the group and given
them greater independence within these arrangements as these were
not solely agreed between clders. Despite such obvious possibilities,
socia! relations in Early Bronze Age central Europe, even when gender
relations are clearly acknowledged, are still largely interpreted through
an assumption of technological change benefiting males and an equa-
tion between this and a decline in women’s position (e.g. Robb 1994,
Shennan 1993: 148-50).
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Such interpretations pay no attention to whether women, individu-
ally and as social groups, may also exploit the disruption of social
relations and the challenge to conventions and norms to their own
benefit in terms of status and rights. It is therefore worth noting that
many of the cemeteries from the Early Bronze Age contain both rich
female and male graves, and that during the Middle Bronze Age fe-
male graves become even richer and more varied in their assemblages
{e.g. Serensen 1997). There are also apparent discrepancies that de-
mand further exploration, such as some extremely rich female grave
assemblages. Such characteristics of the burial rites contemporary with
the proposed changes in social relations do not appear to support the
view that the impact of the new technology caused increased subordi-
nation of women, nor do they sustain the suggestion that internal dis-
tinction amongst women was entirely due to the success of the group
into which they married (e.g. Shennan 1993: 151). Clearly, while a
concern with the fracturing of gender relations during this period al-
ready has been expressed, more detailed investigations of the social
implication of such disruptions are needed. Tt is, in particular, import-
ant to acknowledge thar differently gendered groups may all respond
strategically to technological innovations in order to enhance their
identity and status, and that gendered identity is not necessarily defined
within a male—female hierarchy.

One of the essential factors that must have affected how copper and
lager bronze could be explored in social strategies is the physical scar-
city of the raw materials which means that attempts ar its control are
feasible. In contrast to this, the introduction of iron probably chal-
lenged such monopolies and controls as iron in various forms is avail-
able in most parts of Europe. The social impact of this technological
innovation was therefore probably different and may have become
involved with processes of social fragmentation and regionalism. As
iron technology is more complicated than bronze, it probably also
resulted in the development of specialists and more rigid labour divi-
sions. The impact of these changes upon gender relations has not yet
been considered, although the parallels with the impact of contact
should now challenge us to explore how these technological changes
affected negoriation and transformation of gender relations as new
ways of living together came into being.

Finally, while considering innovations and strange and unfamiliar
objects, the impact of ideas and ideologies should also be recognized
as an important cause of change. The spread of cremation rite during
the Late Bronze Age in many parts of Europe is an important and
interesting example of this. The variability observed in different local
versions of cremation burials provides significant insight into how
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Figure 9.1 Example of cremated bones ‘dressed’ in cloth and buried as
an inhumation grave in a stone cist. (Brondsted 1966 based on Herbst)

different communities responded to such innovations. In Denmark,
for example, during the first few hundred years of this tradition, vari-
ous forms of combinations of elernents from the former inhumation
rite and the new cremation practices exist, such as cremated bones
buried in large cists or ‘dressed’ in cloth or objects being placed in
their ‘correct’ position on the cremated bones {see figure 9.1). This
Aluminates both how different local communities comprehend and, in
turn, translate and give form to innovative ideas and forms of behav-
jour, and it may also indicate who within a local community are first
affected by these changes. It is, therefore, interesting to note that, al-
though as yet not systematically investigated, there appears to be —at
Jeast in some areas — an aspect of gender politics involved in the adop-
tion of cremation rites. In the Netherlands, for example, all the earli-
est cremations are of females {Lohof 1994).

Gender and contact, gender as contact

Gender arises as a result of contact between people. Through forced,
necessary or voluntary interactions between differently constituted
groups, people change their alliance and self-perception. In such meet-
ing, as in the contact between different value systems, people and things
change their positions within various internal systems of valuation
and obligations. Contact will, therefore, often result in basic changes
i areas such as subsistence production; it may stimulate the develop-
ment of new commodities and the adoption of new types of food and

nevw manners of their consumption, and it affects and alters local modes
nl duace
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To help us understand these confrontations and their influence upon
agreements about gender in terms of rights and obligations, various
instances of contact provide us with case studies in which social rela-
tions are being redefined and therefore open both o their own strate-
gic defences and our scrutiny. Contact archaeology, in particular the
developing concern with gender as an active ingredient in changing
social circumstances, helps us to recognize

the necessity of focusing seriously upon the role of agency by indig-
enous peoples in the process . . . consumption of alien cultural elements
is an active, motivated, creative process. .. . both parties ~ natives and
colonists ~ were linked in complex networks of interaction driven by
different logic of social action and interest that produced continual trans-
formations in the regional stractures of power. (Dietler 1995: 90-1)

This does not mean that women were always strategically improving
cheir social status, or that contact always benefited them. On the con-
teary, the range of case studies referred to above demonstrates that the
impact upon local gender arrangements varied enormously. They do
argue, however, that gender relations will always be affected. The pres-
ence of new partners, as well as the introduction of alien cultural val-
aes or of unfamiliar material objects, alters existing social relationships
and in particular those between the sexes (Devens 1991: 512). Past
communities fived through and responded to such interruptions of
their lives and in their response, through the intersection of technolo-
gies, objects, practices and people, we can explore further how within
differently organized societies the gender contract become affected and
renegotiated when its basic assumptions and material basis was being

challenged.
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The Beginning: on
Becoming Gendered

We had a goldfish, She was called Scarlet!

A gendered world, or looking back to the beginning

Te seems so natural that the world is gendered. The notion of differ-
ence that this generates permeates our thinking, it colours our label-
ling of the world around us, and it affects both discursive and practical
actions. Gender is a strong metaphor: some nations are spoken about
as women, peaks in the mountains may be personalized as male or
female, ships are feminine, and many innate objects are gendered. We
live in a gendered world, and while theoretically its discursive nature
tias become increasingly recognized, as a normative practice gender
continues to be performed and experienced. Human societies, despite
their tremendous variability, seem familiar as gendered communities.
But is that necessarily the case? The time depth of archaeology puts
the discipline in contact with humans so deep down in our past that
they are beyond the reach of any of our experiences. These people are
at the beginning of human history. The previous four chapters have
engaged with particular types of human practices through which ma-
cerial culture both communicates gender and involves it with and af-
fects it through practical action. Throughout these chapters, as in gender
literatare generally, the cultural construction of gender is assumed to
exist as a possibility within any society. This chapter, in contrast, con-
siders how studies of the earliest history of humans question the exist-
ence and recognition of gender. It recognizes that archaeology is
uniquely placed for considering the origin or coming into being of
gender as an affect of human interaction, and it argues that these ques-
tions, despite the problems that immediately attach themselves to such
concerns, cannot be ignored. The aim of this chaprer will not be, how-
ever, to engender the Palaeolithic period but rather to contemplate the
central issues that are raised by such attempts.

It is common, at both a popuiar and a discursive level, to assume
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that humans are distinct from other species, and that their production
of ‘culture’ is one of the distinguishing traits. But assuming this uniqgue-
ness immediately gives rise to questions about when and how such
distinctiveness arose and how it - the beginning of humans or cultural
behaviour — can be identified. Gender research, in its continuous refer-
ence to gender as a cultural and social phenomenon and in its rejec-
tion of biological essentialism, assumes this distinctiveness. Thus, the
existence of culture is taken for granted by the study of gender (and ro
some extent also in current discussions of sex) and as an assumption
this is non-discursively embedded within our theoretical foundation.
It follows that if the status of culture is questioned then the assump-
rion of the existence (or at least the nature} of gender must also be
challenged. This point was strikingly brought to my attention through
a paper at the ‘Archaeology of Gender’ Chacmool Conference in
Calgary in 1989, Referring to ‘Lucy’, a human fossil from Hadar, Ethio-
pia, which at the time was one of the oldest known hominids (Hager
1997a: 10), the speaker turned around the question about whether
this was a woman by asking whether Lucy knew she was a woman,
and thus challenged the whole notion of gender. This question stresses
at the level of the individual thar knowing that one is a woman is a
cultural knowledge.

The search for origin is in many ways simplistic as well as ideologi-
cally corrupt. The critique raised in response (see for example Conkey
1997, Dobres 1988, Hager 1997b, Nelson 1997) shows how such re-
search ultimately serves presentist purposes and in particular how it
invests current or recent gender systems with roots, and thus legit-
macy, by presenting them as permanent and essentially static. These
are serions laws and consequences. Despite these problems the com-
ing into being of that which we recognize as a cultural response to
difference between people is a central concern due to the dependence
of gender on culture itself. As archaeologists we have to accept that
the time depth we cover makes it our responsibility to engage with the
question of where and how gender enters society as a distinct practice
and concerns that are given material form. Recognizing the limitation
of this question and the almost unavoidable tendency of our analyses
heing affected by notions of progress, uniqueness and evolutionism, 1
nonetheless suggest that this is an important field that may substant-
ate our understanding of gender as invested in and invented through
cultural practice.

Partly in recognition of this, gender concerns have been more clearly
articulated and more widely recognized within Palaeolithic research
than in other periods of prehistory. In addition, during the 1970s the
man-the-hunter model, which had become increasingly dominant in
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interpretations of early human societies, provided a well-defined point
of gender debate. With the new awareness of the cultural embeddedness
of gender relations one could now turn to this seminal period with
new questions and critiques of previous assumptions. One obvious
line of concern was ‘has there always been gender? when and under
what conditions and in which contexts does gender come into exist-
ence?’ (Conkey 1991: 87, n. 4). Another approach, and one now seen
within all periods, was to investigate gender relations as expressed
through the production, use and discard of material objects. This ap-
proach often became preoccupied with demonstrating the presence
and active contribution of women and re-evaluating their importance
{for instance o subsistence production) against that of men. As a re-
sult much attention was given to the production and the dietary value
of various resources, Alternatively, the focus was upon assigning tool
kits to each gender. The obvious importance of these studies was their
attention to women’s contributions and how they gave value to hith-
erto invisible activities. They were also, however, limited by their sim-
plistic equation between importance and contribution in terms of calorie
intake or by proposing rather static gender divisions of labour. Clearly
much of the early gender research regarding the Palaeolithic arose out
of the desire to include women in the past, to demonstrate their pres-
ence in the archaeological record and thus to locate them as past of
our ancestry and roots and to argue for their contribution to our his-
tory. Zihiman, who played an important role in these early discus-
sions, has stated that the models were developed in response to the
data rather than due to feminist influences (Hager 1997a: 6). They
were, however, in essence, similar to the discipline’s general responses
to contemporaty influences. The further development from this early
challenge also follows the same trends as the discipline in general as
the two fields of feminist critique and reinterpretation have been the
focus. The latter has in particular aimed at engendering part of
Palaeolithic assemblages and especially reinterpretations of early “art’.

Feminist critique

To arrive at an engendered interpretation of the Palacolithic it was
first necessary to ‘weed out’ blatantly sexist assumptions and to de-
velop a critical and reflexive understanding of how the existing inter-
pretative framework had been constructed: which were its empirical
foundations, what was its theoretical underpinning and were some of
its assertions merely assumptions? Increasingly other biases, such as
Furo- or ethnocentric ones, have afso been recognized as deeply en-
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trenched both in how we organize data and how we reach interpreta-
tions (e.g. Conkey 1997}. The general feminist critique of science has
also extended to Palaeolithic research, often with the result that ap-
parent facts are revealed as contingent upon a set of gender assump-
tions, forcing us to recognize the inferential basis of much knowledge
about early humans, their behaviour and their societies (Hager 1997a:
3-4, Wylie 1997: 44ff). As a result, the epistemological basis as well
as the ontological framework of Palaeolithic research has been sub-
stantially challenged. This has in particular increased awareness of the
contemporary and political assumptions used, and, more rarely, it has
even assailed our basic notions of gender and identity as well as ques-
tioning the relationship we establish with past people, turning them
into an object subjected to our gaze {Conkey 1997).

Reinterpretation: Labour division and task-differentiation

One response to the invisibility or assigned insignificance of women
in the Palacolithic has been to focus upon developing methods, such
as the task-differentiation approach, in order to generate new insights
into gender relations through the study of roles and in particular
labour division. As employed within Palaeolithic studies, the task-
differentiation approach (which became influential through the em-
phasis given to it by Conkey and Spector (1984)) uses universal
assumptions about task-differentiation in hunter-gatherer societies
especially, but also male and female task associations more generally,
to argue logically for the importance and contributions of women in
Palaeolithic societies. This focus is strongly affected by the central role
that labour division by gender, in combination with a pair-bonding
mating system, has played in many models of hominid evolutionary
adaptation. Such models are usually based on the assumption that
gender is a basis for labour division both practically and symbolically
(Zihlman 1991: 64) and thart thisis a universal phenomenon (Binford
1992, Willoughby 1991: 284).

Such approaches are well illustrated by Conkey’s study of the
Magdalenian {Late Upper Palacolithic) rock shelter at Cuerto de la
Mina in Spain (1991). Rather than demonstrating the presence of
women, her concern was to explore how the material culture revealed
a range of different activities and contexts which were likely to have
involved gender. The interpretation builds upon a set of propositions
such as accepting that the rock shelter was a seasonal aggregation site
of otherwise dispersed hunter-gatherers and assuming that such sites
are likely to be locales where a larger than usual aumber of people
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came together, and therefore constitute a context in which gender con-
cepts and relations were brought into play (Conkey 1991: 72). The
study is one of the clearest advocates of an approach where ‘engender-
ing’ is not dependent upon the physical identification of women. A
more detailed account of the interpretation is therefore worth outlin-
ing to identify how gender can be introduced to a typical and appar-
ently genderless Palaeolithic assemblage.

Conkey looked at the site in terms of a group of people who en-

gaged in diverse productive activities and amongst whom socially
meaningful differentiation along the lines of sex and age is likely (1991:
73). The sample of worked bone and antler from the site shows that
extensive bone- and antler-working took place; harpoons were manu-
factured and their perforations suggest the making and use of cord,
string, line and by extension perhaps even weaving (ibid.: 76), a tech-
nology also indicated by the many needles. Incomplete needles suggest
that they were produced within the site. Other bone and antler im-
plements may have been for the making of nets and cordage. Activities
on the site included lithic working, shaft-straighrening (batons), hide-
working (scrapers), vegetation-processing (scrapers), bone- and antler-
engraving (burins) and the use of compound tools (microliths, antler
tools). Other acrivities were carried out outside the site: perforating
shells and teeth, obtaining pigments, antler and bone, hunting and
gathering from a variety of ecosystems, butchering and processing and
so forth. Ir is unlikely that these activities were all monopolized by any
one group or individual. Conkey, therefore, proposed that social
differentiations had to be ‘at work’ (ibid.: 77f}. Using ethnographic
analogies she suggested that women were involved with productive
activities involving string fines, cords and weaving. She also proposed
that one may assume that those who use certain tools and facilities are
likely also to be those who are primarily engaged in their manufacture
and maintenance. This simple assumption (with which one may not
agree, but which certainly is possible) broadens the whole area of wom-
en’s involvement, despite the original conservative assumption about
women being associated with cord and string. She summarized the
picture of women’s active engagement with several levels of produc-
tive activities as follows:

First let’s assume that adult women with young children were primarily
the makers of cordage, nets, and ‘lines’, and were primarily engaged in
the activities associated with the use of these products: making of “cloth-
ing’, storage bags or sacs, sewing sections of hide together for ‘tents’;
collecting and transport of shellfish with nets; use of cords in harpoons
for fishing; collecting plant resources for cordage; setring ‘net’ fences
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and traps. Thus, these females would be making their own scrapers for
hide-working, their own needles, and their own harpoons for fishing.
This implies that they had to work at least some blanks of antler and
flint or quartzite for such implements. From their involvement in shell
fishing, these women would be associated with the perforating of shells
for wearing, attaching to ‘clothing’ and/or exchange of shells that ex-
tend over great distances. {Conkey 1991: 78)

Conkey furthermore suggested that these technologies are simultane-
ously partitioned by the occupants and generating such partitioning,
and that such division gives rise to both social order and tension inas-
much as the different tasks have to be scheduled and may be depend-
ent on each other.

The interpretation suggested is not surprising; but it is satistying
and stimulating because it does not make imaginary jumps, it relies on
conventional assumptions about labour divisions, and it even man-
ages to make sense of material from an old excavation {the site was
excavated in 1914} and yet it presents women as much more actively
and fundamentaily engaged in the maintenance of their commumities
than is common. It also suggests that there were arcas of tension through
which gender ideologies may be transformed. As a case study, it is also
important for demonstrating that the engendering of the past is not
dependent on new excavation techniques or other methodological de-
velopments; it is contingent upon sensitivity towards the issues and an
ability to ask questions differently.

Gender research and the origin of humans

Much research has been invested in the question of the origin of hu-
mans and in the separation of different stages of human evolution and
thus the degree of humanness. Such stages may be indicated by, for
instance, activities such as hunting, tool use, bipedalism or ‘signifi-
cant’ morphological changes such as increase in brain size, as when
873¢ is used as the transitional size between Homo habilis and Homo
erectus (Lewin 1989: 128). From the time when bipedal hominids
walked over the lava flow at Laetoli in Tanzania (Champion et al.
1984: 26) some 3.8 million years ago and until so-called ‘modern hu-
mans’ appeared in Furope {and other parts of the world) the human
fossil record and a limited range of simple objects are the only data
available for study. Research, concerned with locating the origin of
specific defining aspects of our humanness therefore commonly uses
evolutionary theory and comparative primate biology to reach con-
clusions (Marchant 1991: 50, Zihlman 1991). The nature and aims of
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this research cause it ro be typically concerned with morphological
differences {degrees of sexual dimorphism, for instance) that are inter-
preted also in terms of behavioural differences such as sexual division
of labour. The central role given by such studies to sexual behavioural
variation means that the origin and evolution of sex differences has
become a distince area of research. Therefore, although the remains
from this early phase of human history provide neither direct evidence
for social differences between people nor contain clear and repetitive
cultural expressions, gender has become an issue in the interpretations
proposed.

Some of the earliest and most prominent feminist contributions ro
Palaeolithic archaeology can be directly connected to this debate and
took, as mentioned, the form of a critique during the 1970s of the
man-the-hunter model (for a feminist discussion of this debate see, for
example, Balme and Beck 1993, Hager 1997a). This interpretation,
while having roots back in the nineteenth century, developed into a
distinct evolutionary model during the 1960s (for detailed discussion
of this development see Hager 1997a, Nelson 1997: 71ff, Zihlman
1997). Seeing hunting (and meat-eating) as a behaviour that set hu-
mans apart from other primates, research focused upon evidence of
hunting and its resulting development in hunting technology and so-
cial organization, and these changes were interpreted as evolutionary
adaptation (Washburn and Lancaster 1968). As hunting, for various
reasons, but often including references to women’s role in reproduc-
tion and child rearing, was firmly associated with men, such cultural
and social developments were similarly associated with them. The first
wave of reaction focused upon arguing that woman-the-gatherer pro-
vided a major part of the diet, formed the core social unit (the mother-
child relationship} and were inventors {(Hager 1997a: 6). Influential in
this development were the works by, amongst others, Dahlberg (1981),
Zihlman and Tanner (1978) and, for archaeology in particular, Slocum
(19735). The reasons for these responses were dissatisfaction with how
women’s contribution to seciety was assigned and in particular how it
was evaluated, and their aim was to demonstrate the vital role women
had as procurers and inventors, rather than merely being nurturing
members of their communities. Their underlying importance within
the Palaeolithic debate was both substantial and specific inasmuch as
the man-the-hunter model had come to imply that hunting was an
evolutionarily significant activiry resulting in morphological, techno-
logical and social innovations (e.g. Washburn and DeVore 1961,
Washburn and Lancaster 1968; for a discussion of the development
of this model see Zihlman 1997). Hunting by men was, the models
argued, directly responsible for the sexual division of labour, food-
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sharing, co-operation amongst males, planning and developing tech-
nical skills associated with human societies (Willoughby 1991: 285).
Men were evolutionary adaptive, while females were made peripheral
to evolutionary history (Hager 1997a: 5). These works, both the origi-
nal ones and their critiques, are now generally held to be too simplistic
in their assertion of women’s roles and significance. It was an mmpor-
tant debate, however, as it resulted in a substantial challenge to
androcentric thinking and gradually brought more aspects of social
life into the debates by focusing, for example, upon sharing and more
complex forms of labour division (Hager 1997a: 7-8).

That these discussions are affected by notions of gender is clearly
not due to the character of the cultural material associated with early
human history, rather it is caused by the observation and expectation
of morphological sexual differences and by the way these render them-
selves open to political interpretations (i.e. interpretations in terms of
social meaning and impact). Responding to the interpretative chal-
lenge of sexual differences amongst early humans, recent feminist stud-
ies try to reinvest these relationships with different meanings. This
includes more detailed attention to how the special role assigned to
women, by virtue of their reproductive abilities and associated behav-
iour (such as the mother-infant relationship (Marchant 1991: 501, 1s
not necessarily static and may be affected by life-stage changes. An-
other line of research uses morphological comparisons between pri-
mates and early humans to reconsider the notion of labour division by
sex on the basis of more recent studies that provide accounts of far
more complex behaviour, including food-procuring and sexual activi-
ties, amongst primates, than was previously agsumed (HMager 1997a,
Marchant 1991). Such studies may begin to question the taken-for-
granted assumption of labour division by sex that underlies models of
early human evolution. Concern with how separate tasks may have
different but not therefore necessarily unequal status is also likely to
be of relevance, renewing debates about the foundation and reasons
for asymmetries.

In addition to these debates, recent feminist critique has added
political awareness to these studies as they are concerned with how
origin research has aimed either to show our distinctiveness as hu-
mans or our progress and how in doing so we link the most remote
past and the present. This means that the past is used to lend legitimiza-
tion and permanence to present gender arrangements (Conkey 1997)
and farthermore that these easily rake on the form — through their
distribution by mass media (Conkey 1997, Moser 1998 ) - of sub-
limated messages about what is right and natural {(Nelson 1997: 65).
Conkey, for example, criticizes origin research for looking for the
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origin of categories that are defined at the onset (1997). Similarly there
is a growing concern with the ways in which this research is couched in
terms of a specific identity dominated by a concept of women as sec-
ondary or supplementary {e.g. Dorse 1997: 3}, Feminist involvement in
origin research has therefore been particularly active and articulate in
pushing for a solid critique of how ideas about the remote past are
influenced by modern assumptions about human pature (Willoughby
1991: 284) and modern organizations of sociat relations (Zihlman 1991).
The impact of such contemporary assumptions ranges widely. Hager,
for instance, argues that bias may enter when sexual dimorphism in
modern human skeletons is assumed to mirror that of the earliest
hominids, which means that we are consistently assigning our own dif-
ferences to people in the past even to the earliest ones (1997a). The
influence of contemporary assumptions also means that sexual relations
amongst early hominids are often interpreted in terms of pair-bonding
m such a manner that this is often a euphemism for ‘marriage’, thus
assigning a very specific social institution to the past (Zihlman 1991).

Gendered cultural expression and practice during
the Upper Palaeolithic

Within the debates about the earliest humans the appearance of ana-
tomically modern humans is often seen as a particularly important
threshold in our early history: at this stage humans became recogniz-
ably human beings and cultured. It is therefore upon this part of the
Palaeolithic that I shall particularly focus in the following discussion.®

The creation during the Palaeolithic of images that represent some-
thing distinct, and in particalar representations of human beings, has
for a long time been given special attention both professionally and
amongst the general public. Such expressions have been used as an
undeniable proof of the cognitive abilities of modern humans and in
turn emphasized as our opportunity to gain insights into the Palaeolithic
mind {e.g. Leroi-Gourhan 1968}, Their reasons, content and messages
have been intensely disputed, and their production and material quali-
ties analysed (for general overviews see Bahn 1998, Bahn and Vertut
1988). Recently, various groups of feminists have added cheir voices,
and many gendered interpretations of the material exist.

* In this chapter alternarive claims about the earliest modern humans are not considered.

This is because the points made are not dependent upen origin and earliest in that sense but
rather rest upon the observation of early recurrent practices that associare people and mate-
rial signs resulting in a materializazion and machination of gender as one kind of difference.
That this happened at different times and in various places is entirely possible.
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Painted and engraved surfaces and movable objects are found from
certain periods of the Palaeolithic and in different parts of the world
(Bahn 1998, Conkey 1997). One of the earliest and most distinct con-
centrations is the paintings from caves and decorated portable objects
from the Upper Palaeolithic {40.000-10.000 sr) in Europe and Eura-
sia. The cave paintings and engravings (parietal art) are concentrated
in France and northern Iberia with fewer examples along the Mediter-
ranean and in Russia. Decorated ornaments and objects {portable art)
are found more widely, with several distinct concentrations in western
and eastern Furope and Furasia (Bahn 1998, Bahn and Vertut 1988).
At a general level all these different expressions reveal cognitive abili-
ries amongst Palaeolithic people. They are, however, also more specific,
and there is much variety both between categories of expressions, such
as cave art® versus portable art, and within each category in terms of
their production, depositional context and the elements used in their
compositions. The cave paintings, for instance, are mainly composed
of more or less naturalized images of animals, geometric designs and
outlines of hands. The engraved objects often combine a three-dimen-
sional form, both figurative and non-figurative, with geometric de-
signs, indistinct patrerns or imitations of physical things such as hair.
Ornaments, understood here as objects that could be used by humans
to wear, are often decorated in geometric designs, are made in imita-
rion of physical objects such as canine teeth or are without any obvi-
ous pattern beyond perforation or other means of actachment.”*

Conkey has very succinctly warned against interpreting these vari-
ous data detached from their contexts of use and against understand-
ing them as isolated pieces of art, as this would give their reasons and
meanings an essential sameness that is probably inappropriate. She and
others (e.g. Dorse 1997) have also emphasized the diversity wichin the
data as it is neither temporally nor geographically either a bounded or
a unified phenomenon (Conkey 1997). The known objects are clearly
varied, in particular they must be recognized as belonging to a very
long time period and as being found over a vast area. They are not
distinct phenomena defined within a concentration of time and space;
neither, however, are such objects just individual, single pieces either
evenly or randomly distributed throughout the Upper Palaeolithic in

* While the term ‘art’, with its connotation of a Westery sense of intentionality, sensitiviey
and the singular artist is misleading (Conkey 1997}, it is nonetheless used here as a short-
hand reference o the kind of archaeological data that is commosly placed within this
risbric.

** This is not meant as 2 Hst of ali types of portable and parietal art from the Palacolithic;
rather it refers to the objects in terms of caregories that may usefully mform us abour the
presence and culraral articulation of gender awareness and relations during this time.
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Figure 10.1 Reconstruction of one of the costumes from the Sungir
graves, showing the use of beads as attachments on clothing. {Redrawn
after Ladier and Welté 1995)

Europe and Furasia. In fact, they cluster in certain areas and are at
times found in large numbers on specific sites, such as Kostenki in Rus-
sia, or in individual graves, such as some of the Sungir burials, Russia.
In the latter, for example, some graves have several thousand beads,
and in some the arrangements indicate that beads were sewn onto indi-
vidual pieces of clothing (e.g. Bahn and Vertut 1988: 72) (see figure
10.1}. This suggests that while we acknowledge their diversity we should
nonetheless also recognize how at some locations such objects — through
particular practices and repetitions of forms — became part of a reper-
toire. They were often not a singalar spontaneous creation, as may be
suggested by the emphasis upon their diversity, but were part of a cer-
tain practice and a specified material form. Therefore, while agreeing
with Conkey’s objections to standardizing the objects through our in-
terpretative engagement, such objects nonetheless seem to provide an
important opportunity for questioning the social recognition of self
and responses to differences between people early in human history. I,
therefore, seems to me that these material remains must play a role in
our attempts at understanding what gender is, how it constitutes itself
and how it is enacted through material objects at this early time. Fus-
thermore, following the argument of chapter 5, which proposes that a
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central aspect of gender is how people materialize themselves - whether
as an individual or as a social person is not essential here — the appear-
ance of objects for personat adornment and of figurines is an enor-
mously interesting and intriguing cultural expression that for the first
time is consistently given form during the Upper Palaeolithic.

Ornaments: technology of the self

In many of these later Palaeolithic socicties people used beads and
similar apparently decorative objects. Such objects, their perforations
suggesting they were pendants or attachments upon clothing (see fig-
ure 10.1), can reasonably be interpreted as personal adornments, that
is, they were worn by a person and added to that person’s appear-
ance.” This suggests attitudes of care and attention towards the body
and thus a culturation of the self. This is further supported by the
indication of elaborare hairstyles on some of the figurines, such as the
famous one from Willendorf, Austria {see figure 7.3) or the head from
Grotte du Pape, France (see figure 10.2}. As the evidence is sparse and
spread over time and space the exact interpretaton of such adorn-
ment is not agreed upon and should, probably, not be attempted; none-
theless ornaments do provide significant pointers towards perceptions/
fabrications of the person in these early communitics.

These ornaments are commonly interpreted as part of the Upper
Palacolithic ‘package’ of cultural innovations and developments. White,
who has worked extensively with beads from the Palaeolithic, for ex-
ample, states that ‘the invention of material forms of representation
went hand in hand with a major social rransformation across the
Middie/Upper Palaeolithic transition in Europe’ (1992: 537). Some
scholars (e.g. Bahn and Vertut 1988: 71f) argue, however, that the use
of beads and other personal ornaments may go further back in time,
although it is clearly first with the Upper Palaeolithic that they become
common and regularly used within some communities. Its significant
importance during this time is therefore not necessarily as an innova-
tion in material culture {contra LaBouff 1997, White 1982), but is
rather due to the ways in which the practices associated with such
objects within some communities become normalized and part of
routines. It is through its extended social usage and recognition, rather
than merely through its existence, that the Upper Palaeolithic orna-
ment may have articulated new concerns and certainly confirmed and

* This does not exclude possible fanctions, such as magic or initiation. The object adds w
the appearance, but the meaning assigned to the addition is culrurally specific,
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Figure 10.2 The human head from Grotte du Pape, France. The pattern
on the head suggests that some Palaeolithic communities gave attention
to dressing the hair. (Reproduced courtesy of Musée des antiguités
nationales, Saint-Germain-en-Laye, France)

expanded its forms. It is therefore probably useful to acknowledge
that this is a blurred threshold in terms of whether particular objects
and practices may be found earlier and to maintain nonetheless tha
we, at this time, see a qualitative departure in terms of changes in how
objects are made and what is made of the existence of objects. Thus it
may be possible to reconcile the various attempts to reject the Upper
Palaeolithic phenomenon as a sudden appearance (Bahn 1995/96) with
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a strong argument for marked changes at this time in terms of how
people expressed themselves and the concerns and practices of com-
munities (Mellars 1989, 1996). This coexistence of gradual change
and temporal intensification of certain practices may be helpful for a
discussion of gender and personhood in the Upper Palaeolithic.

From around 40,000 sp pierced or perforated animal teeth, vory
and bone fragments, stones and shells were used as beads widely in
Europe with early appearances particularly concentrated in Aurignacian
(40,000-28,000 wp) assemblages in France, Belgium and Germany
(White 1992, 1993). The beads and pendants have been discussed in
terms of raw matertal use and manufacturing rechniques, demonstrat-
ing the long-distance exchange involved (White 1989). For example,
at the site of Kostenki on the Don River in Russia there were shells
from the Black Sea, while at Les Eyzies, southern France, shells were
found that came from Mediterranean locations 300 km south of the
site and from the Atlantic (Taborin 1993). The efforts dedicated to
their production, the level of standardization as well as various quan-
titative assessments (well over 10,000 pierced ornaments are known
from the Palaeolithic, P. Mellars personal communication) have also
been subject to analysis {e.g. White 1993). An important point arising
from these quantitative data is that while there may be many levels at
which the use of beads was individually negotiated and their materiality
responded to, they nonerheless were not merely the resule of a sponta-
neous reaction to a situated material possibility such as ‘I find a shell
with a hole in and put it on a string around my neck’. Long-distance
exchange may have other reasons than the objects gained, but the wide-
ranging exchange, rogether with evidence of deliberate and meditated
production, shows, nonetheless, beads as standardized items integrated
in a material and cultural repertoire. There is, for instance, evidence
that “In general ivory and steatite boards were produced by a set of
regionaily specific highly standardised techniques’ (White 1992: 554),
that the use of material was based on ‘choices’ {ibid.: 549), and that
basket beads were ‘mass’ produced (ibid.: 550-1). Such qualities show
that beads within some communities had become part of the culnural
universe; during the Upper Palaeolithic beads and perforated orna-
ments became things to think and act with. It is therefore appropriate
that their communicative and symbolic roles are recognized as an im-
portant dimension of these societies (e.g. Mithen 1996}, and it is obvi-
ous that the ways in which they may have been involved in the
conception, creation and legitimization of group and personal identi-
ties should be subject to analysis {LaBouff 1997, White 1992).

It is worth emphasizing that these ornaments, while personal, were
not individualistic, although regionally distinct forms exist (White
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1993), and that their use probably was restricted to being worn as
pendants or attached to clothing (LaBouff 1997: 5). In that sense they
may be thought of as body ornament, which as ‘personal adornment
is one of the most powerful and pervasive forms in which humans
construct and represent beliefs, values and social identity’ (White 1992:
$39). In this emphasis, there is a danger of seeing ornaments as a di-
rect reflection of social identities, causing Palaeolithic beads to be in-
terpreted in terms of social ranks and hierarchical differences as.opposed
1o emphasizing how they are elements of a technology of self and body.
The beads suggest awareness of the self and of differences and simi-
larities between different selfs, and, furthermore, this is an awareness
that is instrumentalized through material constructions and elabora-
tion. Wearing beads one makes oneself into a cultural construct. For
our understanding of the beads it is, however, important to recall that
they were removable items, a quality discussed in chapter 7, which
means that they had no permanent relationship to the body (Serensen
1997 Their presence, rather than being a fixed marker of the per-
son’s identity, may therefore bave involved eemporal communication
indicating time, events, roles or even mood. The fact that they were
common means that they became integral to a commonly and com-
munally understood and agreed behaviour, and it is in that sense that
they were meaningful in a manner that we c¢an trace.

The use of ornaments is not the same in all parts of Europe. First,
there are obvious concentrations such as in France or Russia where
individual sites may have several hundreds or even thousands of beads
(White 1993), while many other areas had very little or apparently no
use of ornaments. Second, while the use of ornaments at a certain level
is similar throughout the Upper Palaeolithic, they are nonetheless also
used in locally distinct manners. In the Eastern Gravettian sites quan-
ritative differences in ornament use have, for example, been interpreted
as being due to differentiation between individuals. This is, for in-
stance, argued for some of the lavish Sungir burials mentioned earlier
(Arnold 1996, White 1993, Soffer 1985). On the other hand, despite
potentially different social organization between, for instance, the
French Aurignacian and the Russian Eastern Gravettian, personal or-
naments were used in a similar manner in both (LaBouff 1997). Such
divergence gives us the potential for exploring whether and how the
person is becoming a culeural subject in different manners within the
various cultural contexts of the Upper Palaeolithic.

It is therefore useful briefly to introduce the ways in which these
ornaments have been considered in terms of style and social idendity
(as reviewed by LaBouff 1997). In these arguments the concept of
active style {Conkey 1983) or Wiessner’s concept of assertive style
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{1984) have frequently been used to present ornaments as either delib-
erate abstractions or as symbolic of concepts such as group identity
(LaBouff 1997: 8). Interpreting the social communication of the orma-
ments according to such concepts implies, however, an intentionality
that immediately assigns a specific form of social consctousness o
Palacolithic society. The notion of active or assertive style further-
more arbitrates between passive and active as if an item cannot be
‘merely’ decorative and nonetheless still affect its context. It also as-
sumes that symbolic meaning is a deliberate aim that is embedded
within the object when more often it results from practice, as discussed
in chapter 5. Rather than assigning the production of Upper Palaeolithic
ornaments such intentionality I suggest that their meaning and com-
municative impact arose as a result of practice and in particular through
repetitive associations. Despite current emphasis upon the diversity of
this material, and their low numbers in terms of the space and time
involved, it is possible to see the ornaments in terms of repetition as
they are not evenly distributed in either time or space but concen-
trated on certain locations where they were part of recurrent prac-
tices. This means that the important observation is not whether beads
or perforated animal teeth or shell exist but rather that they at certain
points in time become common, repetitive and routinely used by some
communities. This removes the rather detached notion of active style,
replacing it with an emphasis upon action. It also mcans that style 1s
recognized as an outcome of practice, as the latter becomes involved
with meaning as it produces codes of reference. It is in such terms that
ornaments from the Upper Palacolithic can be discussed with regard
to the expression of self and personhood and be used to explore the
associated constructions of gender identities.

Externalizing selves and others: figurines

Other striking cultural forms from the Upper Palacolithic are the so-
called figurines that are interprered as representations of humans and
predominantly females. Currently some 200 figurines are known, and
a number of classification schemes have been developed (Conkey 1985,
Delporte 1979, Gamble 1982, Gvozdover quoted in Conroy 1993,
Leroi-Gourhan 1968). They are mainly found in settlements, and on
some sites they appeat in large numbers. These images are well known
and they have been much debated by archacologists, including femni-
nist ones (e.g. Conkey 1997). Their inclusion in gender studies has
focused primarily upon their role in contemporary debates and ideo-
logical formations as they provide popular images that are pliable in
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evolutionary discourses {e.g. Conkey 1997, Dorse 1997, Moser 1992,
1993, 1598), or upon questions about whom they portray or repre-
sent, and how they should be interpreted in terms of prehistoric mean-
ing and significance as well as cognitive abilities. The appearance of
these images at a time which has been interpreted as the boundary of
the emergence of fully modern behaviour has inevitably meant that
they have been entangled with notions about what it means to be
human {Conkey 1997, Dorse 1997). While it is important to empha-
size that their analysis is complicated and probably always biased in
some manner, this by itself does not mean that we should refrain
from analysing the figurines in terms of humanness and gender. It
does, however, profoundly emphasize the need for seif-reflection in
such analysis.

As is often emphasized (Conkey 1997), the dating of the figurines is
problematic and so is deciding which objects should be included, as
some are fragmented and others so highly schematized that it is ques-
tionable whether they represent humans (Delporte 1979: 210-15,221-
6). These problems, however, only limit a study of figurines if they are
analysed as specific phenomena: with an essentialism thar demands
unambiguous definitions and boundedness. .

As already mentioned, the internal differences amongst figurines
has recently been stressed (Conkey 1997). Difference and similarity
are not objective criteria, however, but depend on the value and em-
phasis of the comparison; things are similar or different in terms of
something. One may, therefore, argue that figurines are similar in
terms of providing a three-dimensional but miniarure similarity to
the human body and in that sense they are all the same, in contrast
to, for instance, hand axes. They, as a category, are at the same time
internally different in terms of many variables such as size, degree of
naturalism, material or carving techniques. Despite such diversity
the Agurines have in common the fact that they represent naked or
almost naked human bodies with some parts of the body enhanced
or emphasized and others only sketched. The parts commonly em-
phasized (and at times probably even exaggerated) are the breasts,
abdomen and thighs, and in this emphasis the figurines are made to
appear as female bodies. Typically the feet and hands are merely
suggested and facial features (in contrast 1o some of the engravings
on slabs; see for instance Bahn and Vertut 1988: figure 93) are usu-
ally vague, although indication of hair and at times plaits or similar
dressing are more commmon. In the limited cases where specific types
of adornment or appearance are indicated, this seems be a matter of
a loin-piece, string or beads across the chest and sometimes wrists,
and lines around the waist. On a few figurines remains of pigment
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{ochre) have been found (Bahn and Vertut 1988: 84), suggesting that
either they were coloured or were used in activities in which they
became covered by ochre. Their apparent similarities have been used
to argue for stylistic rules or conventions for figurines (e.g. Gamble
1982, Conkey 1985). As an example, analyses of the figarines from
Kostenki, Russia, have been used to suggest that certain conventions
were used in the presentations of the female body (Gvozdover guoted
in Conroy 1993: 156), which, if correct, may indicate that women’s
bodies are being culturally mediated according to social norms. Inci-
dentally, this convention is consistent with our own perception of
what makes women’s bodies distinct and female {ibid.: 156) ~ and
that is why we ‘read’ many of these objects as female figurines! More
broadly based analyses of data from Europe and Si w.nim have sug-
gested that conventions at differing levels of complexity and mmmzmm
distribution existed (ibid.: 156}. The important point to stress here is
that convention is an outcome of routine practice; it is through re-
petitive performance and association that it comes into existence.
The possibility of Palacolichic figures being produced according to
certain conventions does, therefore, not necessarily suggest that there
existed a normative view of women, but rather that the reification
and externalization of women as bodies locally became bound by
certain ways of presenting them. It is in the production and repro-
duction of these images that they, within certain temporal and spa-
tial contexts, are related to each other and to social norms. This means
that they are neither insular pieces of 5&3&.5._ art nor personal
portraits but furthermore that they are not just incidentally produced
objects.

The association between these figurines and fertility (and pregnancy)
as well as sexuality has often been drawn (e.g. Russell 1993). Prob-
ably their nakedness alone easily makes them sexual objects ro mmnr.mm-
ologists, and added to this the obvious voluptuousness of the bodies,
the curves and smoothness of many (but not all) of the figurines, for us
augment their sensual character. Despite these reactions to such im-
ages it is clearly questionable both whether our concept of sexuality
would be appropriate for the societies that made them and also whether
what we see as sexual had the same connotation to them. It is there-
fore probably much more difficult to discuss the figurines in terms of
what they mean than to consider what they did. What kind of cultural
practices and responses to the experience of difference within commu-
nities may they inform us about?
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Gender and the Palaeolithic: self-reflection and
artifice

Although there may be a general underlying acceprance of early homi-
nid life being affected by sexual dimorphism and that gender differ-
ences as such are part of the behavioural package of modern humans,
this is rarely said. In fact, while critique of origin research has been
clearly stressing some of the serious problems that affect this research
few studies have commented particularly upon the emergence of gen-
der. In current discussions sexual differences drift into gender some
‘time around the Upper Palaeolithic but we have avoided the striking
and challenging questions of how it emerged as a cultural construc-
tion and what happened because of this. Without such questioning,
gender easily becomes part of evolutionary history and adaptation.
Leibowitz (1983) and more recently Conroy (1993) are amongst the
few to have focused explicitly upon the emergence of gender outside
an evolutionary approach, that is, the existence of a division between
sex and gender in the Pleistocene is not taken for granted. Leibowitz
argues that gender as an extension of sexual division of labour began
with Homo erectus some 300,000 years ago in connection with the
inventions of fire and the projectile point, and that prior to this time
sexual division of labour was less explicit as females combined pro-
ductive activities (i.e. searching for food) with bearing and nursing
chitdren (Leibowitz 1983, Balme and Beck 1993, Russell 1993). Conroy
places the emergence of gender much later, arguing that it postdates
the advent of language and is linked to the use of symbols as part of its
institutionalizing process (1993: 153). The origin of language and its
relationship to other cognitive traits is, of course, in itself a complex
question. Nonetheless her argument is interesting insofar as it empha-
sizes two central propositions that have been somewhat ignored by
discussions of gender in this period. First, she stresses that it is by
participating in language that we can construct concepts and ideas
that generate gender, and that through language things can come to
stand for the symbolic properties of gender (ibid.: 154). Second,
socialization, of which gender is a part, is argued to be delivered through
repetition and a form of social comparison (ibid.: 154).

The occurrence of ornaments and figurines suggests that when we
approach the Palaeolithic with the aim of understanding how gender
is becoming part of its cultural package, we may usefully try to focus
more closely upon the individual and the articulation of individuals
within the community. This may provide a constructive addition o
current group-orientated studies of the period. The reason why this is
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relevant is that gender is an individualized social identity that is cul-
turally constructed. This is because gender, in various complex man-
ners, relates both to the construction of social norms and to
self-perception vis-a-vis such norms, that is, social comparison.

It is important to recognize the significance of this ability of self-
reflection and of being able to differentiate among different kinds of
selfs, and even more so of being capable of expressing this comparison
in various externalized forms. In particular, the emphasis upon exter-
nal expression makes it possible to separate the discussion of the dif-
ference between primates and humans in terms of sameness in sexually
based behaviour from the discussion of gender in early human socie-
ties. This is a useful separation since these discussions otherwise easily
biur the concern with gender with that of sexual dimorphism as they
continue to discuss the former in terms of sexually based behaviour
rather than through a recognition of a difference constitured through
cultural practice. Lack of evidence of self-reflection does not, of course,
signify its absence prior to this time. It is, however, possible to Emmﬂ@
2 time horizon from when we begin to see humans expressing this
awareness and reflections in material forms in ways not seen before;
these forms and their associated activities, in turn, must have given
these societies things to think with and communicate through. This
must have affected them, and we see this in the expression of distinct
attitudes and awareness of people, as seen, for example, by the use of
formal burials (while this is a controversial issue there appear, with a
few exceptions, to be no ceremonial burials prior to around 30,000
28,000 p; Melfars 1996). Such reflection upon self and others is deeply
embedded within the production of figurines and use of ornaments,
phenomena which in each their own way may be understood as an
externalization of the body — it is materialized. It becomes relevant
also to consider the reasons and purposes of such reflections or at least
(o wonder whether these questions can be contemplated for such early
communities. The differential treatment or attitudes towards male and
female, old and young, may be hinted at by burials and more solidly
documented by the female topic of many figurines. This differential
emphasis upon various groups within the community must relate to
the ways in which they are conceptualized, thought about and acted
upon. One may argue, therefore, that the construction of gender that
emerged in the Upper Palaeolithic was primarily about confirming and
reflecting that difference exists and potentially less concerned with di-
recting interpretation of what those differences are, or should be, about.
Thus, while the archacology suggests that gender, as a concern with
socially and cutrurally constituted people {and their bodies), is clearly
emerging as a distinct aspect within some communities duting this
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period, we have little reason also to associate this with any evaluation
or ranking of these differences. We may wonder, therefore, whether
what we observe in these early societies is gender emerging as a struc-
ture but not yet as a coherent practice of performance with its citation
to cultural codes.

The archaeological data cannot establish whether or not gender
systems existed prior to the Upper Palaeolithic, but data demonstrates
that around this time gender appears in a manner that separates it
from biological behaviour. In particular, objects such as ornaments
and figurines suggest thar gender, as an aspect of self-awareness of
difference, now began to be perpetuated not solely through behaviour
but was also repeated and reified through cultural machination. There
is an abstraction involved in this. Such cultural expressions move us
beyond the individualism of the person and give weight to the norma-
dive world in which individuals learn about and express themselves.
The importance of Palaeolithic gender research may therefore largely
be this insight into gender systems’ abstract and culturated character,
and how this appears even at stages where the material culture and
institutional structures are limited. Gender expressions already in the
Palacolithic take on forms that are cultaral and that do not relate to
necessary or agreed divisions of labour or differences in strengths
and abilities — the concern with gender is already then about the inter-
nalized social experience and its externalized reflexive relationship to
differences within the group. During this period societies and their
individuals began to give form to, rather than just live out, the differ-
ences that society will always contain. This, probably, also had vari-
ous consequences for how they lived their lives. Gender became external
identity, an artifice; and material culture was used for its instru-
mentalization.

11
Reflections

‘What is your book about?’, Megan asks. | begin to explain about food,
and her and Kim Michael’s clothes, about the different rooms in our
house and about meeting new people or getting new things. ‘Am lin
it? she interrupts. ‘Yah, kind of’, I say, ‘butlcan’t write a book about
you, there Is just too much of you!". ... ‘Hmm’, she says, ‘very interest-
ing’, and she retumns to her play.

1n this book, I have tried to discuss gender not as an essential identity
but as the outcome of how individuals are made to understand their
differences and similarities from others and how this involves material
culrure. Gender does not have a locus nor does it take a particular
form. We may find, however, that there are substantial similarities
between communities in terms of the forms and reasons they give to
this difference and the ways they atrach this to people’s bodies. Gen-
der is not static, Tt is flexible, and in its elasticity it stretches and un-
folds in manifold ways so that depending upon its contexts, including
the life progress of individuals, we see it differently. The study of gen-
der must embrace this diversity; but concomitant with the increased
sophistication of our definition of gender its study has become com-
plex and unlimited. One response is to argue that, rather than study
gender as a totality of individual and social experience and construc-
tions, only particular facets of its complex constituency can be ex-
plored in detail by any one discipline. This volume has therefore aimed
to understand and argue for how archaeology may at one and the
same time refine and enlarge its particular way of understanding and
studying gender in terms of its specific disciplinary abilities. This does
not imply that such different dimensions of gender are unrelated and
can be separated through a smooth academic dissection; in fact they
most often intersect and in various ways constitute each other. It 1s
possihle, however, as part of an analytical discourse on gender, to let
particular characteristics come into focus and to explore them fore-
most. For archacology, the aspect of gender that we can investigate
with the greatest expertise is the ways in which gender construction
and the living of gender involve and affect material things. This book
has therefore been about gender as experienced through objects and
physical arrangements and practices. It has also been about gender as
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a social dialogue about membership and conventions and about nor-
mative behaviour that comments upon and constructs people in terms
of difference. It has been about the use of material things in the crea-
tion of in- and exclusions. I have also, partly in reaction to the cur-
rently substantial emphasis upon the individual and embodiment,
consistently stressed the importance of the social, the group. Further-
more, by focusing attention upon ‘We” a dimension is emphasized and
introduced that prevents cultural analysis from being couched in terms
of a futile confrontation between the individual, the ‘T, and “Them’.
I hope this will infuse our discussions with awareness of the inter-
section of the social and the individual. Throughout the volume it s
maintained that although nmich of what constitutes (and gives mean-
ing to) gender is lived through and experienced by the individual, it 1s
also always deeply involved in social life ~ in fact the social dimension
of gender is one of its most interesting and striking aspects.

The starting point of the volume was therefore not primarily that
individuals experience themselves as gendered but more so why it is
also the case that we can recognize other people’s gender and make
sense of the world and operate in it through such routine interpreta-
tions and assumptions about people. I aimed to incorporate in our an-
alysis reflections upon such simple, daily-life occurrences as walking
down the street and seeing on the other side people, whom 1 see as men
and women. I did not talk with them, nor did T observe their naked
bodies; triggered only by my watching I interpret the world in terms of
gender. Another example: I walk into a shoe shop and go directly to the
ladies’ section. How do I recognize these shoes as ‘matching’ my gen-
der? What fascinates me about such situations is how deeply conven-
tions about male and female are embedded within the material culture
with which we surround ourselves, and how expediently and compe-
tently we interpret, recognize and respond to these object-meanings
within our own familiar worlds. This, I believe, is what we refer to
when we speak about the concretization of meaning, the impact of con-
vention and the importance of performance. The reference, in chapter
8, to the gender performance, which used to be enacted when a man
and a women were entering or leaving through the same door, is an-
other example that I have found useful — maybe because I was part of
the generation who saw this particular behaviour challenged and
changed. The doorway per se is not gendered, and neither are the other
items, such as shoes, clothing, appearance and the way the body is
made to move, that inform the examples I mention. But as a physical
locale doors, as well as the other materialities that [ have tried to in-
troduce, have the potential for gender and discourse about its mean-
ing being attached to them; they can become a place for the acting out
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and thus for the experience of gender. It should be stressed, therefore,
that material things are not gendered separately from the practices
that engender them; rather they have the porentiality for becoming
involved with gender in a number of ways. It is some of these dimen-
sions, and their impact upon social life in prehistory, that I try to ar-
gue for and outline in part I of the volume as a contribution towards
developing archaeology as a gender-informed interpretative engage-
ment with the past.

Gender archaeology, as it has evolved over the last two decades, has
been substantially affected by its early roots in the women’s move-
ment and its various contemporary political aims. It has therefore largely
focused upon identifying places for women and making them visible
within various dimensions of the past as well as the discipline. T dis-
cuss this development in the first part of the volume. I outline its his-
tory; how it was needed, its benefits and some of the less useful
expectations and research practices that we developed. I also argue,
however, that gender archaeology has other potentials and that their
further exploration are of importance for archacology as a discipline
and for its contribution to the understanding of gender generally.

Thus, acknowledging our dependence upon the social sciences but
insisting nonetheless upon archaeology as a distinct type of intellec-
tual discourse, I have tried to explore what a more literate interpreta-
tion of gender archaeology may imply. The basic question running
through the various arguments and examples outlined is, therefore,
how is gender materiaily constituted and what is the significance of
the intersection of social and material concerns? Such an emphasis
should not, however, be accepted without also appreciating how this
implies inscribing gender within disciplinary constraints. This means
it is being recognized in terms of and placed within a disciplinary code
as well as subjected to attempts to limit the applicability of concepts
and observation; the study of gender becomes anchored within a frame-
work of references and meaning, which enables disciplined discussion
and an agreed basis of analysis. In this sense closure is certainly pro-
duced through the attempts at developing an explicit gender archaeol-
ogy. It is, however, a restraint upon our study of the phenomenon of
gender which is simultaneously enabling; it is beneficial for the
specificity of resedrch and for its ability to reach informed and sub-
stantial conclusions. At another level, it may, however, dull our rea-
soning. Such closure also furthers — not by intent buc through practice
— the distinction between political action and academic research. In
defence of the project of engendering archaeology through its own
intellectual and analytical serengths, T argue that without this urge to
‘discipline’ these concerns they will - as practice — continue to underplay
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their most unique potentials and contribute little to our understanding
of gender and its variability.

To locate and develop these potentials I suggest that we need to
appreciate how archaeology claims knowledge, and that this involves
understanding what insights arise from the study of material culture.
This is why chapter 5 is so central to the arguments that I make. FHere
it is argued that material things have specific characteristics and ac-
cordingly participate in social discourse in distinct ways. The argu-
ment is about ‘thingness’ and how this quality affects how we experience
the world. Basically, I hold that an effect of the physicality of material
culture is that it brings a distinct dimension to gender: as gender is
affected by and affects material condition it gains physical consequences
and impact. I argue that gendered meaning acted out through material
discourse affects people’s lives in critical ways. T also suggest that there
are two distinct aspects to material culture that are of importance for
understanding gender construction; these are practice and communi-
cation, that is, doing it versus communicating it.

It is the combinations of materiality and practices that lend them-
selves to the repetitive performance of gender as a difference as well as
providing locales for its negotiation. The materialization of gender
means it is given physical form, and through this objects are used to
visualize difference and to create a location in which its evaluation
and discursive understanding can be embedded. This also provides the
background for understanding how gender meaning is performed, and
thus recognized and learned, through repetitive acts which follow rules
or schema and where each performance may be interpreted as a range
of citation to earlier performances. Gender-coding and gender citation
may be elements used to frame and structure such performances. Ob-
jects, furthermore, are employed both for stage-setting the meaning of
practice, as props for action and as visual memories of actions that
have taken place.

I also emphasize gender negotiation as a cultural construct that is
unstable and in need of maintenance and agreement. This means that
understanding gender as a contract is helpful. This focuses our atten-
tion upon how agreements about or acceptance of rights and respon-
sibilitiés are at the basis of the enactment of gender. It also means that
understanding material objects as resources that are needed and de-
sired, and which therefore become partner to such gender contracts
and their material representations, is extremely useful for understand-
ing how gender affects and is being acted out in a range of everyday
situations. The second part of the volume discusses a number of such
material locales.

Due to the impact of gender studies over the fast decades we now, in
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general, accept that gender relations constitute a fundamental social
structure in which both men and women participate as partners in the
historical process. They react and function in relationship to their
mutual similarities and differences, creating, manipulating and main-
taining social institutions such as marriage, kinship, lines of obliga-
tions and alliances. They cohabit and collaborate. Thus, gender cannot
be ignored in historical studies as it constitutes an essential mecha-
nism of society and is embedded in its changes. This is why archaeol-
ogy needs to incorporate gender in its discipline. Meanwhile, the
concepts we have learned to use for our involvement with these criti-
cal issues are once again being questioned within the social sciences.
Former stable, comfortable notions of sex and gender roles that we
had begun to think with are being increasingly challenged, moving
debates into realms outside the obvious reach of archaeology. The
separation between sex and gender, between biology and culture, which
originally provided to archaeology the raison d’étre for gender as a
legitimate and necessary research topic, has been under attack and, if
it is not disappearing, new distinctions and meanings are being evoked.
Variability is being emphasized, and former firm concepts, such as
roles, are changing their meaning and implications. Experience, nego-
tiation, manipulation and the strategic use of sex have come to the
foreground, undermining assumed knowledge as our basic entities be-
come slippery and escape easy classification. In this progress other
issues have also been drawn into debates such as age and class struc-
tures and more particularly sexuality and embodiment.

These debates affect archaeology; but their practical and intellect-
ual impact is still open for us to clarify and decide. Rather than aban-
doning the project of engendering the past because ‘it is getting too
difficule’, these deconstructions, the volatile climate of debate and the
shifting and vague form of former solid entities must be recognized as
part of a challenging intellectual climate within which we must try to
find our own voices and set distinct aims. Gender archaeology, due to
its consistent and stubborn belief in and fight for its relevance to the
study of the past, now has a role within archaeology. It has gained
maturity, changed some of its practices, and expanded its reasons.
This means that it should now also have the strength — both intel-
lectual and in terms of position ~ to explore the wider implications of
being both gender-sensitive and gender-critical in its practice and in-
terpretation. Gender, we have increasingly recognized, does not just
need to be found, identified and rescued; we need to think with gen-
der, to investigate it as construction and to analyse its constituent
parts and the ways it is maintained and reacted upon. These are the
kinds of concerns that must inform the way we think about the past
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and communities. Engendering, one may argue, aims initially to un-
settle certainty (Porter 1996: 106). This can be provoked by the frame-
work we provide, by the questions we ask and the ways we analyse
data. It is when we dare to foreground gender, challenge expectations
and assumptions, and yet, at the same time, explore the pastas a for-
eign country, where gender is part of its uniqueness, that we begin to
think about that past in different ways.
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