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Abstract
This paper seeks to analyze how the archaeologist’s research regarding sex, gender and social
identity has changed since the beginning of gender archaeology in 1984 until 2019. The goal
is to examine how the research trends have changed over time. This paper also seeks to
examine how the archaeologists treat gender by highlighting feminist and stereotypical
tendencies in the research contributions. The thesis is based on research contributions by
different authors who are focusing on the inhabitants of the Viking Age, gender, gender roles
and power. The contributions spans from approximately 1980 to 2019, and it has resulted in a
total of 117 research contribution, which have been examined. Hopefully, this paper will
provide a basis for further research on gender and Viking Age archaeology.
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1 Introduction
In archaeology today, many archaeologists would agree that there is no such thing as
objective knowledge (e.g. Wylie 2007). The texts we read, the materials we interpret are all
subject to multiple and conflicting interpretations. This is especially apparent when
archaeologists are interpreting and depicting sex and gender, and especially sex and gender in
the context of the Scandinavian Viking Age. Gender is an important aspect of any society
(Sofaer and Sørensen 2013:528). It is fundamental in how it makes people identify with
others and how they understand themselves. Therefore, gender is crucial in terms of how
society is organized. Consequently, as gender ideology, gender identity, gender roles and the
terms sex and gender are becoming increasingly important parts in the field of archaeology, it
becomes even more relevant to discuss these topics.
In this thesis I intend to examine how archaeologists write about sex, gender and social
identity in the Viking Age (c. 800 – 1050 AD). I have chosen to focus on the Viking Age
because this is an era that is still dominated by ideas which could be interpreted as
stereotypical. The Viking society, as it is most popularly portrayed, was a society of male
seafarers, robbers, warriors, traders, farmers, craftsmen, kings and slaves, while the women
are largely portrayed as housewives, at home, in the background (Dommasnes 1998:337). The
men had fierce beards; they wore helmets and had axes, swords, or shields in hand. They were
ruthless and maimed, murdered, pillaged, raped and enslaved (e.g. Lihammer 2012:9; Løkka
2014; Trotzig 1995).
Generally, the men and women of the Viking Age are portrayed as two opposite categories.
While the men are portrayed as active contributors who participated in the public sphere of
society, the women are depicted as static housewives who were confined to the private,
domestic sphere of the longhouse. These gendered depictions can be found in almost any
contribution regarding the Viking Age, and this in turn, might present the men and women of
the Viking Age as unfortunate stereotypes. The issues regarding stereotypes, how men and
women are depicted in the archaeological contributions, and how archaeologists use the terms
sex, gender and social identity, will be discussed in this thesis in the shape of these research
questions:
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◼ In what way has our understanding of men and women in the Viking Age changed
from the 1980s until today in archaeology?

◼ How are we using the terms gender, sex and social identity?
◼ Are we creating stereotypical interpretations of the people in the past, or are we
making room for ‘real people’?
In order to investigate these questions, I will examine a total of 117 research contributions
written by Viking Age archaeologists. My material does not present a complete overview of
all research contributions regarding sex, gender and social identity in the Viking Age.
Because of limited time and space, I had to limit myself to the research contributions that
were easier to access and examine. The contributions I have chosen to assess are from
approximately 1980 to 2019. Additionally, I wish to stress that my assessment of the research
contributions should not be understood as critique of any of the scholars who have written the
contributions. My only aim in this thesis is to identify any changes that might have occurred
in the archaeological contributions and reflect upon these changes. This in turn might reveal
important information about what has happened in the discipline, in addition to revealing if
there are any challenges that we might benefit from addressing.
The thesis contains six chapters with varying numbers of subchapters. Chapter two consists of
two parts; both are theoretical. The first part is about the history of feminist and gender
archaeology, while the second part discusses the use of the terms sex, gender and social
identity. In chapter three, the research contributions I have assessed are presented. This
chapter also includes an explanation to my methodology of assessing the contributions, as
well as presenting my findings in sector diagrams. Chapter four will provide a short
introduction to the research contributions I have assessed and repeat the research questions.
The rest of chapter four consists of an assessment of the research tendencies that are visible in
the contributions. This will be examined one decade at a time in chronological order. In
chapter five, I will discuss my assessment of the contributions and the research tendencies I
have identified. Chapter six marks the end of my thesis with a short summary and a
conclusion.

2

2 Research History and Paving the
Way with Theory
In order to discuss the examination of gender in the academic literature, it is important to
understand where it all began. When did gender become important in archaeology and why?
For the benefit of the reader, as well as myself, this chapter will be divided into two parts. The
first part will address the research history of feminist and gender archaeology. The aim of this
part of the chapter is to introduce the reader to the topic, as well as establish why gender
archaeology was needed in the field of archaeology. I will also include a section about
masculinity, as this is also an important part of gender archaeology. Lastly, this chapter will
contain a brief conclusion and summary.
The second part of this chapter will be very theoretical. I will discuss the one-sex/two-sex
model, the sex/gender division, the poststructuralist view of gender, as well as some
discussions about sexuality and social identity. Chapter two will also serve as a background
for my own discussions of the material. This part of chapter two will begin with an
introduction to the theory, where I among other things, discuss our own basis of
understanding what was ‘natural’ in past societies. Next, I will present the one-sex/two-sex
model, before moving on to the sex/gender division and discussion. After this follows a
paragraph about the poststructuralist view of gender, social identity and sexuality, before
chapter two will end with a summary.
However, before I begin with the research history, I think it is important to explain a few of
the different terms I will use in this chapter. The first term I would like to clarify is ‘gender
archaeology’. In the context of this thesis, gender archaeology applies to the theoretical
direction that sprung out from feminist archaeology. This archaeology is concerned with the
entire society, and is about women, men, children and elderly. In my thesis, however, the
focus will be on the interpretation of male and female, man and woman. In my thesis, I will
be discussing men and women, and in order to do so, I will use terms like ‘women’, ‘female’
or ‘female sex and gender’. Additionally, I will use the same terms when I am discussing
men: ‘men’, ‘male’ or ‘male sex and gender’. My aim is here to clarify that when I am
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discussing men and women of the Viking Age, I intend to discuss them as whole individuals,
including their sex and gender.
Regarding gender archaeology, it is also important to clarify the terms sex and gender. I will
return to elaborate more about these terms in part two of this chapter. Thus, it is enough for
the reader to know at this point, that when I am using the term sex, I refer to biological sex,
and not the activity. Biological sex is a term used to determine female or male genitals, which
is one way of interpreting if a person is male or female. Next is the term gender, which is, in
this case, connected to cultural gender. Cultural gender can be understood as how a person
might represent a gender, regardless of genitals, or how the person himself or herself
identifies with another gender than he or she was born as. This division of biological sex and
cultural gender means that a person can be born female, but still be gendered as a male;
because either she interprets herself as male or the society interprets her as a male because she
acts like a male. Moi (1999:26) provides a very basic distinction that is easy to remember
when discussing sex and gender: “Gender is between the ears, sex is between the legs.”
In the context of this thesis, I think it is important to look at the term feminism before I move
on to the research history. Engelstad (2004) has in her article Another F-word? Feminist
Gender Archaeology questioned if the term feminism has become a new profanity that can be
added to the list of curse words starting with F in West-European languages. Some critics of
feminism in archaeology associate it with a narrow perspective and accuses it of creating a
past as ‘wished for’ (Engelstad 2004:42; Fuglestvedt 2006:59). However, I think it is
important to remember that feminism is simply a term used for people who agree with the
idea of equality for all, regardless of gender; and in the case of archaeology, the feminist
critique (e.g. Harding 1986) contributes to awareness of gender bias in general.
The last term I wish to explain is ‘real people’. This term is used in my headline as well as in
the last of my research questions. I will use this as an analytical term and as a category of
discussion. Additionally, my use of ‘real people’ should be perceived as the opposite of
‘stereotypical’. Thus, ‘real people’ is a term that might cause discussions regarding the strict
division of males and females in the Viking Age, and could possibly also lead to depictions of
masculine women and feminine men. The topic of ‘real people’ will be discussed further in
chapter five.

4

2.1 Part 1: The Research History
The beginning of gender research in archaeology has its roots in the women’s movement of
the 1960s and 70s. It is now a well-established topic within archaeology as well as other
disciplines. The need for feminism and gender research within archaeology was clear; many
felt and argued that the past had consistently presented the women as passive bystanders (e.g.
Gilchrist 1999; Løkka 2014; Nelson 2006). The common notion among archaeologists was
that “History happened to her, while men made it happen” (Sørensen, 2000:17, own
emphasis). Like in many other disciplines (e.g. history, social anthropology, paleontology,
sociology, biology and psychology), archaeology was deeply colored by androcentric bias,
where the discipline had naturalized the historical dominance of men over women to such a
degree that it appeared to be the natural order of things (Arnold and Wicker 2001:vii). It was
also clear that men and women, when depicted in a prehistoric setting, was made to fit the
contemporary archaeologist’s notions of femininity and masculinity. For instance, it was
‘understood’ that woman’s and man’s nature was different (Arwill-Nordbladh 1998:13); it
was in the man’s nature to possess characteristics like strength, courage, ambition,
contentiousness and self-centeredness. It was also their responsibility to protect women and
children. While on the other hand, it was in the woman’s nature to be beautiful, motherly,
mellow, pure of mind, unselfish and caring (Arwill-Nordbladh 1998:13; Laqueur 1990). The
beginning of gender research contributed to the increased awareness of the androcentric bias
within archaeology and revealed how women were depicted as stereotypes and were
automatically downgraded in terms of her abilities, contributions and importance (e.g.
Gilchrist 1999; Løkka 2014; Sørensen 2000).
The contributions of feminist thoughts and ideas are generally perceived as having advanced
through society in four separate waves. The first wave occurred roughly between 1880 and
1920 with the suffrage movements where the goal was for women to achieve public
emancipation and greater rights regarding employment, education and politics (Gilchrist
1999:2). The second wave emerged in the late 1960s, and now women became more focused
on personal issues of equality (Gilchrist 1999:2; Sørensen 2000:17). Academia were also
inspired by the second wave feminism, and many disciplines become aware of how women
were treated in the profession and in history, and thus, it became a concern to find the root
causes of women’s oppression and making them visible (Meskell 2007:28; Trigger 1989:458).
The third wave began in the early 1990s, and it is sometimes referred to as postmodernist
5

feminism (Gilchrist 1999:2-3). The focus of this feminist wave is the rejection of the idea of
an essential character or experience that mirror men or women; they focus on the aspect of
difference, and how different men and women are. In addition to this, it is also concerned
with subjectivity: Consequently, every man and woman is subject to different experiences that
make them unique, and this process continues throughout the person’s lifetime and causes
every single person to have an own unique subjectivity. The point is, thus, that one cannot
treat everyone in prehistory the same way, as every single woman or man would have
different life experiences. There has also been a fourth wave that washed over us in 2012;
however, this wave of feminism has mostly been concerned with sexual harassment and
violence against women and is perhaps most commonly associated with social media and the
Me-Too movement. However, even though there have been many waves, it was the second
that made the most impact and is regarded as the beginning of gender research and feminism
in archaeology.
Even though the second wave feminism took place in the 1960s, it was not until the mid1970s that gender and feminism emerged in the field of archaeology. The Norwegian
archaeologists were the first to act; in 1979 the first public conference about women in that
past took place and it was titled “Were They All Men?”. However, even though the
conference was held in 1979, the papers were not published until 1987 (Bertelsen et al. 1987).
Norway was also the first to start a feminist archaeological journal, KAN: Kvinner I arkeologi
i Norge (KAN: Women in Archaeology in Norway) in 1985. However, even though the
Norwegians were the first to act, the root of gender archaeology is often associated with
Conkey’s and Spector’s influential paper Archaeology and the Study of Gender from 1984.

2.1.1 The First Efforts of Engendering Archaeology
The first glimpses of gender research in archaeology depended on theory created by the
feminists and the feminist movement of the 1960s. They concerned themselves with
challenging the patriarchy and the universal assertion that men were the actors in society, and
the notions that “it’s a man’s world” and “women’s place is in the home” (Nelson 2006:10;
Janeway 1971). These depictions of the gendered past gained some of their power from
allegations like “it has always been this way …” or “already during the Stone Age …” that
contributed to the argument of unchangeability, which also contributed to a static depiction of
men and women (Arwill-Nordbladh 2001:10). In archaeology, there also existed a contention
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at this time, that women were hard to find in the past. However, Moore and Scott (1997:5)
counters this contention with a simple question: “If we cannot locate women in the past, then
how can we be sure that we have located men? And children?”. Therefore, a natural starting
point for gender archaeology was simply to locate the women in the past and make them, their
roles and activities more visible by challenging the static, essentialist assumptions about
gender roles and relations (Bolger 2013:5; Meskell 2007:28).
During this initial phase, the researchers turned to the mortuary data to look for evidence. For
a considerable amount of time, mortuary studies continued to be an area of gender analysis, as
“graves often provide the least ambiguous evidence about gender roles and ideologies”
(Sørensen 2006:111). Thus, long discussions followed regarding the interpretation of
gendered grave goods, and if the grave goods depicted women or men. In retrospect, it is
obvious that the archaeologists based this on their own, contemporary perceptions of
womanly and manly behavior and activities (Arwill-Nordbladh 2001:17-18). Consequently,
for instance, swords were depicted as typically male objects, while needles were associated
with women. Gender awareness in archaeology has also been expressed by a desire to make
women into men (Arwill-Nordbladh 1998:50), and, thus, some archaeologists set out to prove
that women could have participated in ‘male’ activities, and thereby prove that women were
not inferior to men. However, this model of sameness leaves no room for different social
functions, which it is commonly criticized for. Moen (2010:20), for instance, states that it
assumes that our modern value-judgements were the same for prehistoric people, has also
criticized this. In addition to proving that women could have participated in ‘male’ activities,
feminist archaeologists have also experimented by simply adding women to the past. This has
resulted in the phrase “add women and stir” that is shunned by most feminists and used only
by the most liberal ones who regard the problems of androcentrism fixable by simply adding
women (Willemark 1999:9). The attention has since shifted and has gone towards
understanding the great variety of gender roles and identities that should be expected in
different social settings, instead of forcing men and women of the past into strict roles or
promote equality at all costs (Hays-Gilpin and Whitley 1998:5).
It was the feminist critique that inspired archaeologists and other disciplines to take a second
look at sex and gender stereotypes; and in many ways, this critique resulted in new ways of
thinking about the world. In the 1970s, this resulted in biological sex being distinguished from
the cultural construction of gender (Spencer-Wood 1992). The sex/gender distinction was
7

intended to help the archaeologists distinguish between the physical characteristics of men
and women (which were regarded as static and biologically based) from their social,
economic, and political roles (regarded as variable and culturally constructed) (Bolger
2013:6). According to Gilchrist (1999:xviii-xv), biological sex is a term that refers to
“classification by means of observable biological differences between men, women and
intersex individuals, based on appearance of genitalia, chromosomes and hormones”, while
gender refers to “the cultural interpretation of sexual difference that results in the
categorization of individuals, artefacts, spaces and bodies”. This distinction was perceived as
a useful tool that could help archaeologists further explore instances where, for instance, a
biologically sexed female was buried with grave goods considered to be typically male, or
vice versa.
It is thus clear that ever since the early 1990s; gender prehistory has addressed a wide range
of themes and issues through a variety of theoretical and methodological approaches (Bolger
2013:6). The feminist theory and gender archaeology has profoundly changed and reshaped
archaeology as a discipline. And in addition to examining differences between women and
men, it examines issues such as race, class and sexuality. The discussions about sex and
gender paved the way for queer theory, which has gained momentum during the last two
decades (Blackmore 2011:79). Queer theory is, as feminist and gender archaeology, grounded
in politics outside of academia and is especially promoted by Judith Butler (Butler 1990,
1993; Dowson 2000:163). It is often interpreted as a challenge to heteronormative practice
and it provides a framework for identifying and processing all aspects of identity formation
(Blackmore 2011:76), and also explores the idea of a third gender (e.g. Dowson 1998, 2000;
Herdt 1996; Voss 2000; Weismantel 2013) and what we today would call transgender. The
idea of a third gender has emerged during the last couple of decades as a challenge to the
binary notion of two genders. Moral (2016:789) argues that the existence of a third gender can
be viewed as a means broaden the sex/gender systems of past societies and thus analyze
topics such as intersexuality, transsexualism and transgenderism; however, is there really a
need for more than two genders? I will return to this question in chapter four. As for now,
feminism, gender and queer archaeology all provide means and theories to investigate the
conceptual links between gender, sexuality, and other aspects of social identity in past
societies (e.g. Dowson 2000; Voss 2000, 2008; Bolger 2013:7). There is no question that
feminism, gender and queer archaeology are useful theories that have helped develop
archaeology to what it is today.
8

2.1.2 Masculinity and Gender Archaeology
However, we must not forget men and masculinity when examining feminism and gender
archaeology. Since the beginning of feminism and gender archaeology, androcentrism has
been criticized and pointed out within the field. Men were assumed to hold the important
positions in social and ritual life as well as being active regarding the development of society
(Skogstrand 2011:57). However, by revealing how women were portrayed as stereotype
images based on the 19th century ideals (e.g. Bertelsen et al. 1987; Conkey and Spector 1984;
Gero and Conkey 1991), it also became clear that the traditional depictions of masculinity
needed to be examined more closely (Kimmel 1987:9). Since the middle of the 20th century,
the interest in masculinity and manliness has increased within gender research (Bandlien
2006:11). This increased interest in men sprung out as a reaction against the classical
patriarchal theory and the androcentric archaeology, which is being argued by e.g. Bandlien
(2006) and Skogstrand (2011), reproduces stereotype images of men and accuses men as a
group of always having oppressed women.
Androcentric influences have been discussed and criticized since the beginning of feminism
(e.g. Gross 1977; Harding 1986; Slocum 1975). In Skogstrand’s (2011) paper, she mentions
three levels or types of androcentrism in archaeology. The first type she mentions is the focus
on presumed male roles like “(male) hunter, the (male) warrior, the (male) chief or the (male)
farmer” (2011:59). The second type is processes or activities that receive quite a lot of
interest, mainly because men are supposed to be the main actors. These processes or activities
include, for instance, war, trade, religious rituals or sailing (Skogstrand 2011:59). This level
of androcentrism is not criticized for putting men in the spotlight, but rather that they do not
include women and their roles, tasks and objects, and thus emphasize the underlying notions
that men is always in the center. The third and last type of androcentrism concerns the
interpretations from a male standpoint; this has been criticized for examining society through
the eyes of middle-age, middle-class, western white men (Skogstrand 2011:59; Haraway
1991; Harding 1986; Wylie 1991). However, androcentric scholarship is only seemingly about
men; as Brod (1987:264) puts it: “In reality, it is (androcentric scholarship), at best, only
negatively about men, that is, it is about men only by virtue of not being about women.” The
examination of the different types of androcentrism proves that men can be subjected to
stereotypical presentations and interpretations. However, in most cases this is not considered a
problem or even examined further (e.g. Conkey and Spector 1984; Gilchrist 1999).
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‘Men’s studies’ has emerged as a study, and even though it has not had – nor will it have – the
same impact as women’s studies, it is still regarded as an important field of study (Kimmel
1987:10; Brod 1987:263). However, the reader may question the need for a study of men
when seemingly everything that is not explicitly about women, is focused on men? This is
indeed very true: men tend to be the normative gender. However, as Kimmel (1987:11) states:
“But rarely, if ever, do we study men as men; rarely do we make masculinity the object of
inquiry as we examine men’s lives.” Very often, we encounter the stereotypical interpretation
of men, which I mentioned above. Here, they are portrayed as masculine warriors, explorers,
adventurers or influential tradesmen. Gender is by no means fixed and static, and if we are to
have a full understanding of gender in the past, we must include men’s studies to the equation.
There must also be room for the history of homosexuality and queer theory if we wish to
develop a full understanding of manliness and masculinity. Bandlien (2006:12) states that
being a man does not represent a dominant culture or identity, and the history of
homosexuality contributes to this by showing the complexities of masculinity. An example is
Brit Solli’s (2008) examination of Odin in the Old Norse mythology. He is in the sagas,
depicted as the manliest of the gods, yet he is also the master of seidr (magic), which in Old
Norse society is considered a female activity. Solli (2008) thus examines how the manliest of
the gods also possess abilities that are predominantly considered as exclusively feminine;
which results in her interpretation of Odin as a representation of a third gender.
As with women’s studies, the study of men is a response to the wrongful depictions of men as
stereotypes and as oppressors of women (Bandlien 2006; Kimmel 1987; Skogstrand 2011),
and in the same way, it attempts to change the depictions we have of manliness and
masculinity. Thus, men’s studies and focus on men in gender archaeology is as necessary as
women’s studies and the focus on women (Brod 1987); we need both perspectives to
complete the feminist project and bring equality and understanding to the field of archaeology
as well as other disciplines.

2.1.3 Conclusion of Part 1
In this chapter, I have explored gender archaeology's emergence, through the political
beginning of the feminist movement in the 1960s and the various branches this research has
contributed to, including the study of masculinity and queer theory. Because of genderawareness we have evolved from the traditional interpretations where the subject is explicitly
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male (Fahlander 2006), to a point where gender is now considered by most archaeologists in
their interpretations (Moen 2010:21). However, even though gender archaeology has its roots
in feminist thought, it does not mean that all gender archaeology is feminist or concerned with
women. Gender archaeology explores men and women, femininity and masculinity, but in
addition to this, it also explores differences and the lives of children and the elderly. The
differences can for instance be cultural experiences, sexuality, and gender, and thus, they
result in distinctive and unique men and women who differ from the essential, biological and
stereotypical assumptions (Gilchrist 1999:8). However, gender archaeology still needs to
challenge western views of gender roles and their projection on to interpretation of past
societies (Fuglestvedt 2006:59). The sole purpose of gender studies is no longer to study
exclusively women, but rather study the complex social structures that form the basis of
different sexes and genders (Moen 2010:20; Sørensen 2000:40). This also includes an
archaeology of masculinity, childhood and old age. However, despite our increased awareness
of gender and sex, there are still areas that could benefit from more research.

2.2 Part 2: Sex, Gender and Social Identity. Paving
the Way with Theory
As we can see, it took a while before gender, sex, sexuality and social identity became
acceptable research areas in archaeology. Since archaeology is not only concerned with
understanding the material remains of the past, but also understanding the past’s societies, and
thus, its people, it is important to have fields like feminist and gender archaeology, which
focuses precisely on these different aspects. During the last couple of years, several ‘fantastic’
finds have been uncovered in the field of Viking Age archaeology; one of these discoveries
concerns grave Bj 581 from the Viking town Birka in Sweden. The grave site at Birka was
excavated during the 19th century by Hjalmar Stolpe and his team, and during the excavation
they came across grave Bj 581, which is commonly known as the Birka-warrior because the
individual was buried with weapons, a full set of gaming pieces and two horses
(Hedenstierna-Jonson et al. 2017). As a result of the grave goods being identified as typically
male, so was the skeleton. For over a hundred years, the individual was presumed male.
However, through osteological analysis, the presumed male warrior was identified as
biologically female (Hedenstierna-Jonson et al. 2017). This caused some problems; how
could we possibly continue to call the individual the ‘Birka-warrior’ when he was in fact a
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she? Up until the point of the individual being sexed as female, there was no contesting the
fact that the person in the grave was a warrior, and probably a high-ranking officer at that
because of the grave goods found in the grave. However, somehow the biological sex of the
skeleton seems to have changed some archaeologists’ perception of this grave as being a
warrior, even though she was buried with items commonly assumed to belong to warriors and
high-ranking officers. Is this a sign of our own contemporary narrow-mindedness by
explaining away evidence that was enough to prove a male warrior but is not enough to prove
a female warrior? Moreover, does our own projections of what is ‘natural’ cause depictions of
the people in the past as either stereotypes or ‘fantastic’ interpretations, or is there room for
‘real’ people in the Viking Age?
Our history is important, and it is reassuring to know that we do have a history and traditions;
that the things we do, things we say, and the things that surround us, are products of a distant
past. In addition to connecting us to the past and our forefathers and -mothers, our history
demonstrates that some of the things we consider ‘natural’ or ‘eternal’, have not always been
this way. Some of these ‘natural’ things are created and constructed by people. From this, it
follows that the things we consider as ‘natural’ are not natural at all; in fact, it is something
‘cultural’, where ‘cultural’ means that people construct it (Sandmo 1998). It is important to
understand that the things we might think of as ‘natural’ might not be as natural as we think.
In this century and in connection with our own contemporary and Western thoughts, there are
‘naturally’ two different sexes; the biological male and female, and there are ‘naturally’ two
different genders, at least. However, this ‘natural’ view of male and female may not be as
natural as we think; we only think it is natural because this is how it has been the last couple
of hundred years. Thus, there is room for many interpretations regarding variations and
differences between men and women, masculinity and femininity, as our past may not be as
‘natural’ as we might think it is (Arwill-Nordbladh 2001:27-28). This emphasizes the
assumption that there might have been different ideas regarding sex, gender, and social
identity in the past than our own contemporary thoughts and ideas. This might also be the
case when studying sex, gender, and social identity in the Scandinavian Viking Age.
These are topics I wish to discuss more closely by looking at archaeological texts about sex,
gender, and social identity in the Scandinavian Viking Age. How are we depicting the people
of the past? Through the lenses of our own reality, or through the lenses of some presumed
‘natural’ past? In order to examine this, I have chosen to focus on these research questions: In
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what way has our understanding of men and women in the Viking Age changed from the
1980s until today in archaeology? How are we using the terms gender, sex and social
identity? And additionally: Are we creating stereotypical interpretations of the people in the
past, or are we making room for ‘real’ people? However, before I can attempt to answer these
questions, I need to address some discussions about sex, gender and social identity. These
discussions will be important as they shine some light on how our interpretations have
changed over the course of several decades. This is the aim of part two of this chapter; to
familiarize the reader with some discussions about gender, sex and social identity. In order to
do this, I will begin by presenting the one-sex/two-sex model, to show how our thoughts have
evolved regarding the concepts of sex/gender. After this, I will discuss the sex/gender
division; what is sex and gender, and why do we need to distinguish between them? In
addition, does this division help us approach the people of the past? In the last part of this
chapter, I wish to introduce the reader to the concept of gender as performative, social identity
and sexuality, and emphasize some of the discussions regarding these topics. I hope to use
these topics and discussions as tools as well as lay the foundation of this essay and provide a
platform for the theoretical discussions of the research questions in chapter four.

2.2.1 The One-Sex and Two-Sex Model: An Introduction to Different
Thoughts about Sex and Gender
Before the ‘natural’ order of two sexes (male and female), there existed another ‘natural’
order: the one-sex model. This model can be traced back to the ancient Greeks and, amongst
others, the philosophers Aristotle and Galen (Laqueur 1990:28-29; Moi 1999:10). In his book,
Making Sex: Body and Gender from the Greeks to Freud, Laqueur (1990) describes how
different notions about sex and gender have emerged over time, and also demonstrated why
the one-sex model existed for such a long amount of time. The one-sex model is a model
where everything is described as either male or non-male, and it therefore explains everything
in relation to maleness. In this model, females were not seen as a separate gender, they were
simply seen as inverted men. The men had penises and testicles, while females had vaginas
and ovaries, which the one-sex model explained as being an inverted penis and testicle. It was
emphasized that the only difference between men and women were that the reproductive
organs of men were on the outside of the body, while the females had theirs on the inside of
the body. Laqueur (1990:26) explains it like this: “Women, in other words, are inverted, and
hence less perfect, men. They have exactly the same organs but in exactly the wrong places.”
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The one-sex model thus claims that women were less perfect versions of men; a point that is
also used to explain several, cases where women seem to have changed their sex and turned
into men.
One example that is used when talking about the one-sex model and its view of gender and
sex, is the story of Marie, which is written by the French surgeon Ambroise Paré
approximately in 1570, and is retold in Sandmo’s (1998) Et Kjønnsskifte i Drøbak – om en
kropp, intimitet og en datter som ble far (own translation: A Sex-Change in Drøbak – about
body, intimacy and a daughter who became a father). Paré writes about the young girl, Marie,
who was chasing a runaway pig, and during the chase it jumped over a ditch. Marie jumped
after it, and in the same instance, she developed male reproductive organs. Later, she changed
her name from Marie to Germain and served as one of the king’s men. Paré also states when
he visited the village, the other young girls were observed signing a song where they warned
others from stretching their legs too far apart, because this would turn them into men. This is
a very interesting example of how gender and sex were perceived in the past. Did Marie
magically change into a man, or did she always possess the reproductive organ of a male?
Was it her sex that changed, her gender or both?
According to the one-sex model, women are less perfect versions of men, and thus it is
possible for women to change their sex, because it is possible to develop from being ‘less
perfect’ to ‘perfect’. However, men cannot change into females, as they are already ‘perfect’,
and one cannot go from being ‘perfect’ to ‘less perfect’, according to the one-sex model. In
our contemporary, Western eyes, it seems strange that this model was considered ‘natural’ for
so long. It was not until the eighteenth century, sex, as we know it today, was invented and
resulted in the two-sex model (Laqueur 1990:149; Moi 1999:10). The two-sex model differs
from the one-sex model, as it acknowledges that women and men are different human beings,
and not different aspects of ‘perfect’ men. It was emphasized that women are women, and
men are men; and this division of the two sexes was grounded on the natural differences of
the reproductive organs. This is the model that we are most familiar with. However, there
might have existed other models that we are currently not aware of. The development of the
one-sex to the two-sex model shows two different version of how people have thought about
sex and gender in the past and present. My aim with including the one-sex and two-sex
model, is to present it as a kind of background for further discussions about sex and gender in
the Scandinavian Viking Age.
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2.2.2 The Sex/Gender Discussion
As I have already mentioned in the previous part, it was the feminist critique that inspired
archaeologists and other disciplines to separate sex and gender and to create two distinct
categories. When Conkey and Spector (1984) introduced the concept of gender to
archaeology, one of its main objectives was to prevent archaeology from approaching
prehistoric people through essentialist and stereotypic lenses. With its theoretical link to sex,
known as the sex-gender system, gender was perceived as a guarantee against essentialist
approaches to the people of the past (Fuglestvedt 2014:48). Robert Stoller, who was a medical
scientist, first invented the conceptual pair of sex and gender. He suggested this terminology
in the 1960s and later published the book Sex and Gender (Stoller 1984), where he
distinguished between “sex as body” and “sex as self-experience”. The “self-experience sex”,
he called gender, while the “sex as body”, he called sex (Stoller 1984; Fuglestvedt 2014:52).
However, not everyone was happy with this understanding of sex and gender, and the
poststructuralists were especially unhappy. They criticized the early theories revolving around
the sex/gender distinction of trying to make a particular group of women the standard-bearer
of feminism, and by doing this, they excluded how different women are (Caldwell 2002:1617; Valverde 1990); not all women are in the same situation. This is also true when discussing
men, children and elderly; there is no universal, single category of ‘woman’ or ‘man’, we are
all different. In addition to this, they argued that the 1960s understanding of sex/gender, easily
turned sex into ahistorical and divorced it from concrete historical and social meanings (Moi
1999). According to Moi (1999:30-31), the poststructuralists’ two main objectives were (1) to
avoid biological determinism, and (2) to develop a fully historical and non-essential
understanding of sex or the body. So even though it has been criticized, the sex/gender
distinction has become widely accepted in society at large and has also provided a basic
framework for a great deal of feminist theory (Moi 1999:3); however, lately the distinction
and its value has been questioned.
In order to have a foundation to discuss gender and sex in the Scandinavian Viking Age, it is
important to understand this division and some of the discussions regarding the use of these
terms. I have briefly touched upon this in the beginning of this chapter and will now
elaborate. However, I will begin by repeating myself (and Moi 1999:26); “Gender is between
the ears, sex is between the legs”. Sex is the term used to describe biological characteristics,
such as reproductive capacities and external genitalia (Sørensen 2000:42). Therefore, sex is
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used as a tool to decide whether a person is born with female or male genitals. However, as
we know, men and women do not always perform as ‘men’ or ‘women’, and this is where the
term ‘gender’ is relevant. Gender, in contrast to sex, is meant to emphasize that it is a
social/cultural construction, and therefore gender is neither biological, natural, universal nor
essential (Sørensen 2000:42). In other words, gender does not necessarily have any
connection to the person’s biological sex. With the sex/gender distinction in mind, it is easier
to explain how a person born with male genitals can still identify himself, or society identifies
him, as a female and vice versa.
We can thus state that sex is perceived as something non-cultural, static, measurable,
scientifically and unproblematic (Nelson 2006; Sørensen 2000:43), while gender, on the other
hand, is perceived as cultural, fluid, unmeasurable and basically always the opposite of what
we think sex is (Moi 1999:33). This distinction between sex and gender has, allegedly, been
one of the central premises to further understand past societies. Sørensen (2000:44) states that
this is because it has influenced our understanding of the nature of sex, and therefore it has
contributed to our understanding of the role of sex and gender in relation to social
constructions. However, as Scott (1986) argues, while gender, on one hand, is a powerful
analytical concept that could challenge taken-for-granted assumptions about sex and social
behavior, it has, on the other hand, removed ‘women’ from the vocabulary and analysis by
replacing it with the neutral term ‘gender’ (Sørensen 2000; Scott 1986).
Another problem with the sex/gender distinction appeared because of the poststructuralists’
critique; they criticize the 1960s view of sex/gender, but do not have the theoretical
machinery to solve the problem. Instead, the machinery they do have generates new
theoretical problems that they want to solve first. However, these problems have now nothing
to do with bodies, sex or gender (Moi 1999:31). Others find a more radical solution to the
problems; they claim that sex is constructed by gender, or at least by the same regulatory
discourses that produce gender (Strassburg 1999). Ultimately, this leads to the conclusion that
there is no difference between sex and gender; sex turns out to have been gender all along
(Moi 1999:42-43). If this is the case, then how does this bring us any closer to understanding
people in the past? Do we even need the sex/gender distinction if we can argue that they are
the same thing?
In addition to these issues, I want to highlight another one; in its current use, the sex/gender
distinction is not capable of approaching past bodies because it does not provide us with the
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relevant tools we need. An example of its limitations is seen in burial archaeology. Let’s
imagine a scenario with a grave where the skeleton is missing, but the grave goods are present
and preserved and are indicators of our own feminine/masculine categories, like for instance
beads or weapons. Since we consider beads as traditionally female equipment and weapons as
traditionally male, our interpretation of graves like this are nothing but a reproduction of our
own traditionalist notions of women and men (Arwill-Nordbladh 2001:17-18; Fuglestvedt
2014:56). Beads might not have been exclusively female equipment in the past; however,
because of our own assumptions about what is traditionally male and female in our own
contemporary world, we project this onto the past. Again, a parallel can be drawn to the
Birka-warrior; a grave that is typically interpreted as a ‘fantastic interpretation’, like for
example being a transvestite priest or a cross dresser, which has been preferred over that of a
woman wielding masculine symbols of power. Moreover, because of this, we create an exotic
‘gender type’ instead of interpreting it as a woman who probably took part in war-like
activities (Fuglestvedt 2014:58). Instead of acknowledging her as a rare find, as a woman with
weapons, maybe even a Viking warrior, her cultural gender is questioned. In addition to this,
since she was found with typically male equipment, her role and identity as a woman is being
questioned. Therefore, in this instance, the sex/gender concept is not helpful; instead, it only
creates stereotypical depictions of women and men, or ‘fantastic interpretations’ of exotic
genders like transvestite priests, shamans, queers, cross dressers, etc. (Fuglestvedt 2014).
Because of this criticism of the gender concept, I wish to use this as a tool to examine how
archaeologists write about gender in the past. Do they depict images of stereotypical women
and men according to our own notion of what Viking Age society should look like, are they
focusing on the queers and the ‘fantastic interpretations’, or are they depicting societies where
men and women could remain men and women while performing actions typically connected
to the other biological sex? Are we depicting the past more ‘fantastical’ than it really was
because of our own society’s interest in sex and sexuality? Are we too focused on sex, gender
and sexuality?

2.2.3 Performativity, Sexuality and Social Identity
In order to discuss gender/sex in the Scandinavian Viking Age, I also think it is important to
go through the concepts of performativity, social identity and sexuality. I will begin with
Judith Butler’s theories about gender as performative, which she presented in her text Gender
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Trouble (1990) and the book Bodies That Matter (1993). In addition to presenting the concept
of performativity, she also challenges the distinction between sex/gender and the
biological/cultural dualism of the sex/gender system (Voss 2006:369). However, as most of
Butler’s theories are complex and difficult to summarize, I will try to include the key points I
think is relevant for this thesis. Therefore, I will begin with performativity.

2.2.4 Performativity
The writings of Judith Butler (1990, 1993) have had enormous impact on the way we think of
gender and sex, which is something even her critics acknowledge (Assister 1996; Hughes and
Witz 1997). She was inspired by the social anthropologist Victor Turner, who argued that
gender is culturally constructed, which roughly can be translated to that gender is not
something you are, it is something you do (Butler 1990, 1993). This idea was also inspired by
Simone de Beauvoir, who stated that “one is not born, but rather becomes, a woman” (de
Beauvoir 1979 [1949]; Lloyd 2011:546). In Butler’s case, she portrays gender as an ‘act’, an
‘effect’, a ‘fabrication’ and a ‘style’, and therefore, to demonstrate her idea, she uses drag as
an example. In drag, we can see the key ‘fabricating mechanisms’ of gender itself, which is
emphasized as drag is not a parody of real gender, but a parody of a parody (Butler 1990;
Hood-Williams and Harrison 1998:74). I think Butler’s use of drag as an example is very
good. I have only limited experience with drag artists myself, as I have only watched a few
episodes of the popular TV-show RuPaul’s Drag Race. However, from what I have seen from
this series, the men dress up as women; they put on wigs and do their hair in a certain style,
put on their makeup, and put on their clothing. Everything they do is an exaggeration of a
‘normal’ woman; they wear fantastic looking dresses, insanely high heels, and do their hair
and makeup to emphasize their femininity. So, in order to be interpreted as female, they
exaggerate everything that we see as symbols of femininity, and by doing this, they highlight
the fact that, at least in their case, gender is something you become.
This brings me to the second topic I wish to include: Butler’s challenge of the distinction
between sex/gender and the biological/cultural dualism of the sex/gender system. As the
example with the drag artist’s show, gender is not something that is necessarily natural and
determined; gender is changeable by the actions of the person and is only an illusion that is
maintained through activities (Butler 1988:527). She (Butler 1988) argues that the body and
our understanding of it as a gender, is historic, not biological. Thus, there are no natural
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connections between our biological sex and our gender; as already stated, gender is
changeable, and so is our understanding of it.
This point brings be to the third topic I wish to include: Butler’s claim that “perhaps this
construct called ‘sex’ is as culturally constructed as gender; indeed, perhaps it was always
already gender, with the consequence that the distinction between sex and gender turns out to
be no distinction at all” (Butler 1999:10). If her claim is correct, then this could mean that
there is ultimately no difference between sex and gender at all. Maybe sex does not really
matter? However, for instance, Ingrid Fuglestvedt (2014) and Toril Moi (1999) have criticized
this train of thought. Fuglestvedt (2014) criticized Butler’s thought about sex being irrelevant
by drawing a picture of one-sex model as a straight line. We are all located somewhere on this
line, and not at the “gendered” extremes (male/female), which are present in the two-sex
model. On this line, we also locate people who we categorize as third gender. According to
this model, we are all somewhere on this line together with the people we categorize as third
genders, and from this assumption, we are all queer; which again leads to the conclusion that
only “queer” people can be normal people (Fuglestvedt 2014:59). However, if this is the case,
then we are all ‘fantastic interpretations’, which I personally do not think is correct. If we
follow Butler’s assumption that sex does not matter, the focus on the ‘fantastic
interpretations’ this leads to, will not bring us any closer to understanding sex/gender, identity
and society in the past. It will only lead us down a path of imaginary people.

2.2.5 Sexuality
Sexuality in archaeology is a relatively new theme. Questions about sexual difference began
in classical archaeology with Brendel (1970) who contrasted erotic representations from
classical Rome and Greece with pre-Columbian Peru and medieval India (Voss 2008:319),
which was followed by Dover’s Greek Homosexuality (1978). In Dover’s work, he analyzed
painted ceramics and classical texts to argue that modern twentieth-century homosexuality
was not equal to the male-male sexual relationships of ancient Greece. The focus on different
sexualities was long awaited; for a long time, sexuality was simply ignored in archaeology
because of the presumption that heterosexuality is the norm (Dowson 2000:164). The
presumed heterosexual norm contributed, amongst other things, to identifying men as
sexually dominant and women as passive (Dowson 2016; Voss 2006:366, 2007). The
emergence of a feminist and gender archaeology, contributed to challenging these stereotypes,
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and in doing so, they created the possibility of researching not only gender, but also sexuality
in the past (Conkey and Spector 1984; Gilchrist 1999; Sørensen 2000; Voss 2006, 2007; Voss
and Schmidt 2000).
However, since the feminist and gender archaeology focused so much on gender, it pushed
sexuality aside and deemed it as something that was not as important as gender. When
sexuality finally became the focus of the researchers in the early 1990s (Voss 2007:33), it was
evident that the investigations of sexuality interpreted the past through their own
contemporary worldviews regarding present-day sexual norms, politics, ideologies and
identities. However, archaeology is still having a hard time when faced with identifying what
is seen as “sexual”. On one hand, archaeologists have had a tendency to downplay the sexual
content of the archaeological record, while on the other hand, there have also been times when
they see sex and sexuality everywhere; interpreting every incised line as phallic and every
triangle or oval as vulvaform (Voss 2008:321). How archaeologists perceive sexuality and
how they interpret it, is still a work in progress; however, there has begun to emerge a
consensus around a set of practices that might be best when it comes to analyzing bodily
representations and sexual imagery (e.g. Bahn 1986; Bailey 2005; Clarke 1998; Hays-Gilpin
2004; Joyce 2005; Kampen 1996; Meskell 2007). This has affected the researchers’
understanding of the past and its sexuality (Voss 2006:367). Some of the terms we use today
(heterosexual, homosexual, masochist or cross-dresser) are usually understood as universal
terms, which ‘naturally’ have always been described this way; however, Voss (2006:367)
makes it clear that these sexual identity categories are considered as relatively recent cultural
phenomena. So, just as gender is historically and culturally situated, so is sexual identities
(Voss and Schmidt 2000:3). This means that our understanding and the past’s understanding
of what it means to be homosexual or heterosexual, most likely is different from one another.
This is an important point, as this emphasizes the fact that sexuality and our understanding of
it is something that evolves and develops over time and is most likely different from culture to
culture.
With this in mind, it is obvious that an archaeology of sexuality is important precisely because
it illuminates the limitations and assumptions of our own modern theories about sexuality.
One of its biggest challenges is our own fixation on sex and sexuality; the thought that
sexuality is a central component of social identity. However, this might just be the result of
our own contemporary thoughts, which is grounded in, amongst other things, politics. So,
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even though an archaeology of sex, provided with the conceptual tools from sexology, the
sex/gender system and gender performance, can help us examine sexuality in the past, it is
still important to remember that our own thoughts about sexuality may blind us as to how it
was actually enacted in past cultures (Voss 2006:371). Therefore, we must be aware of our
own limitations regarding the topic of sex, and maybe ask ourselves if we are too fixated on
this topic.

2.2.6 Social Identity
While archaeology is mostly about understanding and interpreting the material remains of the
past, it is also about understanding the past’s societies, and thus, its people. In addition to
performativity and sexuality, the aspect of people’s social identity is also of interest to the
archaeologists (e.g. Clark and Wilkie 2006; Fowler 2004; Gillespie 2000; Joyce 2000, 2004,
2006; Knapp 1998; Meskell 1999, 2002; Meskell and Joyce 2003; Meskell and Preucel 2004).
In order to examine social identity, it is important to recognize that people are different; that
gender, rank, sex, sexuality, etc. are aspects that makes a person himself or herself, and these
aspects also differs from culture to culture and place to place. Recognizing that so many
different aspects of past people’s lives are important, is one step closer to understanding our
own past and how we came to be where we are today. Being a person, developing and
growing into a social role, into one’s own social identity, is a process that takes time; a whole
lifetime. If we, as archaeologists, solely focuses on the aspects of the graves and that given
context, we downgrade the people to only matter in the situation of their death and not the
situation of their life. However, this is the difficult part about archaeology; how can we figure
out how the people lived when we only can observe them in the situation of their death?
The people in the archaeological record lived whole lives before they ended up buried or
cremated. Some lucky people have lived long enough to go through the phases of infancy,
childhood, adolescence, adulthood and old age, while others were not as lucky. For our own
understanding, it is just as important to address the social identity and life of a male chieftain
as the social identity and the life of a young woman (or warrior woman, for argument’s sake),
or a child. An archaeology of personhood and social identity holds great potential according
to Clark and Wilkie (2006), and they are probably right. Archaeology has the potential to not
only focus on women and men, it can discuss people in the past as more fully realized social
actors: They were mothers, fathers, siblings, lovers, and some of them were probably
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grandparents. By focusing on these social actors and how they lived their lives, we might be
reaching an archaeology that might give us a better understanding of the people in the past.
The last thing I wish to address in this chapter, is the topic of grave goods and social identity.
As archaeologists, we are using grave goods in order to interpret who the deceased were and
what he or she did in his or her lifetime. Burials are often thought of as being the
archaeologists’ best source of information (Fahlander 2012:137; Moen 2019:56). However,
interpreting the grave goods is challenging. Since the 1980s and 1990s, the idea that the dead
do not bury themselves became a key to mortuary analysis (Parker Pearson 1999).
Consequently, archaeologists cannot assume that the grave goods in a burial is a direct
relation to the deceased’s status in life (Fahlander 2009:36; Moen 2019:58; Stylegar 1997:80).
However, as is argued by, for instance, Moen (2019), archaeologists must assume that to
some extent the dead did bury themselves. As is highlighted in her discussions, the
Norwegian Viking Age was a society that seemed to take a great deal of care and
consideration in the treatment of their dead (Moen 2019:59). This is also collaborated by the
fact that even after more than a century of excavations, there exists no standard, orthodox
Viking Age burial (Price 2008:257) Thus, it seems possible that in societies like this, the dead
participated in their own burials because there would have been certain expectations about
being buried in the right manner. Therefore, in accordance with Moen (2019) and her
discussions about social identity and grave goods, I would base my arguments on the
assumption that grave goods mirror social identity. The complicating relationship between
grave goods and social identity will be discussed to a greater extent in chapter five.

2.3 Conclusion and Summary
A very good quote by Dorothy L. Sayers found in Laqueur’s Making Sex: Body and Gender
from the Greeks to Freud (1990:1) is very relevant in the context of discussing gender: “The
first thing that strikes the careless observer is that women are unlike men. (…) But the
fundamental thing is that women are more like men than anything else in the world.” When I
first read this, I was struck by how simple, and yet so enlightening this is. Why are we so
focused on locating and explaining how women and men are different, when they are in fact
the only two beings on the planet that are more alike? Why is it so important for our society to
distinguish between ‘male’ and ‘female’, and their activities and spheres?
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In part two of this chapter, I have dived deep into the theoretical world of gender, sex and
social identity. I have explained how our view of gender has changed over time, from the onesex to the two-sex model, the division of the terms sex and gender and the pros and cons of
this division. I have also briefly touched the topics of performativity, sexuality and social
identity. The aim of this chapter was to familiarize the reader with some discussions regarding
sex and gender, which I think, is important in the context of this thesis and the discussions
regarding sex and gender in the Scandinavian Viking Age. This is important as it highlights
that the way we look at gender, sex, sexuality and social identity, is based on our own
contemporary Western notions of what we see as ‘normal’, and not based on how it might
have been in the past. This chapter presents the research history of feminism and gender
archaeology in addition to discussing several theories regarding sex, gender and social
identity in archaeology. It is intended to be a theoretical stepping-stone for the assessment of
my material presented in chapter three and assessed in chapter four, in addition to providing
important subjects of discussion regarding gender, sex, and social identity, which will be
discussed in chapter five.
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3 Presentation of Research
Contributions
So far, I have presented the research history of feminism and gender studies in archaeology,
as well as highlighted certain points and discussions regarding sex, gender and social identity.
In this chapter I will present the material I will use in order to answer my research questions:
In what way has our understanding of men and women in the Viking Age changed from the
1980s until today in archaeology? How are we using the terms gender, sex and social
identity? And last, but not least: Are we creating stereotypical interpretations of the people in
the past, or are we making room for real people?

3.1 Explaining the Assessment of the Research
Contributions
In order to answer these questions, I have assessed research contributions by archaeologists
who especially write about topics like gender, sex, and social identity. I have also included
contributions that examine men and women in the Viking Age. Because of practical reasons, I
have chosen to analyze the material one decade at a time in chronological order; the oldest
material will be presented and discussed first, while the most recent texts will be presented
and discussed last. I wish to stress that my interpretations of the texts, have nothing to do with
the authors personally; my only aim is to examine what is written in the texts and track the
changes that have occurred. In order to do so, I have chosen to label the research contributions
in three different manners, which will help discussing how our understanding of men and
women have changed over time. My findings will be presented in sector diagrams in order to
display the changes from decade to decade, more clearly. I have chosen to divide the texts
into three categories: (1) stereotypical depictions, (2) feminist depictions, and (3) contains
both stereotypical and feminist depictions.
My reasons for choosing these three labels, is based on the research history of gender
archaeology and the Viking Age. As I have already discussed in chapter two, the research on
the Viking Age has been presented as a distorted mirror of Victorian ideals (ArwillNordbladh 1998; Moen 2019:11). This makes the research focus on stereotypical
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interpretations of the archaeological material, which, for example, focus on male rather than
female power, or arguing for a society that, like the Victorian, was strictly divided; where the
men and women were restricted physically to fixed domains. The women were confined to
the domestic sphere (innanstokks), while the men were in the public sphere (utanstokks),
participating in outdoor activities, trading, travelling, attending the thing, and other public
matters. I have also interpreted the research contributions as stereotypical if they focus on the
stereotypical depictions of male warriors or chieftains, or female housewives that only had
power within the threshold of the house. Furthermore, I have also interpreted the
contributions as stereotypical if they only depict women as powerful when the men are away,
either travelling or waring. In addition to this, some of the contributions are discussing graves
from the Viking Age based on the material found in the graves. In this case, the normative
way of gendering the skeletons is to assume that women were buried with jewellery, while
men were buried with weapons. However, as we have already seen in the case with the Birkawarrior, grave Bj 581 in Sweden, there are instances where women are buried with weapons.
There are also instances where male and female graves contain the same equipment or tools.
However, in these instances, the interpretations of the materials differ from male to female,
even though, in most of the cases, the only thing that is different in these instances is the
biological sex or the cultural gender of the deceased. Therefore, I have also chosen to interpret
these practices as stereotypical. Lastly, I have also chosen to interpret contributions as
stereotypical if they paint pictures of the women being passive, without any agency or power
of their own, while the men are depicted as active, powerful and, for example, the reason as to
why the Viking Age started in the first place.
My reasons for interpreting the research contributions as feminist are mostly the opposite of
the reasons as to why I have interpreted them as stereotypical. If the material is feminist, it,
for example, argues for female agency and power without stressing that this only occurred
when the men were away, or if the authors explore the possibilities of men participating in
‘traditionally’ female activities and vice versa. I have also chosen to interpret contribution as
possibly feminist if they critique or discuss the ‘normative’ way of gendering skeletons based
on grave goods; or if they critique or discuss how certain artefacts (e.g. weapons, keys,
weights and scales) are interpreted as one thing in male graves and as another thing in female
ones. I have also interpreted contributions as feminist if they discuss the social identity and
roles of women and men; the fact that not all women were mothers (and not all men were
fathers), and that women were valuable in society and more than just birthing machines.
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The reason why I have ended up with some contributions assessed as possibly both feminist
and stereotypical, is mostly because of one research tendency; “to make women visible”. This
was the aim of early feminist and gender research, and therefore, I have interpreted it as
feminist. I also wish to stress that I interpret the research tendency of “making women
visible” as focusing on women in the archaeological record; not necessarily only as “add
women and stir”, which is how Moen (2019:26-27) interprets this research tendency.
However, even though the contribution makes women visible, it does not necessarily mean
that the rest of the research is feminist as well. Therefore, there are contributions that display
research tendencies that I have interpreted as belonging to both categories.
In addition to the sector diagrams displaying the changes in the contributions regarding
stereotypical or feministic interpretations, I have also chosen to include three additional sector
diagrams. The first one is regarding the use, definition and discussion of the terms sex, gender
and social identity, which will display how the use of these terms have changed over time. In
order to do this, I have chosen to divide the research material into four categories: (1) uses the
terms, (2), uses and defines the terms, (3) uses, defines and discusses the terms, and (4) does
not use the terms. In relation to this theme, I have also chosen to include a second diagram
that depicts the percentage of how many of the research contributions uses the terms contra
how many of the research contributions that do not use the terms. The third diagram is
regarding the topic of queer theory, third gender, and transgender, and how the focus on these
subjects have developed over time. In order to assess this, I have chosen to divide the
contributions into two categories: (1) mentions or discusses queer theory, third gender,
transgender or fantastic interpretations, and (2) does not mention queer theory, third gender,
transgender or fantastic interpretations. This sector diagram will display how the percentage
of contributions regarding queer theory has changed from the 1980s until 2019.

3.1.1 Research Contributions From 1980-1989
The material from 1980-1989 consists of a total of 8 research contributions. The reason why
there are so few contributions from this decade is consistent with the research history as the
root of gender archaeology is often associated with the paper Archaeology and the Study of
Gender by Conkey and Spector from 1984. Therefore, it is not strange that there are so few
contributions from this decade.
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The contributions I have assessed are from these
authors: Dommasnes (1982), Arwidsson and Berg
(1983), Solberg (1985), Gade (1986) Høgestøl

Contributions from
1980-1989

(1986), Christensen (1987), Stalsberg (1987),
Farbregd (1988), and Lillehammer (1988). I have
assessed two of these contributions as possibly

25 %

Feminist

50 %
25 %

stereotypical, two might be feminist and four are

Stereotypical

Both

possibly stereotypical and feminist. This is
displayed in percentage in the sector diagram

Figure 1

above and presents a division that seem to
collaborate with the research history of feminism and gender in archaeology.

Contributions from
1980-1989

Contributions from
1980-1989

Uses terms

63 %

37 %

Defines terms

0%

Discusses terms

37 %

Uses terms

63 %
Does not use
terms

Does not use terms
Figure 2

Figure 3

In the sector diagrams above, I have assessed the texts in relation to the use, definition and
discussion of the terms sex, gender and/or social identity. My assessment revealed that three
of the eight contributions use these terms, while five do not. None of the contributions
assessed from this decade defines and/or discusses the use of these terms.
In this last sector diagram, I have assessed how
many texts have mentioned or discussed subjects

Contributions from
1980-1989

like queer theory, third genders or transgender. The
assessment of the contributions has revealed that

Mentions queer
or other genders

0%

Does not
mention queer

none of the texts from this decade mentions or
discuss these subjects.

100 %

Figure 4
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3.1.2 Research Contributions From 1990-1999
The material from 1990-1999 consists of a total of 28 research contributions. I have assessed
these following authors: Hofseth (1990), Arwill-Nordbladh (1991), Dommasnes (1991),
Hjørungdal (1991), Stalsberg (1991), Dommasnes (1992), Kristoffersen (1992), Gustafson
(1993), Petré (1993), Prestvold (1993), Hjørungdal (1994), Gansum (1995), Hoftun (1995),
Hovanta (1995), Linder (1995), Stylegar (1995), Lillehammer (1996), Lucy (1997), ArwillNordbladh (1998), Mundal (1998), Opedal (1998), Solli (1998), Tsigaridas (1998), Wicker
(1998), Bøgh-Andersen (1999), Göransson (1999), Hofseth (1999), and Solli (1999). In my
assessment, I have interpreted 16 of the contributions as possibly feminist, four might be
stereotypical and eight as possibly both. In the
sector diagram to the right one can see how
this is portrayed in percentages. One can see

Contributions from
1990-1999

an increase in contributions assessed to be
feminist (from 25 % to 57 %) from the
previous decade, while the contributions

29 %

14 %

Feminist
Both

assessed to be stereotypical or both, have
decreased from 25 to 14 % (stereotypical) and

Stereotypical

57 %

from 50 to 29 % (both stereotypical and
feminist).

Figure 5

In the two following sector diagrams, I have assessed the texts in relation to the use, definition
and discussion of the terms sex, gender and/or social identity. My assessment revealed that
eight of the contributions used the terms sex, gender and/or social identity, while only three
defined the terms and six discussed the use of the terms. A total of 11 of the assessed
contributions did not use the terms at all. In these sector diagrams one can see clearly that
changes have occurred regarding the use, definition and discussion of the terms sex, gender
and/or social identity. The contributions display an increase in the number of texts using the
terms; in 1980-1989, the percentage was 37, while in 1990-1999 it has increased to 61 %.
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Contributions from
1990-1999

Contributions from
1990-1999

Uses terms

39 %

29 %

Defines terms

11 %

Discusses
terms

21 %

Uses terms

39 %
61 %

Does not use
terms

Does not use
terms
Figure 7

Figure 6

In the last sector diagram, I have assessed how
many texts have mentioned or discussed subjects
like queer theory, third genders or transgender.

Contributions from
1990-1999

As one can see from the sector diagram, there has

Mentions queer or
other genders

11 %

been an increase in the number of texts that
mentions or discusses this since the previous
decade. In 1980-1989, there were 0 % of the

Does not mention
queer

89 %

contributions that mentioned or discussed these
Figure 8

subjects, while the assessment of the
contributions from 1990-1999 showed how three of the 28 contributions mentioned or
discussed this. This is an increase from 0 to 11 %.

3.1.3 Research Contributions From 2000-2009
The material from 2000-2009 consists of a total of 32
research contributions. I have assessed the texts from
these following authors: Price (2000a), Price (2000b),

Contributions from
2000-2009

Ross (2000), Gräslund (2001), Price (2001), Stalsberg
(2001), Christiansen (2002), Price (2002), Solli
(2002), Aannestad (2004), Bye-Johansen (2004),

13 %
Stereotypical

31 %

Feminist

56 %

Both

Hadley (2004), Kristoffersen (2004), Mortensen
(2004), Speed and Walton Rogers (2004), Simpson

Figure 9

(2005), Brennand (2006), Callmer (2006), Gerds
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(2006), Nordström (2006), Øye (2006), Andersson (2007), Back-Danielsson (2007), Stylegar
(2007), Barrett (2008), Brink and Price (2008), Gräslund (2008), Hadley (2008), Ljungkvist
(2008), Solli (2008), Hillerdal (2009), and Sørensen (2009). In my assessment of the research
contributions, I have interpreted 18 of the contributions as possibly feminist, four might be
stereotypical and ten of the contributions are possibly both feminist and stereotypical. In the
sector diagram, one can see there are slight changes from the contributions from 1990-1999.
The percentage of feminist contributions have decreased from 57 to 56 %, and the
stereotypical contributions have decreased as well, from 14 % in 1990-1999 to 13 %. There is
a slight increase in the contributions I have assessed as both feminist and stereotypical: the
percentage has increased from 29 to 31 %.

Contributions from
2000-2009

Contributions from
2000-2009

Uses terms

35 %

50 %
9% 6%

Figure 10

Uses terms
Defines terms

50 %

50 %

Discusses
terms

Does not use
terms

Figure 11

In these two sector diagrams, I have assessed the texts in relation to the use, definition and
discussion of the terms sex, gender and/or social identity. My assessment revealed that 11 of
the contributions used the terms sex, gender and/or social identity, while only two defined the
terms, and only three discussed the use of the terms. A total of 16 did not use the terms at all.
As one can see from the diagrams, there is an increase in the percentage of contributions that
use the terms sex, gender and/or social identity from the previous decade until now, from 29
to 35 %. One can also see that the percentage of texts that do not use the terms, have also
increased from the previous decade, from 39 to 50 %. The assessment also shows how the
percentage of contributions that defines the terms have decreased from 11 to 6 %, while the
contributions that discusses the terms have decreased from 21 to 9 %. In total, there is a
decrease in the number of contributions using, defining and discussing the terms; in 19901999 the percentage was 61 %, while the percentage is 50 % in the contributions from 20002009.
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Regarding the subjects like queer theory, third
genders and/or transgender, I have interpreted
that a total of nine of the 32 contributions are

Contributions from
2000-2009

mentioning and/or discussing the subject. This
is a very noticeable increase in percentage from

Mentions queer
or other
genders

28 %

the previous decade; during the 1990-1999s,
the percentage was 11, while here one can see

Does not
mention queer

72 %

it has increased to 28 %.
Figure 12

3.1.4 Research Contributions From 2010-2019
The material from 2010-2019 consists of a total of 49 research contributions. I have assessed
the texts from these following authors: Barrett (2010), Gräslund (2010), Gustin (2010),
Lewis-Simpson (2010), Stylegar (2010), Thedéen (2010), Øye (2010), Callow (2011),
Gardela (2011), Hedeager (2011), Ljungkvist (2011), McLeod (2011), Abrams (2012),
Thedéen (2012), Wicker (2012), Gardela (2013), Kershaw (2013), Berg (2014), Hedeager
(2014), Hedenstierna-Jonson (2014), Hedenstierna-Jonson and Kjellström (2014), Kupiec and
Milek (2014), Moen (2014), Pantmann (2014), Pedersen (2014), Price (2014a), Price (2014b),
Price (2014c), Sanmark (2014), Sørheim (2014), Williams, Pentz and Wemhoff (2014),
Ashby (2015), Croix (2015), Harrison (2015), O’sullivan (2015), Berglund (2016),
Dommasnes (2016), Gardela (2016), Nilsson (2016), Nordström (2016), Raffield, Price and
Collard (2016), Aannestad and Glørstad (2017), Gardela (2017), Hedenstierna-Jonson et al.
(2017), Løkka (2017), Pedersen (2017), Moen (2019), Price (2019), and Price, HedenstiernaJonson, Zachrisson et al. (2019).
In my assessment of the research contributions, I
have interpreted 33 of the contributions as possibly

Contributions from
2010-2019

feminist, four might be stereotypical and 12 are
possibly both feminist and stereotypical. As one can
see when comparing this sector diagram to the one

8%
25 %

Stereotypical
Feminist

67 %

Both

from the previous decade, there are some obvious
changes. The percentage of feminist contributions
have increased from 56 to 67 %, and the percentage

Figure 13
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of stereotypical contributions have decreased from 13 to 8 %. The percentage of contributions
that are both feminist and stereotypical have decreased from 31 to 25 %.
In the following sector diagrams, I have examined if the contributions use, define and/or
discuss the terms sex, gender and/or social identity. My assessment revealed that 27 of the
contributions used the terms, while 16 did not use them. Here, the analysis of the material gets
a little difficult, as there are three contribution that defines the terms, and five contributions
discuss the use of the terms. Two of these contributions overlap; they are both defining and
discussing the use of the terms. Therefore, I needed to add a category to this sector diagram to
make sure it would portray the information correctly. I added a fifth category: “defines and
discusses terms”. To prevent the sector diagrams from portraying the percentages wrongly, I
subtracted two contributions from the ones who defines the terms. Consequently, there is only
one contribution in this category. Then I subtracted two contributions from the ones who
discusses the terms, which, consequently, leads to three contributions in this category. The
number of contributions that are both defining and discussing the terms are two.

Contributions from
2010-2019 Uses terms

Contributions from
2010-2019

Defines terms

33 %
4%

Discusses terms

55 %
Defines and
discusses terms:

6%

Uses terms

33 %
67 %

Does not use
terms

Does not use
terms

2%
Figure 14

Figure 15

As one can see from comparing this sector diagram with the one from the previous decade,
we can again see changes when it comes to the percentage of contributions that uses the
terms, and the ones that do not use them. The percentage of contributions that do not use the
terms, have decreased from 50 to 33 %, while the percentage of the contributions that do use
the terms, have increased from 35 to 55 %. In total, we can see huge changes regarding the
contributions from 2000-2009 to the contributions from 2010-2019. The percentage of
contributions that are using the terms in total, have increased from 50 to 67 %, and the
percentage of the contributions that do not use the terms, have decreased from 50 to 33 %.
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Thus, I think that the contributions from 2010-2019 are showing some positive aspects
regarding the topics of gender, sex and social identity in the Viking Age.
Regarding the subjects like queer theory, third
genders and/or transgender, I have interpreted
that a total of nine of the 49 contributions are

Contributions from
2010-2019

mentioning and/or discussing the subject. Here,
one can see a slight decrease in the percentage of

18 %

contributions that mention or discuss queer
theory or the concept of other genders. The

Mentions
queer or other
genders
Does not
mention queer

82 %

percentage in 2000-2009 was 28, while now it
has decreased to 18 %. One can also see a slight

Figure 16

increase in the number of contributions that do
not mention queer theory or other genders. This has increased from 72 % in the contributions
from 2000-2009, to 82 % in the contributions from 2010-2019.

3.2 Conclusion
As one can see based on my assessments and the sector diagrams I have presented, there are
changes occurring in the contributions from decade to decade. In the 1980s, the percentage of
feminist contributions were only 25 %, while in the 2010s, the percentage has increased to 65
%. There is also a noticeable decrease in the percentage of stereotypical contributions: In the
1980s, the percentage was 37 %, while in the 2010s, the percentage has decreased to 14 %.
There also seems to be clear changes in the way the contributions use, define and discuss the
terms sex, gender and social identity. In the 1980s, only 37 % of the contributions used the
terms, while the percentage has increased to 67 % during the decade of 2010-2019. In
addition, the sector diagrams displaying the percentage of the contributions mentioning or
discussing queer theory, third genders and/or transgender, also display evident changes during
these four decades. In the 1980s, none of the contributions mentioned or discussed these
subjects, while during the decade of 2000-2009 the percentage increased to 28. However, the
decade of 2010-2019 has according to my assessment, decreased to 19 %. These changes that
occur in the research contributions will be discussed in the following chapter. However,
before I start discussing the changes occurring in the research contributions, I wish to
highlight one important fact; because of the research history of feminism and gender in
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archaeology, there are a lot more research done regarding the female gender than the male
gender. Thus, even though I wish to include an equal number of research contributions
regarding men and women, this has proven to be impossible as there are, as of now, more
research about specifically the female gender in archaeology. In most of the cases where men
are discussed, they are typically not mentioned specifically, which is problematic as this
means that the male gender and gender roles are not being discussed as much as I think it
should be. Therefore, the discussion in the next chapter will because of this, mostly discuss
the female sex and gender in the Viking Age.
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4 Assessing the Archaeological
Literature
This chapter will assess the archaeological research contributions I have presented in the
previous chapter. The aim of this chapter is to identify certain research trends that, based on
the theoretical tools and terms in my possession, I have assessed to be possibly either
feminist, stereotypical or both. These research trends will be identified and discuss to a certain
degree in order to make them visible to the reader. Consequently, this chapter will hopefully
make it easier to notice and track changes that have occurred in the field of archaeology.
Additionally, it will function as a background to the discussions which will follow in chapter
five.
In this chapter I will present the 117 research contributions spanning from 1980-2019. I will
assess and discuss the contributions and the research tendencies I have identified in
chronological order: I will begin with the oldest research contributions from 1980-1989,
before assessing and discussing the contributions from 1990-1999, 2000-2009 and 2010-2019.
The research contributions display a variety of different subjects and attitudes towards the
archaeological material. In order to examine and assess what kind of research trends the
contributions reflect; I have used the theoretical tools available to me based on the content of
chapter two. Therefore, I have chosen to start by dividing the material into three distinct
groups: feminist, stereotypical and both. This division of the material is based on some of the
research tendencies discussed in chapter two, which highlights how the field of archaeological
research has changed from presenting the past as ‘exclusively male’ to ‘finding women’ and
discussing sex, gender, and social identity. I must stress that the division of the material is
based on the tools available to me, and that some contributions were more difficult to place
than others were. Thus, it is quite possible that not everyone reading my assessments will
agree, however, I have done what I can based on the theoretical tools available to me. I also
wish to stress that I am not assessing the authors themselves, only their research and the
trends and tendencies visible in the research contributions.
As already stated, I have chosen to divide the material into three distinct groups: feminist,
stereotypical and both. The research tendencies I have identified as possibly feminist are, for
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example, focusing on making women visible, discussing gender, gender roles, or the
gendering of grave goods. While other contributions I have identified as possibly more
stereotypical, for instance, because they seemingly focus on the stereotypical depiction of the
male warriors of the Viking Age, or by downgrading women in terms of their abilities or
power. In the assessment that follows, I will amongst other things, highlight the different
research trends visible in the contributions from the four decades.

4.1 The Contributions From 1980-1989
The research contribution from 1980-1989 represent the beginning of feminism and gender
archaeology. I have only been able to assess eight contributions that are relevant from this
decade. The low number of contributions is not strange as the beginning of feminism and
gender archaeology is generally associated with the year 1984 and Conkey’s and Spector’s
paper Archaeology and the Study of Gender. Thus, in the 1980s, the archaeologists are still
strongly influenced by the contemporary notions of femininity and masculinity: “it’s a man’s
world” and “women’s place is in the home” (Nelson 2006:10; Janeway 1971). Men were
supposed to be strong, courageous and ambitious, while women were supposed to be
beautiful, motherly, mellow, unselfish and caring (Arwill-Nordbladh 1998:13; Laqueur 1990).
The natural starting point for gender archaeology was therefore to locate the women in the
past and make them visible by discussing their roles and activities (Bolger 2013:5; Meskell
2007:28). This is a research trend that is visible in the research contribution from this decade.
The feminism and gender archaeology began by revealing the stereotypes that are found in the
archaeological material and has allowed us to challenge our notions of femininity and
masculinity in the present as well as the past.
As one can see from the diagrams in chapter three, the research contributions from 1980-1989
is not focused on debating gender, sex and/or social identity, nor are they discussing queer
theory or the possibility of multiple genders.

4.1.1 The Possibly Feminist Research Contributions
As displayed by the diagrams in chapter three, based on the theoretical tools available to me, I
have assessed that most likely two of the contributions from this decade are feminist. These
contributions are written by Høgestøl (1986) and Lillehammer (1988). They are both focusing
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on making women visible in the archaeological material as well as discussing the women’s
roles and ranks. Høgestøl (1986) stresses that it might be of bigger interest to examine how
certain artifacts are used to express gender differences rather than which artifacts are used.
Thus, she argues against the normative way of gendering the graves based on the assumption
that men were buried with weapons and women with jewelry or textile equipment, and this is
the reason why I have assessed it to be feminist as it challenges the ‘normative’ way of
gendering and understanding the inhabitants of the Viking Age. Lillehammer’s (1988)
contribution is about female farmers. She argues that it is easier to identify female grave
goods than male. Additionally, she highlights the point made by Høgestøl (1986); that
combinations of grave goods might be a better way to determine sex in graves, rather than to
assume that weapons are exclusively male, and jewelry are exclusively female. So, in addition
to making the female farmers visible in the archaeological record, she also argues against the
normative way of gendering the graves.

4.1.2 The Possibly Stereotypical Research Contributions
However, Høgestøl’s (1986) and Lillehammer’s (1988) articles are not the norm for the
research contributions from this decade. In Arwidsson and Berg (1983) we see another
depiction of the Viking Age In this book we follow interpretations regarding a Viking Age
tools chest that is assumed to belong to a man. No explanation as to why it is assumed male is
provided, nor are any other alternatives or explanations discussed or mentioned. The other
contribution, which I have assessed to most likely be stereotypical, is Christensen’s (1987)
contribution. The contribution is about the Oseberg queen and focus on stereotypical female
activities like textile working and being housewives, while the men are depicted as warriors,
hunters, smiths, etc. Therefore, even though the contribution is about the richest boat burial in
Norway, the women in the burial seem to be downgraded to textile workers and housewives.
However, the research attitudes seen in these contributions are to be expected based on the
history of feminism and gender research in archaeology. As the impact of gender archaeology
is yet to be seen, the men are in focus; they were the ones with agency and had political and
social power, while the women are portrayed as textile workers and wives.

4.1.3 The Possibly Stereotypical and Feminist Research
Contributions
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From 1980-1989 I have assessed four of the eight contributions as displaying research
tendencies that could be interpreted as stereotypical and feminist. This includes Dommasnes
(1982), Solberg (1985), Stalsberg (1987), and Farbregd (1988). In her contribution,
Dommasnes (1982) examines how ranks are divided between men and women, and if this can
tell us anything about the structure of society in general. Based on how it suggests that
women had rank, the same way as men, I have assessed that it could be a feminist article as it
makes the women and their power visible. However, I have also assessed it to might be
stereotypical, and this is because the author stresses that women with power are very rare and
a deviation from the ‘normal’. Thus, it seems like the contribution could give an impression
that it is not acceptable to be discussing female power. This matches the research history
discussed in chapter two.
In the contribution by Solberg (1985) I have also identified tendencies that might be labeled
as stereotypical and feminist. The aim of the research is to examine the social structure of the
Merovingian and Viking Age based primarily on grave goods, however, since the contribution
excludes male graves with ‘female’ equipment and does not mention the possibility of female
graves with ‘male’ equipment at all, it seems to me like the discussion might be incomplete. I
have chosen to assess the exclusion of male graves with ‘female’ equipment and vice versa as
a tendency that could be interpreted as stereotypical. On the other hand, it makes women
visible by arguing that the women took over male responsibilities when they were away either
trading, waring or travelling. In the light of this, I have assessed it as a possible feministic
research tendency; this is because it corresponds with the research history of making women
visible in the archaeological record. However, even though it argues for female power, it
highlights that the men had to be away for the women to have this position of power.
Stalsberg is an author that is very commonly cited in research regarding feminism, gender,
and the Viking Age as she has done valuable work by examining scales found in female
graves. However, even though the contribution from 1987 displays research tendencies that
could be perceived as feminist by making women visible, it also displays tendencies that
could be perceived as stereotypical. In this contribution, the focus is on scales found in female
graves, yet she does not discuss the importance of this, as it might be evidence of female
traders. She does discuss this in later contributions, though (e.g. Stalsberg 1991, 2001).
However, in this contribution, it is argued that the women were customers with their own
weighing equipment. I have assessed this to be a possible stereotypical research tendency as
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the interpretation of the women with scales differ from the interpretation of men found with
scales who are often interpreted as active traders. In this research contribution, it seems like
the women are possibly depicted in a way that fits the contemporary notion of the historic
women: They were passive, contained to the domestic sphere and did not participate in the
public sphere. As trading would have involved participating in the public sphere, this was
possibly seen as an unlikely interpretation of the female graves to the archaeologists of the
1980s.
Farbregd (1988) writes the last contribution from this decade. The contribution highlights
how the research about the Viking Age often focus on the men as main actors. They were the
ones who sailed to war, plundered and traded, emigrated and settled down in foreign
countries. However, the contribution also focus on how the women were far from hidden in
the Viking Age and chooses to focus especially on them in this contribution. I have assessed
this contribution as possibly feminist because of how it highlights the bias in the field of
archaeology; however, it also depicts some research trends that could possibly be identified as
stereotypical. This is mainly because of how the contribution depicts the men as the ones who
travelled abroad and how it explains female power as a result of the men being gone. Thus,
the research contribution seems to contain some stereotypical research tendencies as the men
are depicted as the active part, while the women are depicted as usually passive, unless the
men are gone.

4.1.4 Conclusion
In the research contributions from 1980-1989 there are certain research tendencies that should
be highlighted. Most of the contributions from this decade, I have assessed to be possibly
stereotypical and feminist. Even so, most of the contributions seem to be focused on making
the women of the Viking Age visible in the archaeological record. It seems like the
contributions focus on female power and discusses female ranks and roles; however, it is also
stressed that the women only gained this power when the men were gone. Consequently, the
women are depicted as being present in the Viking Age, even though they are not depicted as
active contributors to society. In addition, the contributions from this decade also seem to
begin to discuss the problems surrounding single artefacts being used to gender burials.
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4.2 The Contributions From 1990-1999
During the decade of 1990-1999 I have assessed 28 research contributions. In contrast to the
1980s, the impact of Conkey’s and Spector’s (1984) paper should be more visible in the
archaeological research contributions. Based on the sector diagrams from chapter three, the
reader should take notice of the increase in the use of the terms sex, gender, and/or social
identity; the percentage has increased from 37 to 61 %. In addition to this, it is worth noting
that queer theory saw the light of day in the 1990s. This theory is often interpreted as a
challenge to heteronormative practices (Blackmore 2011:76). Consequently, one can see an
increase regarding the subject of queer theory and third genders from none in the 1980s to 11
% in the 1990s.
In accordance with the research history this decade should present an increased awareness of
the gender bias in archaeology in addition to contributions that are still working on making
women visible, discussing women’s roles, ranks and power. Based on the history of gender
archaeology, one should be able to see in the contributions that some argue how women
should have been able to participate in ‘male’ activities, and thereby demonstrate how women
were not inferior to men. There might be contributions that ‘adds women and stirs’; the
approach mentioned previously in chapter two, which is shunned by most feminists because it
regards the problems of androcentrism fixable by simply adding women (Willemark 1999:9).
While women are undoubtedly still in focus, there should also be a slight decrease in the
number of contributions that might be perceived as depicting stereotypical images of men.
This is because men’s studies also had its appearance during the late 1980s (e.g. Brod 1987;
Kimmel 1987).

4.2.1 The Possibly Feminist Research Contributions
From the total of 28 research contributions from the decade 1990-1999, I have assessed 16 of
them to possess research tendencies that might be interpreted as feminist. Some of the
contributions breach topics that are interesting and important to highlight as they demonstrate
how the research is changing during this decade, while other contributions are still working
on simply making the women visible and highlighting their roles as individuals with power of
their own (e.g. Gustafson 1993; Hofseth 1999; Hoftun 1995; Hjørungdal 1991; Linder 1995;
Mundal 1998; Stylegar 1995). Another important contribution is Hofseth’s (1990)
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contribution about female graves in southern Gudbrandsdalen, Norway. The contribution is
not only making women visible and focusing on them as individual actors with rank of their
own; it is also criticizing other contributions (e.g. Dommasnes 1982) by arguing how women
most likely achieved their own honorable burials through their own status and hard work. The
1990s is also the decade archaeologists are becoming more aware of the stereotypical images
of the Viking Age and the people in it. Arwill-Nordbladh’s (1991) thesis is an excellent
example of how the stereotypical image is highlighted, criticized and discussed.
In addition to the contributions that are focusing on making women visible as individuals and
actors with power, there are also contributions that are highlighting the fact that women could
participate in ‘typically male’ activities. Two examples of this research tendency are Stalsberg
(1991) and Prestvold (1993). In the contribution by Stalsberg (1991), the focus is on weights
and scales found in female graves and how this probably is an indication of female traders.
The contribution reminds us that we must assume that the grave goods located in a burial
most likely belonged to the deceased. If we stray from this assumption, then archaeology has
almost no way of contributing to our knowledge of past genders, status, wealth, religion or
occupation. In addition to suggesting female traders, the contribution by Stalsberg (1991) also
highlight how not all women were mothers in the past, and even if they were mothers,
children would not necessarily have kept the women from participating in the public sphere or
have a professional occupation. Just like the contribution by Stalsberg (1991), the contribution
by Prestvold (1993) also highlight the female presence in an activity usually interpreted as
exclusively male: iron and iron production. The contribution highlights how there has not
been found any archaeological evidence that suggests that women or children participated in
iron production; however, there have not been found any archaeological evidence that
suggests that men were present either. This is a very important point as it highlights how the
assumption of ‘masculinity’ in iron production is taken for granted, even though there is no
evidence of men, women or children participating in this activity.
In relation to contributions highlighting a female presence in typically ‘male’ spheres, I wish
to stress the importance of Solli’s (1998, 1999) contributions regarding Odin and queerness.
Her research contributions are very interesting as this topic of research first appears in the
1990s. The contributions discuss the depiction of Odin as the manliest and most masculine of
the Old Norse gods, yet he is also the master of seidr. Based on archaeological as well as
literary sources like the sagas, seidr is commonly assumed to be female magic, which was
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very shameful for men to practice. Thus, we are seeing a very interesting contradiction: the
most powerful and masculine god could practice the shameful, female seidr without being
shunned or rejected, while in the mortal realm, only the women could practice seidr without
being shamed. This interesting transgression of the masculine Odin into the feminine realm of
seidr is indeed very strange, and these contributions mark the beginning of discussions
regarding queer theory, fluid, and third genders in Viking Age archaeology.
Lastly, there are also contributions from this decade that discuss the subject of sexing and
gendering graves from the Viking Age. Traditionally the graves are usually interpreted as
male if they contain weapons, hunting equipment, and/or other ‘masculine’ artefacts, while
female graves usually contain jewelry, textile equipment, cooking utensils, keys, and/or other
‘feminine’ artefacts. However, as the research contributions by Hjørungdal (1994), Lucy
(1997) and Arwill-Nordbladh (1998) discusses, this dichotomy of ‘male’ or ‘female’ does not
fit all graves. Consequently, it is argued that many graves end up losing their identity and
gender because they do not fit the ‘normative’ model of how male and female graves should
be. The contribution by Lucy (1997) also highlights that the method used to interpret gender
based on grave goods, is based on outdated stereotypes. A statement Arwill-Nordbladh (1998)
also seems to agree with, as she also discusses sex and gender in addition to our own notions
and interpretations regarding this subject.

4.2.2 The Possibly Stereotypical Research Contributions
While we see a lot of positive research trends in the discussion of the contributions that can be
interpreted as feminist, there are also a few contributions from this decade that display
research tendencies that could be interpreted as stereotypical. In these research contributions,
there are generally two different research tendencies that are visible in the material from
1990-1999. The first is the traditional way of sexing and gendering graves based on grave
goods, which is visible in the contributions from Petré (1993), Hovanta (1995) and Opedal
(1998). Some of the feminist contributions above have criticized the traditional approach (e.g.
Arwill-Nordbladh 1998; Hjørungdal 1994; Lucy 1997). The second tendency is visible in
Gansum’s (1995) contribution. In this case, the contribution might be perceived as an
example of how graves or artefacts are interpreted differently solely based on the sex or
gender of the individual in the grave. An example of this research tendency is, for example,
how male graves with weighing equipment is perceived as successful merchants or traders,
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while female graves with the same equipment is perceived as being a symbol of her husband’s
or her family’s status.
In the contribution by Petré (1993), male and female grave goods in Iron Age graves are
discussed. The contribution is very focused on methodology and the approach could be
perceived as very traditional in its interpretations: weapons are interpreted as signs of
masculinity and therefore males, while jewelry or brooches are interpreted as feminine and
thus symbols of female identity. The same research tendency for gendering the grave goods
also seems to be present in the contributions from Hovanta (1995) and Opedal (1998); they
could also be perceived as very traditional in their approach to the archaeological record. I
have chosen to assess these contributions as possibly stereotypical because they do not
discuss the division and gendering of the grave goods.
In the contribution by Gansum (1995), grave finds and several grave mounds like Oseberg are
discussed. The author makes a valid point when he states that the women of Oseberg was not
necessarily royalty, however, it seems like this maybe was forgotten by the author later, as it
is not repeated when the contribution discusses the burial mounds containing male
individuals. In fact, it seems like he might be contradicting himself, because when the male
mounds are discussed, they are described as petty kings. The contribution also seems to focus
on the religious aspect of the Oseberg burial; however, this aspect is not discussed in relation
to the male mounds. This might be interpreted as an indication of the bias still present in
archaeology, as it seems like the women in the Oseberg mound are denied their probable
status as wealthy, influential and powerful individuals who probably had responsibilities
much like their male counterparts.

4.2.3 The Possibly Stereotypical and Feminist Research
Contributions
Finally, I will discuss the eight contributions from 1990-1999, which I have identified as
might contain research tendencies that could be interpreted as both stereotypical and feminist.
The research contributions assessed here share many similarities with the contributions I have
mentioned in the previous paragraphs. The eight contributions could all be interpreted as
feminist as they are all writing about or focusing on women and thereby makes women visible
in the archaeological record. However, these contributions are also displaying certain research
trends that could be interpreted as stereotypical. The contribution by Dommasnes (1991,
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1992) might be interpreted as stereotypical as it is states that we must assume that women did
not have power over people, and because it is argued that male graves represent the man’s
status, while rich, female graves represent the family’s status. Thus, Dommasnes’ (1991;
1992) contributions might be interpreted as stereotypical as they limit the women’s roles in
society in addition to interpreting the graves differently based on the sex or gender of the
deceased.
Some of the contributions might also be interpreted as stereotypical because of how they
focus on the ‘traditional’ female roles, like for example, being housewives, taking care of
children and cooking, in addition to focusing on the women’s reproductive abilities (e.g.
Bøgh-Andersen 1999; Göransson 1999; Kristoffersen 1992). However, women are not the
only ones being depicted in their seemingly ‘traditional’ roles; men are also depicted as
warriors, sailors, traders, kings or chieftains. These occupations might be perceived as the
most ‘masculine’ of the occupations of the Viking Age. The depiction of these ‘traditional’
male roles is present in the contributions by, for example, Lillehammer (1996), Wicker
(1998), and Göransson (1999). The focus on the ‘traditional’ female and male roles might be
perceived as a stereotypical research tendency.
Lastly, one must consider the research contributions by Tsigaridas (1998) and Bøgh-Andersen
(1999). In the contribution by Tsigaridas (1998), it is argued how the women’s status is based
on family and legacy, while the men had to work for their status. It seems like in this
contribution, the women are depicted as static; they did not have to do anything to have status,
while the men are depicted as active; they had to work for theirs. This depiction of men as
active and women as static is a research tendency that might be perceived as stereotypical.
Additionally, this research tendency is also present in the contribution by Bøgh-Andersen
(1999). In this contribution, the focus is on iron rods found in male and female graves and the
interpretation of these rods. Consequently, it is argued how iron rods should be interpreted as
useful tools in male graves, while in female graves they should be interpreted as a symbol of
the housewife.

4.2.4 Conclusion
We can see many different research tendencies in the contributions form 1990-1999. In the
feminist contributions, it seems like the women are not merely made visible like in many of
the previous contributions from 1980-1989, they are also portrayed as individual actors with
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rank and status of their own. Additionally, the research contributions are also discussing the
possible presence of women in typically ‘male’ activities, like trading or iron production.
These identifiable research tendencies are matching the ones that have already been discussed
in chapter two regarding the history of feminism and gender archaeology. Additionally, it is
worth mentioning that it seems like the research contributions might be starting to criticize the
‘normative’ way of sexing and gendering the graves from the Viking Age.
However, even though we might notice some positive changes in the research contributions,
there are also contributions that are assessed to contain research tendencies that might be
perceived as stereotypical in their approach. These contributions have been assessed as
possibly stereotypical because of how they are either sexing or gendering the graves based on
traditional and outdated methods, or because they are interpreting graves or artefacts
differently based on the sex or gender of the deceased. In addition to this, there are also
contributions that seem to focus on the ‘traditional’ depiction of the male and female gender
roles, which might also be perceived as a stereotypical research tendency. However, as one
can see based on the sector diagrams in chapter three, there are noticeable changes in the
contribution from the 1980s to the 1990s. The percentage of feminist contribution have
increased from 25 % (two contributions) to 57 % (16 contributions), and one can see a
decrease in the percentage of contributions that might be perceived as stereotypical: 25 %
(two contributions) in the 1980s, to 14 % (four contributions) in the 1990s. So far, it seems
like the research contributions are displaying a positive change regarding the subject of sex
and gender in archaeology.

4.3 The Contributions From 2000-2009
I have assessed a total of 32 research contributions from the decade of 2000-2009. As
Conkey’s and Spector’s (1984) paper is still very relevant, one should probably see that
feminist and gender archaeology are even more acknowledged in this decade than the
previous ones. According to the research history, this decade should also present an increased
awareness of gender bias in archaeology. Making women visible in the archaeological
material should no longer rely on the “add women and stir” approach and the attention should
now have shifted from forcing men and women of the past into strict gender roles or promote
equality at all costs. Instead, one should see progress in the field of understanding the great
variety of gender roles and identities that existed in the Viking Age. There should also be an
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increase in the number of texts discussing queer theory as well as the use, definition and
discussion of the terms sex, gender and social identity. However, as one can see based on the
sector diagrams presented in chapter three, there is a noticeable decrease in the percentage of
contributions that define or discuss the use of the term. In the 1990s, 11 % (three
contributions) defined the terms, while it seems like only 6 % (two contributions) did so in the
2000s. Additionally, 21 % (six contributions) discusses the use of the terms, while in the
2000s, seemingly only 9 % (three contributions) focused on this. Overall, one can also see a
noticeable decrease in the percentage of contributions that use the terms sex, gender and/or
social identity. This has decreased from 61 % in the 1990s, to 50 % in the 2000s.

4.3.1 The Possibly Feminist Research Contributions
Based on the research contributions from 2000-2009, I have assessed 18 out of a total of 32
contributions to display possible feminist research tendencies. As in the two previous decades,
many of the contributions are still working on making women visible in the archaeological
record and highlight how women could take part in previously ‘exclusive male’ activities (e.g.
Andersson 2007; Hillerdal 2009; Mortensen 2004; Ross 2000; Stalsberg 2001). In this decade
we can also see how several of the contributions are challenging the traditional gender roles
by examining for example shamans or seidr (Price 2000a; Price 2000b; Price 2001; Price
2002; Solli 2002; Solli 2008 ), or by discussing how it might have been possible to cross
gender boundaries in order to support the family (e.g. Ljungkvist 2008). One can also see
contributions that have been assessed as possibly feminist because they highlight and criticize
other research contributions where the male graves tend to represent themselves, while the
female ones seldom do (e.g. Hillerdal 2009). Some contributions have also been assessed as
possibly feminist because they criticize how the field of archaeology might still be biased
when it comes to interpreting artefacts found in male and female graves (e.g. Brennand 2006;
Bye-Johansen 2004), just like in the previous decades.
However, there are some new research trends that appear in this decade. Some contributions I
wish to highlight are written by Hadley (2004, 2008) and Back-Danielsson (2007). In the
contribution from 2004, it is argued that women could possess certain masculine traits or
abilities and the same for men; they could possess feminine traits or abilities. This
contribution stresses the importance of not confining people of the past into ‘feminine’ and
‘masculine’ boxes without the possibility of crossing these boundaries. If this research
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tendency continues, it is argued that we will create stereotypical and normative people who
are far from a credible depiction of the ‘real’ people of the past. Additionally, in the
contribution from 2008, Hadley proposes other ways to interpret masculine weapons; they
were not necessarily symbols or expressions of warrior or violence. It is also stressed that men
are just as important to study as women, children and the elderly. In the contribution by BackDanielsson (2007), it is also being stressed that as much as 70-80 % of the graves we find
cannot be given a biological sex. Thus, it is only about 20-30 % of the graves, at best, which
present biologically sexed individuals. This percentage is not particularly high and suggests
that there are very few individuals in the archaeological record who actually represent the
‘men’ and ‘women’ of the Scandinavian Viking Age.

4.3.2 The Possibly Stereotypical Research Contributions
However, as with the previous decades, there are still research contributions that display
research tendencies that might be interpreted as possibly more stereotypical. In the
contributions from 2000-2009, I have assessed that possibly four of the 32 contributions
might be stereotypical. These contributions are Christiansen (2002), Simpson (2005), Gerds
(2006) and Barrett (2008). As with the possible stereotypical research contributions from
1990-1999, the contributions from 2000-2009 are seemingly still displaying the second
stereotypical tendency mentioned: the research contributions seem to still be interpreting
graves or artifacts differently based on the sex or gender of the individual in the grave. During
this decade, Christiansen (2002) and Gerds (2006) seem to be two possible examples of how
this continues in the archaeological research. In the contribution by Christiansen (2002), there
is especially one sentence that seems to identify this as possibly stereotypical: “Many women
were buried with pairs of scales; not because they had been traders, as Stalsberg suggested
(there is no evidence of any female traders), but as symbols of good housekeeping (…)”
(Christiansen 2002:19). This is a very good example of how some archaeological
contributions seems to be interpreting artefacts differently based on the sex or gender of the
deceased. In this instance, it seems like weights in male graves are interpreted as symbols of
trade, while the same artefacts in female graves are instead interpreted as symbols of good
housekeeping. Thus, it seems like in this contribution, the women are being associated to the
stereotypical role of housekeeping. Additionally, it seems like the contribution by Gerds
(2006) might also be an example of how certain artefacts and burial circumstances might be
interpreted differently depending on whether the deceased is male or female. In this
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contribution the focus is on the Scandinavian boat burials. However, when discussing the
burials, it seems like the male boat burials are interpreted as symbols of general and maritime
power, while it seems like the female boat graves are interpreted as symbols of religious and
cult leaders. This might also be interpreted as a sign of possible bias within the field of
archaeology as it seems like the men are associated with direct, active power, while the
women seem to be associated with indirect, passive power like religion and cult. Additionally,
it is also stressed in the contribution that Oseberg should be interpreted as a symbol of the
power of the women’s families, rather than a symbol of the women’s power as individual
actors. This research tendency might also be interpreted as possibly stereotypical as it seems
like the women are downgraded in terms of their power and abilities.
Lastly, it is worth taking a closer look at the contribution by Simpson (2005) and Barrett
(2008). In the contribution by Simpson (2005) four graves that are assumed to be male, are
examined and discussed. The assumed male graves are interpreted as warriors, even though
some of the graves do not contain weapons. Thus, it seems like this contribution might
possibly be stereotypical as it strongly focuses on the stereotypical depiction of the Viking
Age men as warriors. There might be signs of another possible stereotypical research
tendency in the contribution by Barrett (2008). In this contribution, the cause of the Viking
Age is discussed, and the conclusion is that the Viking Age was a result of a surplus of young
men (possibly a result of selective female infanticide) had to travel the world in order to
provide valuable artefacts so they could get married. In this contribution, the men are also
seemingly only depicted as warriors, while women are only seemingly mentioned in
connection to marriage and selective female infanticide. This research contribution highlights
the possible stereotypical tendency of depicting men as the active contributors of the society
in the past; they are depicted as the ones who made changes and caused the end of eras and
the beginning of others. In this contribution, it seems like the beginning of the Viking Age is
credited solely to the men of the Viking Age, which is a research tendency that might be
interpreted as stereotypical.

4.3.3 The Possibly Stereotypical and Feminist Research
Contributions
In the decade of 2000-2009 there are also contributions that might be interpreted as displaying
stereotypical and feminist research tendencies. Some of these contributions might be
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interpreted as feminist as some of them are seemingly still trying to make women visible in
the archaeological record (e.g. Kristoffersen 2004). However, some of the contributions are
also seemingly displaying possible stereotypical research tendencies. Some of the
contributions might be interpreted as depicting women belonging in the private sphere, while
the men are depicted as belonging in the public sphere (e.g. Gräslund 2001), while other
contributions seem to argue against women having public or political power (e.g. Gräslund
2001; Nordström 2006), or seemingly argue that women could only have power when the
men were gone (e.g. Gräslund 2008; Øye 2006). There are also contributions from this decade
that seem to presents a possible stereotypical depiction of the female role, namely presenting
the women solely as wives, housewives or mothers, in addition to focus on how women seem
to be associated with textile working while men could be metalworkers, make stone
sculptures, etc. (e.g. Aannestad 2004; Callmer 2006; Kristoffersen 2004; Speed and Walton
Rogers 2004). Lastly, there are the contributions that seem to be using the ‘traditional’
method of gendering grave goods to determine if the grave belong to a man or woman (e.g.
Gräslund 2008; Stylegar 2007), which might also be interpreted as a possible stereotypical
research tendency.
There are also some contributions that discuss important points or breaches some interesting
topics. Examples of this is the contributions by Aannestad (2004), Øye (2006), and Brink and
Price (2008). In the contribution by Aannestad (2004), the occurrence of keys in Viking Age
graves are discussed. It is discussed how 44,2 % of the keys are located in male graves,
however, why this might be or what this might mean, is not discussed. Yet, this discussion
might be interpreted as possibly feminist as it highlights the occurrence of keys, a ‘traditional’
female artefact, in male graves.
In the contribution by Øye (2006) there are several topics that deserves to be highlighted. An
important fact is that she criticizes the use of the sagas as sources as they were written by men
for men, and because they contain social and gender distortions. She is also criticizing the
dichotomy of innanstokks and utanstokks, which has often been used in the archaeological
research of the past to explain the ‘traditional’ limits of the gender roles. So far, the research
tendencies identified in Øye’s (2006) contribution might be interpreted as feminist; however,
there is one element in the contribution I have assessed as possibly stereotypical. This is her
discussion regarding male graves and textile equipment. The contribution suggests that the
men buried with textile equipment were responsible for the weaving of sails, while the rest of
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the textile production was left to the women. This might be identified as possibly
stereotypical as one might argue that the weaving of sails might be the most masculine part of
textile working as it is connected to the ‘masculine’ activities of sailing and boat-building.
Lastly, I wish to discuss the contribution by Brink and Price (2008). This contribution consists
of multiple chapters that focus on different themes, ranging from technology and trade, to
literature, art and people. However, it seems like this contribution might display some
stereotypical tendencies as most of the book might be interpreted as discussing typically
‘male’ occupations and activities. Only one article seems to be about women and gender, and
there are only two chapters (one regarding women and textile working and the second
regarding women, religion and volvas) that seem to discuss ‘typically female’ occupations
and activities. On the positive side, it could be argued that this contribution is depiction a
nuanced picture of the Viking Age men, and thus is displaying research tendencies that might
be interpreted as feminist. However, it could also be argued that the contribution is displaying
research tendencies that might be interpreted as stereotypical, as it does not include a more
nuanced view regarding the occupations and activities of women as well.

4.3.4 Conclusion
It seems like the contributions from 2000-2009 are still struggling to make women visible in
the archaeological record. Many of the research contributions are still giving a lot of attention
to the topics of women, gender roles, and power, although, one can notice a slight increase in
the percentage of contributions that might be assessed as possibly feminist and stereotypical
(from 29 % in 1990-1999 to 31 % in 2000-2009). Additionally, one can notice a slight
decrease in the number of contributions that might display feminist or stereotypical research
tendencies. The percentage of possible feminist contributions have decreased from 57 to 56
%, while the possible stereotypical contributions have decreased from 14 to 13 %. It thus
seems like the research contributions are reflecting that almost nothing changed during the
2000s compared to the 1990s, which is in itself very interesting.

4.4 The Contributions From 2010-2019
From the decade 2010-2019 I have been able to assess a total of 49 research contributions. As
these contributions have been published three decades later since the beginning of feminist
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and gender archaeology, one should expect the contributions to display an increased
awareness of the gender bias present in Viking Age archaeology. In contrast to the other
decades, I do not have any research history on gender to rely upon in relation to the 2010s.
Therefore, I have chosen to instead include my own expectations in this paragraph. Ideally, I
think the research contributions might not be as focused on making women visible in the
archaeological record as this should have become an established fact in Viking Age studies. I
also think there might be more contributions discussing the similarities between men and
women of the Viking Age rather than the differences. Lastly, I would expect the contributions
to discuss male gender roles to a greater degree as well as being more aware of the gender
bias in Viking Age archaeology.

4.4.1 The Possibly Feminist Research Contributions
Based on a total of 49 research contributions from the decade 2010-2019, I have assessed that
33 of them might be displaying research tendencies that could be interpreted as feminist. Just
like in the previous decades, some of the contributions are still focusing on making women
visible in the archaeological record (e.g. Aannestad and Glørstad 2017; Abrams 2012;
Gardela 2016; Gräslund 2010; Hedenstierna-Jonson 2014; Hedenstierna-Jonson et al. 2017;
Lewis-Simpson 2010; Løkka 2017; McLeod 2011; Moen 2014; Moen 2019; Nilsson 2016;
Pedersen 2017; Price 2014a; Price 2019; Price, Hedenstierna-Jonson, Zachrisson et al. 2019;
Thedéen 2010). There are also other similarities between the contributions from this decade
and the previous three decades assessed in this thesis. In addition to making women visible,
some contributions still seem to be highlighting that women could participate in ‘typically
male’ activities. In relation to this, there are contributions that discuss the possibility of
warrior women (e.g. Gardela 2011; Hedenstierna-Jonson et al. 2017; Price 2014a; Price
2014b; Price 2014c; Price, Hedenstierna-Jonson, Zachrisson et al. 2019), the possibility of
women who participated in migration or travelled with war parties (e.g. Abrams 2012;
Kershaw 2013; McLeod 2011; Price 2014b), or the possibility of women who participated at
the thing (Sanmark 2014). There are also contributions that seem to be highlighting how
women could possess different roles and occupation and stresses that not all women were
mothers or wives (e.g. Abrams 2012; Hedenstierna-Jonson et al. 2017; Løkka 2017; Moen
2014; Moen 2019; Pantmann 2014; Pedersen 2017; Price, Hedenstierna-Jonson, Zachrisson et
al. 2019; Sanmark 2014; Sørheim 2014; Thedéen 2012). In addition to this, there are also
some who discuss the possibility of how gender roles might have changed when people lived
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at the shielings and how it seems like women could perform male work and vice versa in
these instances (e.g. Kupiec and Milek 2014). Thus, like in the 2000s, it seems like many of
the contributions are still trying to challenge the ‘traditional’ gender roles (e.g. Gardela 2011;
Hedeager 2014; Hedenstierna-Jonson et al. 2017; Kupiec and Milek 2014; Moen 2014; Moen
2019; Pantmann 2014; Price 2014b; Price 2019; Price, Hedenstierna-Jonson, Zachrisson et al.
2019). This is being practiced by archaeologists who, for example, discuss the topics
mentioned above, or by discussing the possible occurrence of ‘typically female’ equipment in
male graves (e.g. Aannestad and Glørstad 2017; Moen 2019; Nordström 2016; O’sullivan
2015; Thedéen 2010).
The gendering of the artifacts is also a point being discussed more thoroughly than before
(e.g. McLeod 2011; Moen 2019; O’sullivan 2015), and in this decade, it seems like the
subjects of keys in Viking Age graves have received a lot of attention (e.g. Berg 2014;
Nordström 2016; Pantmann 2014). In these contributions, the ‘traditional’ depiction of the
keys is challenged, and alternative interpretations are being presented. It is also stressed that
these ‘stereotypical female artefacts’, which have often been interpreted as symbols of the
housewives, have also been located in several male graves. Whether or not this means that we
will have to discard the notion of the housewife with her keys altogether, remains to be seen.
Regarding some new research tendencies, there are a few I wish to highlight. One of them is
the positive tendency of discussing male gender roles (e.g. Berg 2014; Price 2014c) and how
some contributions are examining possible male and female graves with new perspectives. In
the contribution by Stylegar (2010) it is discussed why there are more male graves than
female graves from the Norwegian Viking Age. Instead of explaining this by exploring
possibilities of selective female infanticide or how women might have been treated differently
compared to men, the contribution stresses other scientific reasons; it might just be a case of
bad luck as the soil in Norway preserves skeletal remains very poorly compared to our
Southern-Scandinavian neighbors (Stylegar 2010). Pedersen (2014) also highlights how it
also might be a connection between professional excavations and a higher rate of female
graves. These contributions might result in more research in the years to come regarding the
‘missing’ female graves from the Viking Age.
It also seems like more archaeologists are becoming aware of the bias and stereotypes present
in Viking Age archaeology. Several of the contributions seem to either highlight or criticize
the bias or stereotypes (e.g. Aannestad and Glørstad 2017; Croix 2015; Hedenstierna-Jonson
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et al. 2017; McLeod 2011; Moen 2014; Moen 2019; Nilsson 2016; Pedersen 2014; Pedersen
2017; Price 2019), or they discuss how our contemporary notions and stereotypes might affect
our interpretations of the past (e.g. Berg 2014; Gardela 2016; Hedenstierna-Jonson et al.
2017; Moen 2014; Moen 2019; Pedersen 2017; Stylegar 2010; Sørheim 2014; Thedéen 2012).
In relation to this, I wish to discuss the contributions by Thedéen (2012), Moen (2014) and
Pedersen (2017) more closely.
In Thedéen’s (2012) contribution, the bias and stereotypes present in Viking Age archaeology
is highlighted as it criticizes how research about women seemingly tend to focus on her
belonging to either one of two categories: 1) she is interpreted as a housewife, an adult,
married woman with power over the farm, or 2) she is a female ritual specialist. Gender
research has tried to expand the debate regarding female gender roles, however, as of now,
exceptions to these two interpretations are not yet generally accepted (Thedéen 2012). In
relation to this, it is also interesting to have a closer look at contributions discussing Oseberg
and the interpretations of this burial (e.g. Moen 2014; Pedersen 2017). These contributions
stress how some archaeologist might be reluctant to interpret the Oseberg mound as an equal
sign of power as a male burial mound. While the man in the Gokstad burial is interpreted as a
figure of political power, often described as a chieftain, petty king or king, Oseberg is
generally accepted as a queen; however, she is also very often interpreted as a wife or a
mother (Pedersen 2017). The political and ruling power of the women in the Oseberg burial
have been surprisingly little discussed, and the possibility of her being a ruling queen has
been denied outright by some archaeologists (e.g. Gansum 1997; Røthe 1994; Skre 2007).
Because of their criticisms, these contributions have been assessed as displaying possible
feminist research tendencies.

4.4.2 The Possibly Stereotypical Research Contributions
From the decade of 2010-2019, I have assessed that four contributions might possess research
tendencies that could be interpreted as stereotypical. These contributions are Barrett (2010),
Gustin (2010), Ashby (2015) and Dommasnes (2016). The contribution by Barrett (2010) is
mostly the same as his contribution from 2008. In much the same way, the contribution
discusses what caused the Viking Age, and concludes that it was a result of a surplus of young
men who had to travel and acquire valuable artefacts in order to get married. The contribution
seems to focus on the possible stereotypical research tendency of explaining change as a male
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activity, while it seemingly depicts women as static and passive. At best, they are depicted as
motivators for male action. The contribution by Ashby (2015) also discusses what might have
caused the Viking Age, and just like Barrett (2008, 2010) it seems to focus on the men being
the active, initiators of the Viking Age while women are seemingly depicted as static and
passive.
In addition to these contributions, which might be displaying stereotypical research
tendencies, there are also archaeologists who seem to be against the notion of association
women with more challenging gender roles. An example is the contribution by Gustin (2010).
Here, it is argued against the possible interpretation of iron rods being volva staffs in female
graves. Instead, it is argued that these rods were used in textile working, and thus it seems to
be focusing on the possible stereotypical depiction of women and textiles. Possible
stereotypical research tendencies are also visible in the contribution by Dommasnes (2016)
where she writes about Viking Age graves and the farm as a social arena. The contribution
highlights that certain tools found in graves indicate if the person is male or female and that
the tools indicate male or female work. However, the contribution does not seem to be
discussing or criticizing this possibly stereotypical approach to the graves and the
interpretation of them. Therefore, even though the contribution mentions both men and
women, it seems like it might contain some stereotypical research tendencies because of how
it takes the gendering of the artefacts for granted by not discussing how this is based on
outdated stereotypes from the 19th century.

4.4.3 The Possibly Stereotypical and Feminist Research
Contributions
From the decade of 2010-2019, I have assessed that 12 of the 49 research contributions might
contain research tendencies that could be interpreted as both stereotypical and feminist.
Similarly to the contributions assessed to contain possible feminist research tendencies, many
of these contributions are also focusing on making women visible (e.g. Berglund 2016;
Callow 2011; Gardela 2013; Gardela 2017; Hedeager 2011; Hedenstierna-Jonson and
Kjellström 2014; Ljungkvist 2011; Wicker 2012; Williams, Pentz and Wemhoff 2014; Øye
2010). One might also see some possible feminist research tendencies in the contributions by
Harrison (2015) and Hedeager (2011). In the contribution by Harrison (2015), men and
weapons are discussed and therefore it seemingly challenges the depiction of the stereotypical
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Viking Age warrior, while in Hedeager’s (2011) contribution, female roles and rank are
discussed and how it might have been possible for women to perform male tasks. In addition
to this, several of the contributions discuss women and weapons (e.g. Gardela 2013; Raffield,
Price and Collard 2016). Because of how these contributions discuss gender and gender roles,
they have been assessed as containing research tendencies that might be labeled as feminist.
However, even though all the contributions discussed in this section displays varying degrees
of research tendencies that could be interpreted as feminist, they are also examples of research
tendencies that might be interpreted as more stereotypical. In the contributions by Ljungkvist
(2011), Wicker (2012) and Harrison (2015), they seem to be aware of the gender bias present
in archaeology, however, they are still using the ‘traditional’ method of gendering graves
based on artefacts. Since they do not discuss the problems surrounding the issue of gendering
grave goods, these contributions have been assessed as displaying possible stereotypical
research tendencies. Some of the contributions also seem to be focusing on ‘traditional’
female or male gender roles by, for example, highlighting women as wives or textile workers
(e.g. Berglund 2016; Øye 2010), or by focusing on how men allegedly were the initiators of
the Viking Age while the women are depicted as static, male motivators (e.g. Raffield, Price
and Collard 2016). There are also contributions that seem to focus on how male dominance is
‘natural and expected’ (e.g. Callow 2011), or mostly seem to focus on the depiction of the
stereotypic, Viking Age man (e.g. Williams, Pentz and Wemhoff 2014). Additionally, the
contribution by Hedeager (2011) might also be interpreted as possibly stereotypical because
of how it depicts the Norse society as a penetration metaphor; where the ones penetrating (by
either sword, penis or tongue) were the ones with power, while the ones being penetrated
were powerless. I have also seemed to locate some underlying possible stereotypical research
tendencies regarding the contributions discussing women and weapons. In one of the
contributions, it is argued that the only way to prove that a woman with weapons was a
warrior is to examine the skeleton and find signs of combat injuries (Gardela 2017). This
might be interpreted as a possible stereotypical research tendency, because they do mention if
men with weapons also must display signs of combat injuries before being assigned a warrior
identity. In addition to this, one should add that combat injuries are not necessarily evidence
of warriors; “those without swords can still die upon them”, as stated by the fictional
character Éowyn in the movie adaptation of J.R.R. Tolkien’s Lord of the Rings. Thus, it seems
like there might be a tendency in the archaeological contributions to ask for more evidence to
prove that women participated in certain activities (when they seemingly go against the
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‘traditional’, acknowledged female roles) while men might not need as much evidence in
order to prove they participated in the same activities. This might also be visible in the
contribution by Hedenstierna-Jonson and Kjellström (2014). In this contribution, it is states
that we cannot know for certain how big a role the women played in the activity of trading,
which is a valid point. However, it would have been perceived as more valid if this was
applied to the activities of men as well, as we do not know for certain how big a role the men
played in the activity of trading as well. In these contributions one might notice what might be
interpreted as a stereotypical research tendency, as it seems like in order to prove female
participation in ‘typically male’ occupations or activities, it seems like there is required more
evidence than what is necessary when discussing men and their participation in the same
activities.

4.5 Assessment of Sex, Gender, Social Identity and
Queer Theory
As already mentioned, the diagrams in chapter three displays how the research contributions
from the four decades deal with the topics of sex, gender, social identity and queer theory.
During the 1980s, one can see how the contributions are not focusing on debating gender, sex
and/or social identity, however, even though the contributions do not discuss or define the
terms, a total of 37 % uses the terms. One can also see that the contributions from the 1980s
do not discuss queer theory, possible multiple genders or transgendered identities in the past.
During the 1990s, one can see a noticeable increase in the percentage of contributions that
discusses and defines the terms sex, gender and/or social identity. This has increased from
none in the 1980s, to 21 % (discusses terms) and 11 % (defines terms). In total, one can see a
large increase in the percentage of contributions using the terms. This has increased from 37
% to 61 %. It is also possible to see an increase in the contributions discussing queer theory,
multiple genders or transgendered identities in the Viking Age; this has increased from zero
contributions in the 1980s to three contributions (11 %) in the 1990s.
This increase in the percentage of contributions that seem to discuss queer theory is also
visible in the material from the 2000s. Here, the number of contributions, which seem to
discuss queerness, transgender or multiple genders, have increased to a total of nine
contributions, resulting in an increase from 11 to 28 %. However, the percentage of the
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contributions that defines and discusses the terms sex, gender and/or social identity has
decreased slightly. The contributions defining the terms have decreased from 11 to 6 %, while
the contributions discussing the terms have decreased from 21 to 9 %. In total, the percentage
of contributions using the terms sex, gender and/or social identity has decreased from 61 to 50
%.
The material from the 2010s also contain nine contributions that seem to discuss queer theory.
However, since the number of contributions has increased to a total of 49, the percentage of
contributions discussing queerness, transgender or multiple genders seem to decrease slightly
from 28 to 18 %. It is also worth noting that the contributions defining and discussing the
terms sex, gender and/or social identity is also decreasing. The contributions that defines the
terms have decreased from 6 to 2 %, while the contributions discussing the use of the terms
have decreased from 9 to 6 %. However, in the contributions from this decade, one can see
one possibly positive research tendency as I have been able to identify two contributions that
are both defining and discussing the terms, resulting in an increase in this category from 0 %
in the previous three decades, to 4 % in the 2010s. In total, there is an increase in the
percentage of contributions that seem to use the terms sex, gender and/or social identity; from
50 to 67 %.
These possible research tendencies I have highlighted in the contributions from 1980-2019
seem to display an interesting development in the field of archaeology. According to the
research history of feminist and gender archaeology, one should maybe expect a greater
number of contributions discussing queerness, transgender and multiple genders; however, I
do not see this in the contributions I have assessed. This seems to imply that the interest of
queer theory is seemingly receiving more interest in the theoretical discussions regarding
archaeological theory than the research contributions regarding gender and identity in Viking
Age archaeology. It is also interesting to see how few of the research contributions are
actually discussing or defining (or both) the use of the terms sex, gender and/or social
identity. This percentage is also something I expected to be higher based on the theoretical
discussion in chapter two. In short, it seems like the Viking Age contributions are perhaps not
as focused on discussing sex, gender and/or social identity and queer theory as one might
have expected.
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4.6 Conclusion
In this chapter, I have assessed the archaeological literature I have presented in chapter three.
The archaeological literature consists of a total of 117 research contributions spanning from
1980-2019. By using theoretical tools and terms in my possession, I have identified certain
research tendencies that could be interpreted as feminist, stereotypical or both. In the material
from 1980-1989, I was only able to analyze a total of eight contributions, while in the material
from 2010-2019, I was able to analyze a total of 49 research contributions. In this chapter, it
has been possible to see how the research tendencies have changed decade for decade. In the
1980s, the beginning of gender and feminist archaeology, the focus is on making women
visible in the archaeological record. One would maybe expect this focus to dissolve after the
presence of women in Viking Age archaeology was an established fact, however, according to
my assessment, it seems like the contributions in the 2010s are still very focused on making
women visible in the archaeological record. One might also see how the discussions regarding
women, gender roles and men has changed over time; during the 1980s, some argue for
women with power, while other focus on how the women could have gained power only if the
men were away, to the discussions of the 2010s, where some are arguing for the possibility of
female warriors. This chapter has highlighted the different research tendencies visible in the
archaeological literature, which will be an important foundation for the discussion occurring
in the next chapter.
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5 Discussing the Research
Contributions
All our knowledge about the past is created in the present with our own contemporary
thoughts and notions. Consequently, it is not strange that we can see how the focus has shifted
in the research contributions analyzed in this thesis. The beginning of gender and feminist
archaeology began by making women visible in the archaeological record (Trigger 1989:458),
and this is certainly visible in the research contributions from the 1980s and 1990s. According
to my sector diagrams, the percentage of feminist contributions was 25 % (two contributions)
in the 1980s, while it increased to 57 % (16 contributions) in the 1990s. During the decade of
2000-2009, however, the number decreased to 56 % (18 contributions). This could be
interpreted as the research regarding gender and feminism in Viking Age archaeology stood
still. During the decade of 2010-2019, one can see an increase in the possibly feminist
contributions to 67 % (33 contributions). Thus, there are some obvious changes which is
noticeable regarding the percentage of research contributions. In this chapter I will attempt to
provide answers to my research questions:

◼ In what way has our understanding of men and women in the Viking Age changed
from the 1980s until today in archaeology?

◼ How are we using the terms gender, sex and social identity?
◼ Are we creating stereotypical interpretations of the people in the past, or are we
making room for real people?

5.1 In What Way Has Our Understanding of Men and
Women in the Viking Age Changed From the 1980s
Until Today in Archaeology?
Regarding the Viking Age, one can see how the past might be presented as a distorted mirror
of Victorian ideals, rather than a reflection of what the archaeological material implies (Moen
2019:11). A point that needs to be stressed continuously, is how our contemporary
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understandings of gender, status and social identity has been strongly influenced by these
Victorian ideals. Additionally, we must acknowledge that the roots of the Victorian ideals are
still very much present in the research contributions from the Viking Age. The Viking Age is
commonly presented as an image of a society where high status men of good birth are the
only clearly visible inhabitants. The other social groups of women, children and the elderly,
are there to create a shadowy background (Dommasnes 1998:337; Moen 2019:66). By
examining the research contributions from 1980-2019, my aim is to identify possible research
tendencies that might highlight how our understanding of men and women in the Viking Age
has changed over time.

5.1.1 The Depiction of Men and Women
As already mentioned in chapter two, during the 1980s, the feminist movement gained
general recognition in contemporary society. Consequently, they also gained influence over
other fields of academia like archaeology. This resulted in a need for calling out
androcentrism and sexism in the field of archaeology as well as rectifying bias (Gilchrist
1999:3). In archaeology, this explicitly translated into an agenda to ‘find women’ in the past
(Brumfield 2006:32; Sørensen 2006:106), and highlight how traditional interpretations of the
past were not ‘neutral’ or ‘un-gendered’, as previously assumed, but instead highly
androcentric and sometimes even considered sexist (Conkey and Gero 1991:4; Gilchrist
1991:1; Nelson 2006:6; Villa 2011:173). The women had been assumed invisible in the past,
and now, with the emergence of the feminist movement, it was time to change that in the field
of archaeology.
Consequently, the research contributions from the 1980s saw the emergence of feminist and
gender archaeology, which explicitly focused on making women visible in the field of
archaeology in addition to highlighting the androcentric bias present in the discipline. The
androcentric bias was a result of how the discipline had reached a point where the historical
dominance of men over women had been naturalized to such a degree that it appeared to be
the natural order of things (Arnold and Wicker 2001:vii). Thus, it seems like most of the
contributions from the 1980s, which have been assessed as possibly feminist, are focusing on
making women visible in the archaeological record (e.g. Høgestøl 1986; Lillehammer 1988).
There are also seemingly contributions which argue for female status and power (e.g.
Dommasnes 1982; Farbregd 1988; Solberg 1985). However, in these instances, it is stressed
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how this was only possible when the men were gone, either travelling, trading or waring,
which were considered typically male activities. However, the more traditional depiction of
the men and women in the Viking Age is also present in this decade. An example is the
contribution by Christensen (1987). Here, the men are depicted as warriors, hunters, smiths,
etc., while the women are depicted as housewives or textile workers. This depiction of the
people of the Viking Age is also apparent in the contribution by Farbregd (1988), where it is
emphasized that the men where the ones who sailed to war, plundered, traded and emigrated.
Thus, in the contributions from the 1980s, one can see how the men are perceived as
masculine and active, and they are depicted as traders, warriors, travelers or kings. The
women are certainly being made visible in the archaeological record; however, they are
seemingly only depicted as housewives or textile workers whose power was only visible
when the men were away or deceased.
During the 1990s, one should be able to see an increased awareness of the gender bias in the
archaeological record, according to the theory of gender archaeology. According to the
research contributions I have assessed, some of the authors are still busy working on making
women visible in the Viking Age by discussing women’s roles, ranks and power (e.g.
Gustafson 1993; Hofseth 1999; Hoftun 1995; Hjørungdal 1991; Linder 1995; Mundal 1998;
Stylegar 1995). It also seems like during the 1990s, several of the authors are arguing how
women could participate in ‘typically male’ activities. This is especially argued by Prestvold
(1993) and Stalsberg (1991) who discuss the possibility of female traders and of women
participating in iron production. These research contributions wanted to prove that women
were not inferior to men, and thus the model of sameness is introduced. When men and
women are portrayed as exactly equal, it leaves no room for different social functions.
However, can we even be certain that two genders operated in the Viking Age? As previously
mentioned in chapter two, the two-sex model of male and female which is dominant in the
modern West, is a relatively new phenomenon and by no means universal (Laqueur 1990;
Moen 2019:35; Nordbladh and Yates 1990:227; Arwill-Nordbladh 1998:64; Wiesner-Hanks
and Meade 2004:2-3). Thus, our own contemporary notions of ‘typically male’ and ‘female’
might not be corresponding with the people of the past, and they might have had different
thoughts and notions regarding the terms we now think of as masculinity and femininity.
However, there are still some of the research contributions from the 1990s which display
research tendencies which might be interpreted as stereotypical in their depiction of men and
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women in the Viking Age. This is perhaps best illustrated in the contributions which argue
that we must assume that women did not have power over people (e.g. Dommasnes 1991,
1992). There is also a research tendency which I wish to especially highlight from this
decade; some of the authors seemingly argue that male graves should be interpreted as a direct
sign of the man’s status and power, however, when some of the authors discuss female
graves, they are seemingly interpreted as a representation of her family’s status (e.g.
Dommasnes 1991, 1992; Gansum 1995; Tsigaridas 1998). Additionally, there are also
contributions which seem to focus on depicting the women of the Viking Age in their
‘traditional’ roles as being housewives, taking care of children, cooking and focusing on the
women’s reproductive abilities (e.g. Bøgh-Andersen 1999; Göransson 1999; Kristoffersen
1992). However, as previously mentioned in chapter four, the women are not the only ones
being depicted in this seemingly ‘traditional’ way; the men are also depicted as warriors,
sailors, traders, kings or chieftains (e.g. Lillehammer 1996; Wicker 1998; Göransson 1999).
When assessing the overall picture of how the research contributions seem to be portraying
men and women in the Viking Age during the 1990s, it is first worth noting that the number
of contributions have increased from a total of eight in the 1980s to 28 in the 1990s, which
might be interpreted as an increased interest in gender in the Viking Age. 16 of the 28
contributions have been assessed as possibly feminist because of, amongst other things, how
they are challenging the ‘traditional’ gender roles by making the women visible and discuss
the possibility of female power. However, there are also contributions from the 1990s which
might be interpreted as stereotypical in their depiction of gender in the Viking Age. A total of
four of the 28 contributions have been assessed as displaying research tendencies which might
be interpreted as stereotypical, and additionally, there are also eight contributions which are
interpreted as displaying research tendencies which might be interpreted as both feminist and
stereotypical. Thus, one can see how some of the contributions from the 1990s are still
working on making women visible in the archaeological record, while the other half of the
contributions might be interpreted as focusing on the more ‘traditional’ gender roles, where
the women are depicted as passive housewives, while the men are again depicted as the active
initiators in the Viking Age society.
During the decade of 2000-2009, the total number of research contribution have increased to
32. There are still some of the contributions which seems to discuss how women could
participate in ‘exclusively male’ activities, while other are still seemingly challenging the
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‘traditional’ gender roles. However, there are still a total of four contributions that might be
interpreted as stereotypical, because of how they portray the men and women of the Viking
Age. There are, for example, still research contributions that seem to argue that women could
not have public or political power (e.g. Gräslund 2001; Nordström 2006), or how women only
could have power when the men were gone (e.g. Gräslund 2008; Øye 2006).
Thus, one can see, based on the contributions assessed from 2000-2009, that there are still
much to be done. A total of 18 of the 32 research contributions have been assessed as possibly
feminist because of how they are making women visible in the archaeological record, or
because of how they argue against the stereotypical depictions of men and women by
discussing how it is possible for men to possess certain feminine traits or abilities, and that
women could possess certain masculine traits or abilities (e.g. Hadley 2004). However, the
‘traditional’ picture of women as passive housewives without power or influence, is still not
eradicated from the research contributions. Additionally, the men are also seemingly only
discussed as inhabiting their ‘traditional’ roles of being warriors, sailors, traders, kings or
chieftains, which seems to indicate that next to nothing has happened regarding the depiction
of men in the Scandinavian Viking Age. They are seemingly still portrayed as the
stereotypical, masculine brutes; a picture that is also so commonly seen in the popular media.
Maybe one would think that in the 2010s, we would not need gender archaeology anymore.
The people of the past would be portrayed in various gender roles without being confined to
seemingly stereotypical depictions that are rooted in outdated Victorian attitudes. The total
number of 49 research contributions I have assessed from this decade, however, might be
painting a different picture. Of the 49 research contributions, 33 of them have been assessed
as displaying research tendencies that could be identified as feminist. As we have seen in the
previous decades, it seems like some of the possibly feminist contributions are still focusing
on making women visible as well as discussing how women could participate in ‘male’
activities. A contrast from the other decades, however, is the seemingly great focus on female
warriors (e.g. Gardela 2011; Hedenstierna-Jonson et al. 2017; Price 2014a; Price 2014b; Price
2014c; Price, Hedenstierna-Jonson, Zachrisson et al. 2019).
In the 2010s, there is also seemingly an increased awareness of how the men and women of
the Viking Age have previously been confined to rather restricting roles. In the contribution
by Thedéen (2012), it is revealed how women are seemingly depicted as belonging to either
one of two categories: 1) either she is interpreted as a housewife, and adult, married woman
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with power over the farm, or 2) she is a female ritual specialist. Women have often been
interpreted as ‘naturally’ more sedentary than men because of their role in pregnancy and
childbearing, however, as many of the research contributions during this decade stress, not all
women were pregnant or had children (e.g. Abrams 2012; Hedenstierna-Jonson et al. 2017;
Løkka 2017; Moen 2014; Moen 2019:33; Pantmann 2014; Pedersen 2017; Price,
Hedenstierna-Jonson, Zachrisson et al. 2019; Sanmark 2014; Sørheim 2014; Thedéen 2012).
Also, as Moen (2019:33) highlights, it is not a given that taking care of children was an
immobilizing activity. Thus, the ‘traditional’ role of the women seems to be criticized to a
greater degree than in the previous decades, and hopefully this might lead to a more nuanced
picture of the gender roles in the Viking Age.
Up until now, most of the research contributions have been discussed in relation to their
depiction and interpretation of the female sex and gender, but men can also be subjected to
stereotypical presentation and interpretations. However, as previously mentioned in chapter
two, in most cases this is not seen as problematic or deserving of further examination (Conkey
and Spector 1984; Gilchrist 1999). In the research contributions from 2010-2019, it is
possible to see a positive change regarding the discussion of male gender roles (e.g. Berg
2014; Price 2014c). This is a topic that has not been discussed in previous research
contributions. Consequently, it might be argued that the archaeologists of the 2010s are
increasingly more aware of the gender bias and stereotypes which have been presented in
Viking Age archaeology in the previous decades. It might also be argued that the
archaeologists are being more open regarding where our knowledge stems from. Archaeology
is very much a discipline that bases its knowledge on interpretations of objects; and these
interpretations are very much affected by contemporary thoughts, notions and stereotypes
(e.g. Berg 2014; Gardela 2016; Hedenstierna-Jonson et al. 2017; Moen 2014; Moen 2019;
Pedersen 2017; Stylegar 2010; Sørheim 2014; Thedéen 2012).
However, despite this increased awareness of how the people of the Viking Age are
seemingly interpreted as stereotypes, they have not yet vanished completely from the
archaeological record. In the contributions from the 2010s, only four of the contributions were
assessed as possibly stereotypical, which is a very low number, however, there are 12
contribution which are displaying research tendencies that could be interpreted as possibly
feminist and stereotypical. Therefore, it might be a possibility that 16 of the contributions
from this decade is seemingly not aware of the gender bias or is unwilling to correct it. In the
64

contributions by Ashby (2015), Barrett (2010) and Raffield, Price and Collard (2016), it might
be either of the two. In the contributions, the cause of the Viking Age is discussed, and they
are all seemingly concluding that the Viking Age was a direct result of a surplus of young
men who had to travel and acquire valuable artefacts in order to get married. The
contributions focus on explaining change as a male activity, while the women are depicted as
static, passive, and at best, motivators for male action. The traditional depiction of the gender
roles is also very much present in some of the research contributions from this decade. For
example, one might benefit from taking a closer look at the contributions by Berglund (2016),
Gustin (2010) and Øye (2010). In Berglund (2016) and Øye (2010), they seem to be
highlighting how women only be wives or textile workers, nothing else. Also, in the
contribution by Gustin (2010), the traditional gender roles are highlighted when it argues
against the possibility of iron rods in female graves being interpreted as volva staffs. Instead,
it is argued that the rods were tools used in textile working, and thus, instead of
acknowledging the possibility of women having power in some ritual aspect or domain, the
staffs are seemingly explained as belonging to the category of textile equipment, as this is a
category which might be interpreted as more ‘pleasant’ and ‘acceptable’ when discussing
women of the Viking Age. Additionally, there are also contributions which seem to focus on
how male dominance is ‘natural and expected’ (e.g. Callow 2011), even though it is
impossible to state what might have been ‘natural’ or ‘expected’ in the past, when this
conviction in archaeology is based on Victorian gender ideals and bias.
As an attempt to draw a conclusion from all the research contributions regarding how our
understanding of men and women in the Viking Age has changed from the 1980s until today,
I would argue that some things have changed, while others have not. As one can see from the
sector diagrams, there are seemingly more research contributions which are displaying
research tendencies that might be interpreted as feminist because of how they discuss the roles
of men and women in the Viking Age. However, even though the percentage of possibly
feminist contributions have increased from only 25 % in the 1980s to 67 % in the 2010s, the
possibly stereotypical tendencies in the research material is still present, which can be seen in
the discussions above. Even though most of the archaeologists are depicting the past as more
than just ‘Rambo’-like men and ‘Snow-white’-like women (see discussion in Fuglestvedt
2014), these stereotypical interpretations are still clearly visible in the material even from
today.
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5.1.2 Does the Sex or Gender of the Deceased Affect our
Interpretations of the Graves?
To us, it might be obvious what is considered ‘male’ or ‘female’ within our own cultural
context. However, archaeologists need to be careful when we try to extend these categories
onto past societies. Our cultural categories of ‘male’ and ‘female’ might not be corresponding
with the past’s. We can for example see this based on the Victorian attitudes from the 19th
century, which are still very much present in the field of archaeology today. Consequently,
women have been understood as less important than men in the archaeological record. The
emergence of feminist and gender archaeology sought to change this by making women
visible; however, it might still be possible to examine how male and female graves are
interpreted differently solely based on the sex or gender of the deceased.
One of the most obvious starting points regarding how graves are interpreted differently based
on the sex or gender of the deceased, is how male graves tend to represent themselves, while
the female ones seldom do (Hillerdal 2009). This is for instance visible regarding the
discussion the possibility of female traders. While Stalsberg (1991, 2001) discusses how
weights and scales found in female graves should be interpreted as proof of female traders,
Christiansen (2002:19) counters with this statement: “Many women were buried with pairs of
scales; not because they had been traders, as Stalsberg suggested (there is no evidence of any
female traders), but as symbols of good housekeeping (…)”. So, even though it is a valid
point that we cannot know for certain how big a role women played in the activity of trading
(Hedenstierna-Jonson and Kjellström 2014), we also have to stress that we cannot know for
certain how big a role the men played either. If we are to play out the scenario of women
inheriting their father’s or husband’s weights and scales, shouldn’t we also be playing out this
scenario regarding the male graves as well? Isn’t it possible that they also could inherit their
deceased father’s or maybe even brother’s trading equipment and wish to be buried with it? In
the instances presented above, the interpretations of the artefacts are differently based on
gender, which is a discussion point I will return to in the following part of this chapter. The
women are seemingly first and foremost interpreted as being someone’s wife or belonging to
someone’s family before they are even considered as individual people, while the men are
depicted as individual actors.
This way of interpreting male and female graves differently, is also visible in discussions
regarding the Oseberg boat burial. This is a very rich, female grave which has been examined
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by several archaeologists (e.g. Christensen 1987; Gansum 1995, 1997; Gerds 2006; Moen
2010, 2014; Pedersen 2008, 2017; Røthe 1994; Skre 2007). However, not all archaeologists
agree on how Oseberg should be interpreted. While there is no doubt that Oseberg is one of
the richest boat burials excavated from the Viking Age, the grave is still subject for debate
and study, and it is possible to identify a certain reluctance to acknowledge it as a symbol of
power like its male counterparts (Moen 2014). This is for instance visible in the contribution
by Christensen (1987); even though the contribution is supposed to be about the Oseberg
queen, the author focuses on presenting the women as textile workers and housewives rather
than portraying them as having political or social power. Also, the contribution by Gansum
(1995) makes a point of stating explicitly how the women of Oseberg does not necessarily
have to be royalty; however, he does not repeat this valid point when discussing the burial
mounds containing male individuals. Quite contrary, it might seem like the contribution
instead stresses how these men might have been petty kings or chieftains, or at least men with
significant wealth, influence and power. The women of Oseberg is not discussed in the same
manner. In addition to this, the women of Oseberg have also been subjected to a range of
other interpretations. They have, for instance, been interpreted as religious sacrifices (Gansum
1995), a bride with a sizeable dowry (Skre 2007), and some even argue that the grave
contained a third body, a male, which has later disappeared without a trace (Androshchuk
2005).
It is also possible to see how Oseberg is seemingly interpreted differently than other boat
burials when examining the contribution by Gerds (2006) as well. In this contribution, male
boat burials are generally interpreted as symbols of general and maritime power, while the
female boat graves are seemingly interpreted as symbols of cult and religious leaders. Thus, it
seems like some of the contributions discussing the Oseberg mound is associating male
mounds with direct and active power, while the female mounds are associated with indirect
and passive power, and additionally, very often confined to the realms of religion and cult.
There are also very different interpretations present in the academia when discussing the
individuals. While men are generally accepted throughout archaeology as representing
themselves in their graves (e.g. Gerds 2006), female graves have yet to receive this
acknowledgement as individual people; instead, they are mostly interpreted (or argued that
they should be interpreted) as symbols of their families’ power (e.g. Gerds 2006:157, this
research tendency highlighted in e.g. Moen 2014; Pedersen 2008, 2017).
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The women of Oseberg, or any other female boat or mound burial, does not necessarily have
to be royalty, as Gansum (1995) states. However, if this is relevant for rich, female burial
mounds or graves, then it should also be relevant for the rich, male burials mounds or graves.
They shouldn’t either be assumed to necessarily represent kings, petty kings, or chieftains.
The point I wish to stress here, is that archaeologists have to be consistent when discussing
and interpreting the past. Also, I think we need to focus more on how men and women were
alike in the archaeological record, and not continue to focus on how they were different from
one another. As Moen (2014:129) highlights; Oseberg and other grave mounds or boat burials
are symbols that must be read in order to make sense, and in order to make sense, they must
have a context. She (Moen 2014:129) argues that this context would include other barrows
similar to Oseberg. Thus, if one burial mound is perceived as a representation of power, it
follows that other, similar mounds also carries the same meaning (Moen 2014:129). By
acknowledging that male and female mounds symbolize the same representation of power, we
might be taking a huge step forward in order to understand the gender roles of the Viking
Age. It might also be the start of a process that could rid archaeology of the stereotypical
depictions from the 19th century, which are still strongly rooted in some parts of archaeology.

Figure 17 Illustration by Evald Hansen, based on the original plan of grave Bj 581 by excavator Hjalmar Stolpe; published in
1889.

In addition to the different interpretations of grave mounds, it is also relevant to highlight the
interpretation of the warrior graves from the Scandinavian Viking Age. Especially relevant is
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grave Bj. 581, commonly known as the Birka-warrior which was excavated at Birka in
Sweden by Hjalmar Stolpe and his team. This grave is an excellent example of how graves
are being interpreted differently based on the gender or sex of the deceased. As has been
previously mentioned in chapter two, where I also highlight this grave and the problems
surrounding it, Bj. 581 was first interpreted as a male warrior grave since the deceased was
buried with weapons, a full set of gaming pieces and two horses (Hedenstierna-Jonson et al.
2017). Since the equipment in the grave was perceived by the contemporary archaeologists as
typically male, the individual was also assumed to be male. This is understandable as the
grave was excavated between 1875 and 1895, where in the mind of the contemporary
archaeologists, it was ‘natural’ to interpret a grave containing ‘masculine’ equipment like
horses and weapons, as male. For over a hundred years, grave Bj. 581 was assumed male;
however, in 2017, through osteological analysis, it was confirmed that the male warrior was
in fact biologically female (Hedenstierna-Jonson et al. 2017). This revelation has since shaken
the field of archaeology; how could a woman in the Viking Age be a warrior?
The article confirming the biological sex of the Birka-warrior has since been criticized by
several authors (e.g. Androshchuk 2017; Jesch 2017a, 2017b), who either refused the analysis
completely or expressed doubts whether military equipment necessarily proves the burial of a
warrior (Williams 2017). I will not discuss the criticisms surrounding this publication any
further; instead, I will focus on how the interpretation of this grave has changed and the
occurrence and interpretation of other female weapon burials. When grave Bj. 581 was
interpreted, after its excavation by Stolpe, it was generally agreed that this was a male warrior
based on the equipment found in the grave. The only thing that has changed since then, is the
biological sex of the deceased. However, even though this individual has been perceived as a
warrior for over a hundred years, some archaeologists are now stating that the evidence is
now lacking (e.g. Androshchuk 2017; Jesch 2017a, 2017b). In their criticisms of the article
from 2017, they criticize the assumption based on the set of gaming pieces and how the
authors interpret the woman as ‘a high-ranking officer’ because of how the gaming pieces
seemingly indicate knowledge of strategy and tactics (Hedenstierna-Jonson et al. 2017).
However, in relation to assumed ‘warrior’ graves, I wish to highlight the contribution by
Simpson (2005) where four suspected male graves are examined. These graves are all
interpreted as warriors, even though some of the graves do not even contain weapons.
Whether or not the skeletons display signs of weapon-related trauma, is not mentioned;
however, it is worth noting that in this contribution, the warrior identity is seemingly
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unproblematic, even though some of the graves do not even contain weapons and there are
seemingly no proof of combat injuries.
I therefore find it kind of ironic when later archaeologists are discussing how women could
not have been warriors due to the lack of weapon related wounds or injuries on the skeletal
remains (e.g. Gardela 2017; Jesch 2017a). Previous contributions I have assessed, have not
found it an issue to interpret male graves with weapons as warriors, even though they also
might lack combat injuries. Regarding this line of argument, I also think it is necessary to
remember that injuries or wounds, which might have resulted from sharp force or blunt force
trauma, does not necessarily prove that the injured man or woman was a warrior. As
previously mentioned in chapter four, it is quite possible for men and women who did not
wield weapons to still die upon them. Thus, if one argues that one of the criteria for
identifying male or female warriors is that they must display signs of combat related trauma,
then we might instead locate the victims of the warriors rather than the warriors themselves.
In addition to this, I wish to explore a thought of my own. I do not have any expertise when it
comes to osteology or medical science; however, maybe it would be beneficial to explore the
possibility of combat injuries that might not leave traces on the skeletal remains? As the
Viking Age was a time without modern medicine, a simple cut getting infected and thus
resulting in blood poisoning and later sepsis, would have been lethal, even for a warrior.
There might also have been other illnesses which could cause death at the time, and thus, even
though the person might not have died in combat, he or she might still have been identified as
a warrior.
There are numerous biological determinist theories which explains male dominance over
women as natural due to their higher levels of aggression (Connell 1987:69). This model
results in depictions of active men, while women are being rendered passive (Moen 2019:30).
These outdated theories and models might be part of the reason why it seems like rich, female
graves with obvious power and wealth are being explained as either the wives of someone
powerful, or that their families were rich and powerful, not the women in their own right as
individuals. In the examples above, I have provided illustrations that highlight how similar
burial mounds and warrior graves are being interpreted differently solely based on the gender
or sex of the deceased. If archaeology continues to do so, we will still be presenting what
might be perceived as a wrongful picture of the past where women are perceived as little more
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than passive housewives, while the men are left filling the role of the stereotypical warrior,
king or active initiator of progress, developing and of the era itself.

5.1.3 The Method of Gendering Graves Based on Artefacts and
Outdated Stereotypes
As has been previously mentioned in this thesis, objectivity in archaeology is an illusion.
When archaeologists seek to examine objects of the past, these objects no longer remain
purely artefacts. Instead, they become something else, imbued with contemporary ideas about
the past and its use (Moen 2019:14). Additionally, artefacts are also commonly used to gender
graves based on supposed ‘male’ or ‘female’ activities or gender roles. For example, when
swords are found in graves from the Viking Age, there is a consensus within archaeology that
swords are symbols of masculinity and male gender, while beads, cooking utensils, textile
equipment or jewelry are artefacts which are symbols of femininity and thus the female
gender. The first to use and publish this method was Sophus Müller in the 1870s (Hjørungdal
1991:23). However, this method of using artefacts as indicators of masculinity and femininity,
has also been uncritically accepted as true indicators of biological sex, rather than an
indication of cultural gender (Lucy 1997:150), which it is now most commonly acknowledged
as. However, this dichotomy of male and female, which the artefacts are assumed to
represent, does not fit all graves (Arwill-Nordbladh 1998; Hjørungdal 1991, 1994; Lucy
1997). Instead, we must acknowledge that society is not only masculine or feminine
(Dommasnes 1987); these are just two parts of a much larger picture.
In the process of gendering graves based on artefacts, there are instances where male and
female graves contain the same equipment, yet, the interpretations of the artefacts differ. This
has also been demonstrated by other feminist or gender archaeologists who have revealed
how pottery production, for example, is usually ascribed a domestic activity when associated
with women, while it becomes a craft or industry if associated with men (Sørensen 2000:17).
The problems surrounding the method of gendering grave goods based on artefacts are
already being discussed in contributions from the 1980s. Høgestøl (1986) stresses how it
might be of bigger interest to examine how certain artefacts are used to express gender
differences rather than which artefacts are used. By changing the focus, one might stop the
stereotypical interpretation of assuming swords in graves equal men, while beads, jewelry or
textile equipment equal women. This is also highlighted in the 2000s in the contribution by
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Back-Danielsson (2007). In this contribution, it is stated that as much as 70-80 % of the
graves we discover cannot be given a biological sex. Thus, at best, we have only sexed about
20-30 % of the graves we have found, which implies that there are very few individuals in the
archaeological record who represents the ‘men’ and ‘women’ of the Viking Age (BackDanielsson 2007:27).
Moving on to the actual archaeological artefacts, let us begin with the interpretation of iron
rods in male and female graves (e.g. Bøgh-Andersen 1999). Throughout the beginning of the
contribution, the author mentions how iron spits and rods have been found in male Greek
graves dated to the 8th century BC and in wealthy Celtic male and female graves in Northern
Italy dated to the 4th century BC (Bøgh-Andersen 1999:35). Iron rods have also been found in
both male and female graves from the Viking Age. When found in male graves, the author
highlights how this is a useful tool which reflected the man’s role as head of the family; thus,
it is interpreted as a symbol of responsibility, status, power and authority (Bøgh-Andersen
1999:107). However, iron rods in female graves are interpreted quite differently. Instead of
being a useful tool, it is now interpreted as a symbol of dignity and the housewife (BøghAndersen 1999:107). The author also highlights that the beautiful iron rods are found in
female graves, while the practical iron rods are found in male graves. However, why the
author has decided that some iron rods are more ‘beautiful’ or ‘practical’ than others, is not
explained.
Keys are also artefacts that occur in the archaeological record of the Viking Age. A key’s
primary function is to open or lock something, however, it is also traditionally interpreted as
the symbols of feminine power and the housewife. However, according to Aannestad
(2004:74-75), the occurrence of keys is quite even between the sexes; it has been estimated
that about 55,8 % of the keys stems from female graves, while 44,2 % stems from male. I
found this number very surprising as I, as many others would think, was somehow convinced
that since keys are dominantly interpreted as symbols of femininity and the housewife, keys
would not have occurred in such a large percent in male graves. Some archaeologists have
acknowledged that keys were also related to men (e.g. Annestad 2004; Kristoffersen 2000;
Reinsnos 2006), however, this fact has seemingly not been included in their interpretations.
Instead, have argued that keys in male graves have completely different meanings than the
female keys (e.g. Berg 2014:130), while others have suggested that each warrior had a
personal chest in which they could keep some personal equipment, and therefore explain the
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presence of keys in male graves (e.g. Hedenstierna-Jonson 2006:54; Nordström 2016:70).
Again, we can see how the female artefacts, the keys, are interpreted as symbolic, while the
male keys are interpreted as predominantly having a technical function, which we can also see
in the discussion regarding the interpretation of iron rods above.
There is also a pronounced tendency in archaeology to describe what men could do and what
women could not do (Moen 2019:73). The male activities are perceived as positive; they are
the ones depicted as active, masculine and important. Maybe this inherent belief and
stereotypical attitudes is why it might be so hard to keep an open mind to the possibility of
female warriors, or at least the possibility of women being able to use weapons? As we can
see with the example of the Birka-warrior as I have already mentioned, when this burial was
assumed male, it was no problem identifying it as a warrior. However, when the deceased was
biologically sexed as female, the deceased is suddenly not a warrior anymore, even though the
amount of evidence has not changed. The Birka-warrior is not the only female weapon grave
from the Viking Age; already in 1901, the Norwegian archaeologist Gustav Mørck published
an article about the discovery of a grave in Nordre Kjølen in Hedmark, Norway. In the grave,
Mørck identified an individual accompanied by a full set of weapons, including a sword, a
spearhead, an axe and several arrowheads (Gardela 2017; Mørck 1901). However, a
noticeable difference between these two graves is that the grave from Nordre Kjølen has
always been interpreted as a woman, despite the stereotypical ‘masculine’ artefacts found in
the grave. There are also several other female graves found with weapons, for instance a
female grave from Kvåle, Norway, which contained jewelry, weapons and horse equipment
(Dommasnes 1982:77), however, I will not discuss every single female weapon grave. My
point is; if an assumed male grave contains enough evidence to be identified as a warrior, then
the same grave should still be interpreted as a warrior, even if the deceased has changed from
being male to being female.
However, not everyone agrees with this line of thought. Androshchuk (2017), for example,
thinks that all female graves with weapons are found under devious circumstances and argues
that there does not exist any evidence that female warriors existed during the Viking Age.
Gardela (2017:10) is also cautious; he discusses how weapons in a burial does not necessarily
indicate a warrior identity, and that many people engaged in warlike activities on a
professional basis, were not buried with weapons at all. Instead, he argues, the weapons
would have been passed on to other members of the deceased’s family because of how
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weapons were costly and difficult to manufacture. However, as one final punch regarding the
occurrence of warrior women, I wish to quote a sentence from the follow-up article regarding
grave Bj. 581; “To those who do take issue [with the grave being identified as a female
warrior], however, we suggest that it is not supportable to react only now, when the individual
has been shown to be female, without explaining why neither the warrior interpretations nor
any supposed source-critical factors were a problem when the person in Bj. 581 was believed
to be male” (Price, Hedenstierna-Jonson, Zachrisson, et al. 2019:192).
At last, I wish to highlight how the occurrence of scales, weights, balances and other trading
equipment have been interpreted differently based on the sex or gender of the individual in
the grave. For a long time in archaeology, it has been considered a ‘universal truth’ that trade
was executed by men. However, already in the 1980s, archaeologists were aware of female
graves that contained these ‘typically male’ artefacts (e.g. Mørck 1901; Blindheim 1982
Stalsberg 1987). Instead of acknowledging this as signs of female traders, some
archaeologists tried to understand this by offering alternative explanations. For example, it
was proposed that the weighing equipment represented a farewell gift from the women’s
husbands, a token of high rank, or that the women just happened to die while she was in
charge and her husband was away for one reason or another (Dommasnes 1982:83; Ellmers
1984:178; Stalsberg 1991:77). The women have also been interpreted as representing
merchants’ wives, or that the weighing equipment indicates the presence of a man in a grave
otherwise identified as female (Stalsberg 1991:77-78). Thus, the archaeological record was
actively trying to explain the presence of the trading equipment and its impact by moving
away from one of archaeologists’ most basic postulate for analyzing grave goods; namely,
that there is a strong connection between the dead and the grave goods (Stalsberg 1991). If
one distances oneself from this basic assumption, archaeology would end up being a
discipline which could say close to nothing about the people we are examining.
Additionally, even though female tradespeople are to a greater extent acknowledged today,
there are a few more contributions I wish to examine. I will begin with Jesch (1991) who
writes about women and trading and how weights have also been located in children’s graves.
She argues that even though the weights are present in the children’s graves, it does not
necessarily mean that they engaged in trading activities. She continues by arguing how the
trading equipment might have had a symbolic meaning in the women’s and children’s graves
(Jesch 1991:21). If one examines this closely, it might be understood as if women and
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children should be regarded as one and the same; since it is unlikely that children participated
in trade, one should also think it unlikely that adult women participated in this activity, even
though a child and an adult woman is nothing alike. If one is to follow this train of thought,
then one should also argue that the occurrence of weapons in children’s graves (because
children could not possibly be warriors if they could not be traders), should also be interpreted
as symbolic, and thus, too, the weapons in adult male graves.
At last, I also wish to include a quote from Christiansen’s (2002) contribution: “Many women
were buried with pairs of scales; not because they had been traders, as Stalsberg suggested
(there is no evidence of any female traders), but as symbols of good housekeeping (…)”
(Christiansen 2002:19). Again, one can see how this is an attempt at ‘explaining away’ the
possibility of female traders by denying the validity of the evidence found in the female
graves. If the evidence of trade in a female grave would have been enough to have proven that
a man was a merchant if it had been found in a male grave, then the evidence should be
enough to prove the existence, or at least the possibility, of female merchants.
In archaeology, it is a basic principle that the grave goods found in a grave once belonged to
the deceased (Stalsberg 1991:78). We can assume that burying the dead was a serious matter,
where great care and consideration went into the disposal of the body and the selection of
which artefacts should accompany the deceased into the next life. Consequently, we should
assume that people did not choose random collections of items to accompany their beloved
ones. Additionally, we should not assume that predominantly technical objects should be
interpreted as symbolically gendered. This seems to decrease the interest in technological and
practical perspectives, because the symbolic meanings are perceived as more valuable and
academically interesting (Berg 2014:125). However, it is interesting to note through the
discussion regarding how graves and artefacts are interpreted differently depending on the sex
or gender of the deceased, very little actual evidence is required to support a male dominated
world, while when questions of female power arises, one must provide substantial amounts of
evidence (Moen 2019:95).

5.1.4 Understanding Men and Women; What Has Happened?
As can be demonstrated by the discussion above, some things have changed regarding our
understanding of men and women in the Viking Age, while some things have not. The
archaeological research contributions have developed from making women visible to
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discussing gender roles and criticizing the androcentric bias and stereotypes which are still
present in some of the research contributions. Even though the depictions of the men are still
predominantly based on stereotypes where they are depicted as masculine warriors, smiths,
traders, kings or chieftains, there have also been attempts at studying the less masculine
gender roles, for example, the role of the Shaman (e.g. Price 2000a, 2000b, 2001, 2002, 2019;
Solli 1998, 1999, 2002, 2008). Regarding the women, the contributions have developed from
making them visible and discussing the possibility of them having power when their husbands
were gone, to discussing the very likely possibility of female merchants and the alluring
possibility of female warriors. However, even though it seems like the archaeologists’
understanding of men and women have broadened and are increasingly depicting a more
nuanced society, there are still issues that needs to be dealt with; namely, the research
tendencies of interpreting graves and artefacts differently based on the sex or gender of the
deceased. Additionally, I do not think we will see any further progress in the field of
understanding past gender roles, until archaeologists can agree upon what is ‘enough’
evidence. As of now, which is highlighted by Moen (2019:95) and was mentioned in the
paragraph above as well; very little actual evidence is required to support a male dominated
world, while when questions of female power arise, one must provide substantial amounts of
evidence. In order to prevent stereotypical depictions of the people of the past, I think the
archaeologists should sit down and agree that if the evidence is enough to prove that a man
participated in warfare, trading, hunting smithing or any other ‘typically male’ activity, then it
is also enough evidence to prove that a woman could have participated in these activities as
well.

5.2 The Use of the Terms ‘Sex’, ‘Gender’ and ‘Social
Identity’
As can be seen based on the sector diagrams in chapter three, it took several decades for the
terms ‘sex’, ‘gender’ and ‘social identity’ to be established in the archaeological research
contributions regarding the Viking Age. In the 1980s, only 37 % of the contributions used the
terms, while now, in the 2010s, 67 % of the research contributions seem to use them.
However, even though many contributions seem to be using the terms, there are seemingly
only a few contributions from the 1990s (nine of 28 contributions), the 2000s (five of 32
contributions), and the 2010s (six of 49 contributions) that define, discuss, or define and
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discuss the use of the terms. Thus, it seems, based on the assessment of the research
contributions, as if the archaeologists studying the Viking Age is not as focused on the
problems surrounding these definitions as the theoretical discussions in chapter two, might
have suggested. When assessing the contributions, there are very few contributions that
discuss whether the artefacts found in the graves of the Viking Age, represent the sex or the
gender of the deceased. A consensus seems to be present in the archaeological record, where
it is considered ‘a universal truth’ that men are associated with ‘masculine’ artefacts like
weapons, riding equipment, or smithing tools; while women are associated with ‘feminine’
artefacts like jewelry, beads and textile equipment. Whether these ‘masculine’ artefacts
represent a male gender or sex, is however not discussed in most of the older contributions. In
the more recent contributions, thought, it is generally accepted that the artefacts
archaeologists find in graves, should be interpreted as representing the gender of the deceased,
not the biological sex.
Consequently, based on the research contributions I have been able to assess from
approximately 1980 to 2019, it seems like the archaeologists’ approach to ‘sex’, ‘gender’ and
‘social identity’ are seemingly lacking. As the terms ‘sex’ and ‘gender’ generally contribute
by creating normative feminine and masculine identities, it might have been beneficial for the
field of Viking Age archaeology to discuss this fact and how the terms have been criticized
because of how it depicts all women or men as alike. The terms ‘sex’ and ‘gender’ does not
leave any room for different types of masculinity or femininity. Instead, Fuglestvedt (2014)
argues that we perhaps should focus on an archaeology of ‘sexe’. This would involve
abandoning the sex-gender terminology and abandoning the term ‘gender’ completely. The
abandonment of these terms and replacing them with an archaeology of ‘sexe’, would perhaps
prevent archaeology from creating stereotypical depictions of the men and women.
Additionally, it might also prevent the ‘fantastic interpretations’ of the instances where the
grave goods indicate a masculine/feminine gender, while the biological sex of the deceased
contradicts the grave goods, and thus archaeology ends up with ‘fantastic interpretations’ like,
for instance, transvestite priests, shamans or cross dressers (Fuglestvedt 2014). Consequently,
based on the research contributions I have been able to assess, it seems like the field of Viking
Age archaeology have a few important theoretical discussions to consider in the future.

5.2.1 Queer Theory in the Archaeological Research Contributions
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In addition to discussing the use of the terms ‘sex’, ‘gender’ and ‘social identity’, it would
also be of interest to examine how queer theory has been used in the archaeological research
contributions regarding the Viking Age. Queer theory has done a great deal to highlight the
problems inherent in the sex-gender division (e.g. Butler 1993, [1999] 2006). For instance, it
serves to challenge the assumption that bodies have inherent meanings; that there exists such
a thing as predominantly male or female bodies (Moen 2019:36). According to the research
history, one should be able to see that queer theory gained momentum during the last couple
of decades (e.g. Blackmore 2011:79). Consequently, there should be several contributions
touching upon this subject from the 1990s and 2000s. However, is this visible based on the
contributions I have been able to assess?
During the 1980s, none of the contributions discuss or mention queer theory, transgenders, or
third or fluid genders. Thus, it seems like the contributions correspond with the research
history. Queer theory in Viking Age archaeology seems to begin in the 1990s. According to
my sector diagrams from chapter three, one can see that 11 %, which consists of three of 28
contributions, were about or mentioned subjects related to queer theory. Consequently, it
seems like it all began with the contribution by Solli in 1998 and 1999. In these contributions
she discusses the depiction of Odin as the manliest and most masculine of the Old Norse
gods, yet he is also the master of seidr; an activity assumed to be exclusively female and is
considered shameful when associated with the male gender. This makes for a very interesting
paradox; the fascinating transgression of the masculine Odin into the feminine realm of seidr.
These contributions by Solli marks the beginning of discussions regarding queer theory, fluid
and third genders in Viking Age archaeology.
In the 2000s, the percentage of contributions about queer theory has increased to 28 %, which
consists of nine of 32 contributions. Thus, one can clearly see that there is an increased
interest in queer theory during the 1990s and 2000s. It is also worth noticing that the amount
of contributions discussing or mentioning queer theory, is the same for the 2000s as the
2010s. However, since the total number of contributions have increased in the 2010s, the
percentage of contributions about queer theory has decreased to 18 %.
Consequently, based on the research contributions I have been able to assess, it seems like
there was a sudden interest in the topic during the 1990s and 2000s, which corresponds with
the research history. However, this interest has since decreased and has resulted in a lowered
percentage of research contributions regarding queer theory from the decade 2010-2019.
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Since the number of contributions are relatively low, I think it is too soon to say anything
about the impact this might have had on Viking Age archaeology. It would be compelling to
see if the interest in queer theory increases or decreases in the decades to come.

5.3 Are We Creating Stereotypical Interpretations of
the People in the Past?
There seems to exist an idea that suggests that our reproductive roles somehow determine our
personalities (e.g. Laqueur 1990:6; Wylie 1991:34). This idea is very simplistic, yet, it is still
a cornerstone of much western culture and thus found in the general perception of gender
roles in the Viking Age, too (Moen 2019:13). However, even though the idea in general is
simplistic, when it is applied in a science like archaeology, it is suddenly not as simple
anymore. Suddenly, this idea is used to determine not only our own contemporary gender
roles, it is also used on the people of the past. Whether or not they even had a two-sex model
(which is a relatively new inventions, as has been highlighted in chapter two), is not thought
relevant. Instead, one has assumed that the categories of masculinity and femininity are
universal and ‘true’.
This assumption of masculinity and femininity has resulted in a contention which is still used
in burial archaeology; the presence of masculine artefacts, like weapons, represents a
masculine identity, and thus the individual is gendered male. The same is true if a grave
contains feminine artefacts, like beads, jewelry or cooking utensils; these items are considered
to represent a feminine identity, and thus this individual is gendered female. This strict
division of what we consider ‘masculine’ or ‘feminine’ artefacts and actions, have resulted in
a Viking Age of people we might describe as stereotypes. The men are depicted as the most
masculine, warlike and brutal, while the women are depicted as calm, stoic and powerful in
the absence of their husbands. However, are these depictions of real people who might have
lived and died during the Viking Age?
As my assessment and discussion has revealed, there are still contributions that consider the
Viking Age to be an era of strict division between the men and women, just as it was in the
Victorian era during the 19th century, which marked the beginning of archaeology as a
discipline. Some claim we must be careful when applying our own contemporary thoughts
and ideas on to the past; however, haven’t we already fallen into this trap? Isn’t it the
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contemporary thoughts and ideas of the 19th century we can still see in the archaeological
depictions of the Viking Age? Instead of clinging desperately to the Viking Age stereotypes,
archaeologists should be able to accept the possibility of feminine men and masculine
women; the possibility of more fluid gender roles. I want to argue the point that it is possible
to find masculine women and feminine men, and this should not be perceived as something
unusual. We can find these types of people in our contemporary society, so it should not be
unusual to find them in the past. However, in relation to this point, I must highlight that the
use of the terms ‘feminine’ and ‘masculine’ are problematic. This is because they are in
themselves also expressions of stereotypical attitudes and thoughts. If one thinks of something
masculine, one is likely to think of something stereotypically male, like for instance war. The
same is true when one is thinking about something feminine; then one is likely to think of
something stereotypically female, like for instance cooking. Thus, it might not be fruitful to
try to find masculine women and feminine men, because this might just continue to strengthen
the stereotypes which are already present in archaeology. Maybe it would be more fruitful to
step away from sex and gender and just focus on people in general. By focusing on people as
a unit instead of dividing them into categories of male and female, one might be able to see
how they could perform all sorts of different actions, and how they could be associated with
all kinds of different professions. Thus, by focusing more on the people and less on dividing
them into males and females, maybe archaeology could take a step closer to finding the ‘real’
people of the Viking Age.
Viking Age archaeologists should also reconsider the seemingly straight-forward gender
identification based on grave goods. As is mentioned by Crass (in Arnold and Wicker
2001:105), can we even be sure that gender roles were signaled in mortuary context? Even
though gender archaeology has come a long way in research past genders and gender roles,
the work is not done. Archaeologists should continue to examine past gender roles and
especially focus on different types of masculinity, in addition to discussing more openly the
possibility of direct female power. Based on the research contributions I have been able to
assess; I would conclude that the field of Viking Age archaeology today does not leave very
much room for real people in their depictions of past genders and gender roles.
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6 Concluding Remarks
In this thesis I have assessed 117 research contributions about gender and the Viking Age, in
order to attempt to answer these questions: In what way has our understanding of men and
women in the Viking Age changed from the 1980s until today in archaeology? How are we
using the terms gender, sex and social identity? And: Are we creating stereotypical
interpretations of the people in the past, or are we making room for real people? However,
these questions have not been easy to answer.
I began the thesis by introducing the reader to relevant topics concerning the theory of gender
and feminist archaeology. The presentation of the research contributions and the assessment
of them, were outlined in chapter three and four, while in chapter five, the research
contributions were discussed in order to answer my research questions. This chapter will
serve as a summary of what has been discussed in the previous chapters. Additionally, it will
include some final notes regarding the conclusion to my research questions.
The archaeologists’ understanding of men and women in the Viking Age has, indeed, changed
from the 1980s until 2019. However, based on the research contributions I have been able to
assess, it seems like these changes are smaller than one would initially think. In the 1980s, the
women were presented as stay-at-home housewives who were confined to the private sphere
of the long houses. If they were depicted as powerful, it was only because of necessity: when
the men were away either travelling, trading or waring. The possibility of female warriors
would, perhaps, have seemed impossible during the 1980s; however, there are also
archaeologists from the 2010s who are reluctant to accept this possibility. Generally, the
perception of the Viking Age women has changed. She has changed from being confined to
the private sphere to being able to participate in the public one. Additionally, in the 1980s, her
seemingly only important contribution to society was to produce children, while now, the
women of the Viking Age are to a larger extent acknowledged as individual women. This
means it is acknowledged that not all women could be mothers or wanted to be mothers, in
addition to acknowledging that not all women were pregnant all of the time. Maybe this
seems like a small step in the right direction, but it is still progress.
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Regarding the men of the Viking Age, there does not seem to be any progress in how they are
depicted in the research contributions. Already in the 1980s, the Viking Age men were
depicted as masculine stereotypes; they were warriors, traders, sailors, kings or chieftains
(e.g. Christensen 1987; Farbregd 1988). They have been depicted as the initiators of the
Viking era (e.g. Ashby 2015; Barrett 2010; Raffield, Price and Collard 2016), while the same
contributions have downgraded women to being merely motivators for male action. Thus,
based on the research contributions I have been able to assess, it seems like the picture of the
Viking Age men is still dominated by strong, masculine men, even though there has been
some efforts to consider other types of men, for instance Shamans (e.g. Price 2000a, 2000b,
2001, 2002, 2019; Solli 1998, 1999, 2002, 2008). In conclusion, as was argued in chapter
five, even though it seems like the understanding of men and women of the Viking Age has
broadened to a certain extent, there are still a lot of issues that needs to be dealt with. These
issues include the interpretation of graves and artefacts, understanding past gender roles, and
agree upon what should be considered ‘enough’ evidence.
Moving on to the second research question: How are we using the terms gender, sex and
social identity? In this thesis, I have assessed the archaeologists’ use of these terms, and the
contributions are displaying some obvious variations. In the 1980s, only 37 % of the
contributions used the terms, while in the 2010s, this has increased to 67 %. However, as
highlighted in chapter five, even though many contributions seem to be using the terms, there
are only a few of them that define, discuss, or define and discuss the use of the terms.
Therefore, it seems like the Viking Age archaeologists are maybe not as focused or aware of
the problems and discussions regarding these theoretical terms as one might have expected. It
will be interesting to see whether this research tendency changes in the decades to come.
At last, I asked if the Viking Age archaeologists are creating stereotypical interpretations of
the people in the past. The short answer is yes. The Victorian ideals of the 19th century and
the stereotypic interpretations that follows, is very much present in the archaeological record
today. This has resulted in depictions of the ‘traditional’ housewife who is seemingly
confined to the private sphere, and the masculine warriors, traders, sailors, kings and
chieftains who rule and dominate the public sphere. There are research contributions that
discuss how women could have performed male activities and vice versa. However, even
though the studies about women and men in the Viking Age have shown some signs of
improvement, there are still contributions that seemingly argue that women had a lesser role
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compared to men. If Viking Age archaeology is to move forward as a discipline, I think it is
about time we try to step away from these stereotypical depictions of the men and women. It
should be possible for archaeology today to acknowledge the existence of people with more
complex personalities. Let us for a second consider the fictional universe of the popular book
series and TV show Game of Thrones by George R.R. Martin. Those familiar with this
universe might remember the female characters Brienne of Tarth or Arya Stark. Brienne of
Tarth is depicted as unusually tall and muscular; she developed a taste for swordplay as a
child, and in the series, she dreams of becoming a knight. Even though she is considered
unusually tall and muscular for a woman, she is still a woman. Never in the series is she
depicted or thought of as a man, even though she does ‘manly’ things. Her personality is more
complex than the stereotypes that we commonly see in the depictions of the Viking Age. The
same is true for Arya Stark. In contrast to Brienne, she is not depicted as unusually tall or
muscular, in fact, in the TV show, she is short and thin. But just like Brienne, she has a talent
for swordplay and ventures outside the ‘traditional’ female roles. Even though these female
characters are different physically, their choice of taking up arms and weapons are similar.
Maybe archaeology could learn a thing or two from this popular TV show. Instead of
portraying stereotypical men and women, the show manages to create people who are more
complex. Brienne and Arya are women who are performing ‘masculine’ activities, yet, they
are not losing their female identity or their femininity, they are still women and feminine in
their own way. Acknowledging that the people of the Viking Age had complex social
identities, more complex than the stereotypical Rambo or Snow White (Fuglestvedt 2014),
might be the first step in order to escape the stereotypes. Additionally, archaeology might
benefit from examining how men and women are alike, rather than how they are different
from one another. However, on the other side, maybe I am wrong, and it is impossible to get
rid of the stereotypical depictions; only time will tell.

83

List of Research Contributions
Aannestad, Hanne Lovise
2004 En nøkkel til kunnskap – om kvinneroller i jernalder. Viking, 67: 69-82.
Aannestad, Hanne Lovise and Zanette T. Glørstad
2017 Kvinner og båtbegravelser i vikingtiden. In Dronningen i vikingtid og
middelalder, edited by N. Løkka and K. Kjesrud, pp. 155-183. Spartacus, Oslo.
Abrams, Lesley
2012 Diaspora and identity in the Viking Age. Early Med Europe, Vol. 20, pp. 17–
38.
Andersson, Eva B.
2007 Engendering Central Places, some aspects of the organisation of textile
production during the Viking Age. In NESAT IX Archäologische Textilfunde —
Archaeological Textiles, NESAT — North European Symposium for Archaeological
Textiles IX, Ennenda: Ragotti und Arioli, edited by Rast-Eicher, A. and R. Windler,
pp. 148-53.
Arwidsson, Greta and Gösta Berg
1983 The Mästermyr Find: A Viking Age Tool Chest from Gotland. Almqvist &
Wiksell International, Stockholm.
Arwill-Nordbladh, Elisabeth
1991 The Swedish Image of Viking Age Women: Stereotype, Generalisation and
Beyond. In Social Approaches to Viking Studies, edited by Samson, R., pp. 53-64.
1998 Genuskonstruktioner i nordisk vikingatid: förr och nu, Göteborgs universitet,
Göteborg.
84

Ashby, Stephen P.
2015 What Really Caused the Viking Age. Archaeological Dialogues, 22(01):89106.
Back-Danielsson, Ing-Marie
2007 Masking Moments: The Transitions of Bodies and Beings in Late Iron Age
Scandinavia. Stockholm University, Stockholm.
Barrett, James H.
2008 What Caused the Viking Age. Antiquity 317 (82):671-685.
2010 Rounding Up the Usual Suspects: Causation and the Viking Age Diaspora. In
The global origins and development of seafaring, edited by A. Anderson, J.H. Barrett
and K.V. Boyle, pp. 289-302. McDonald Institute for Archaeological Research,
Cambridge.
Berg, Heidi Lund
2014 ‘Truth’ and reproduction of knowledge. Critical thoughts on the interpretation
and understanding of Iron-Age Keys. In Viking Worlds: Things, Spaces and
Movement, edited by Eriksen, Marianne H., Unn Pedersen, Bernt Rundberget, Irmelin
Axelsen and Heidi Lund Berg, pp. 124-142. Oxbow Books, Oxford.
Berglund, Birgitta
2016 Understandings – burial practice, identity and social ties. The Horvnes Iron
Age burials, a peephole into the farming society of Helgeland, North-Norway. In The
Farm as a Social Arena, edited by Dommasnes, L.H., D. Gutsmiedl-Schümann and
A.T. Hommedal, pp. 77-104. Waxman, Münster, Germany.
Brennand, M.
2006 Finding the Viking Dead. Current Archaeology, Vol. 204, pp. 623-9.
Brink, Stefan and Neil Price

85

2008 The Viking World. Routledge, London.
Bye-Johansen, Lise-Marie
2004 Perler i jernalder — kilde til mote i kvinnegraver og magi i mannsgraver? In
Mellom himmel og jord: foredrag fra et seminar om religionsarkeologi. Isegran 31.
Januar–2. Februar 2002, edited by Melheim, Lene, Lotte Hedeager and Kristin Oma,
pp. 468-90.
Bøgh-Andersen, Susanne
1999 Vendel- och vikingatida stekspett: ej blott för köket, ett redskap med anor från
Homeros’ tid. University of Lund, Lund.
Callmer, J.
2006 Ornaments, ornamentation, and female gender: women in eastern central
Sweden in the eighth and early ninth centuries. In Old Norse religion in long-term
perspectives, edited by Andrén, A., Jennbert, K. & Raudvere, C., pp. 189-94. Nordic
Academic Press, Lund.
Callow, Chris
2011 Putting Women in their Place? Gender, Landscape and the Construction of
Landnámabók. Viking and Medieval Scandinavia, Vol. 7, pp. 7-28.
Christensen, Arne Emil
1987 Husfruen på Oseberg. In Vestfold Minne: Utgitt av Vestfold Historielag, edited
by Per Thoresen, pp. 4-10. Tønsbergs Aktietrykkeri, Tønsberg.
Christiansen, Eric
2002 The Norsemen in the Viking Age. The Peoples of Europe. Blackwell, Oxford.
Croix, Sarah
2015 The Vikings, victims of their own success? A selective view on Viking
research and its dissemination. Danish Journal of Archaeology, Vol. 4(1), 82-96.
86

Dommasnes, Liv Helga
1982

Late Iron Age in Western Norway. Female Roles and Ranks as Deduced from

an Analysis of Burial Customs. Norwegian Archaeological Review, Vol. 15(1-2):7084.
1991 Arkeologi og religion. In Nordisk Hedendom: et Symposium, edited by G.
Steinsland, pp. 47-64. Odense Universitetsforlag, Odense.
1992 Two decades of women in prehistory and in archaeology in Norway: A review.
Norwegian Archaeological Review, Vol. 25 (1): 1-14.
2016 Introduction: The farm as a social arena. In The Farm as a Social Arena, edited
by Dommasnes, L.H., D. Gutsmiedl-Schümann and A. T. Hommedal, pp. 9-22.
Waxman, Münster, Germany.
Farbregd, Oddmund
1988 Kvinneliv i Vikingtid: Kven var kvinnene som ligg i langhaugar? I Kvinner i
Arkeologi i Norge, Vol. 7, pp. 3-23.
Gansum, Terje
1995 Jernaldergravskikk i Slagendalen. Oseberghaugen og Storhaugene i Vestfold.
Lokale eller regionale symboler: En landskapsarkeologisk undersøkelse. Hovedfag,
IAKH, University of Oslo, Oslo.
Gardela, Leszek
2011 Buried with Honour and Stoned to Death? The Ambivalence of Viking Age
Magic in the Light of Archaeology. Analecta Archaeologica Ressoviensia 4 (2009),
pp. 339–375.
2013 ‘Warrior-women’ in Viking Age Scandinavia? A preliminary archaeological
study. Analecta Archaeological Gicaressoviensia 8, pp. 276-341.
2016 (Magic) Staffs in the Viking Age. Studia Medievalia Septentrionalia 27. Verlag
Fassbaender, Vienna.
87

2017 Amazons of the Viking World. Medieval Warfare VIII(1):8-15.
Gerds, Marcus
2006 Scandinavian burial rites on the southern Baltic coast. In Old Norse religion in
long-term perspectives, edited by Andrén, A., K. Jennbert, and C. Raudvere, pp. 153158. Nordic Academic Press, Lund.
Göransson, Eva Marie
1999 Bildor av kvinnor och kvinnlighet: genus och kroppsspråk under övergången
till kristendomen. University of Stockholm, Stockholm.
Gräslund, Anne-Sofie
2001 The position of Iron Age Scandinavian women: the evidence from graves and
rune stones. In Gender and the Archaeology of Death, edited by Arnold, B. and N. L.
Wicker, pp. 81-102. Walnut Creek, Rowman Altamira.
2008 Some powerful women at Valsgärde. In Valsgärde Studies: The Place and its
People: Past and Present, OPIA 42, edited by S, Norr, pp. 65-82. Uppsala University,
Uppsala.
2010 Late Viking Age runestones in Uppland: some gender aspects. In The Viking
Age: Ireland and the West, edited by Sheehan, J. and D. Ó. Corráin, pp. 113-123.
Oxford University Press, Oxford.
Gustafson, Lil
1993 Kvinnene i Langhauger. In Kvinner i Arkeologi i Norge, Vol. 16, pp. 47-70.
Gustin, Ingrid
2010 Of rods and roles. Three women in Birka’s chamber graves. In Zwischen
Fjorden und Steppe. Festschrift für Johan Callmer zum 65. Geburtstag. Internationale
Archäeologie Studia honoraria; Bd. 31, edited by Theune, C., Biermann, F., Struwe,
R. & Jeute, G. H., pp. 343-354. Rahden/Westf: Verlag MarieLeidorf GmbH.
Hadley, Dawn M.
88

2004 Negotiating gender, family and status in AngloSaxon burial practices, c.600950. In Gender in the Early Medieval World. East and West, 300–900, edited by
Brubaker, L. and J. M. H. Smith, pp. 301-23. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.
2008 Warriors, heroes and companions: negotiating masculinity in Viking-Age
England. Anglo-Saxon Stud Archaeol Hist, Vol. 15, pp. 270–84.
Harrison, Stephen H.
2015 "Warrior Graves"? The Weapon Burial Rite in Viking Age Britain and Ireland.
In Maritime Societies of the Viking and Medieval World, edited by Barrett, J.H. and S.
J. Gibbin, pp. 299-319. Maney Publishing, Leeds.
Hedeager, Lotte
2011 Iron Age Myth and Materiality: An Archaeology of Scandinavia AD 400–1000.
Routledge, London and New York.
2014 Gender on Display: Scrutinizing the Gold Foil Figures. In Med hjärta och
hjärna. En vänbok till professor Elisabeth Arwill-Nordbladh, edited by
Alexandersson, H., A. Andreeff & A. Bünz, pp. 277-93. Göteborgs Universitet,
Institutionen för historiska studier, Göteborg.
Hedenstierna-Jonson, Charlotte
2014 She came from another place. On the burial of a young girl in Birka. In Viking
Worlds: Things, Spaces and Movement, edited by Eriksen, Marianne H., Unn
Pedersen, Bernt Rundberget, Irmelin Axelsen and Heidi Lund Berg, pp. 90-101.
Oxbow Books, Oxford.
Hedenstierna-Jonson, Charlotte and Anna Kjellström
2014 The Urban Woman. In Kvinner i Vikingtid; Vikingatidens Kvinnor, edited by
Coleman, N.L. and N. Løkka, pp. 187-210. Scandinavian Academic Press, Oslo.
Hedenstierna-Jonson, Charlotte, Anna Kjellström, Torunn Zachrisson, Maja Krzwinska,
Veronica Sobrado, Neil Price, Torsten Günter, Mattias Jakobsson, Anders Ghöterström and
Jan Stora
89

2017 A female Viking warrior confirmed by genomics. American Journal of
Physical Anthropology 164(4):853-860.
Hillerdal, Charlotta
2009 “På mannens kärlek vilar kvinnans värde”. Kvinnliga artefakter bland manliga
aktörer i det vikingatida Ryssland. In Tankar om ursprung. Forntiden och medeltiden i
Nordisk Historieanvändning, edited by Edquist, S., L. Hermansson and S. Johansson,
pp. 269-290. The Museum of National Antiquities, Stockholm
Hjørungdal, Tove
1991 Det skjulte kjønn: patriarkal tradisjon og feministisk visjon i arkeologien belyst
med fokus på en jernalderkontekst, Almqvist & Wiksell International, Lund.
1994 Poles apart: have there been any male and female graves? Current Swedish
Archaeology, Vol 2, pp. 141-148.
Hofseth, Ellen Høigård
1990 Kvinnegraver fra vikingtida i Sør-Gudbrandsdalen. In Kvinner i Arkeologi i
Norge, Vol. 9/10, pp. 83-93.
1999 Historien bak handelskvinnene på Kaupang: kvinnegraver fra Vikingtid langs
Vestfoldkysten. In Viking, pp. 101-128.
Hoftun, Oddgeir
1995 Jernaldersamfunnets Kvinnelighet. In Kvinner i Arkeologi i Norge, Vol. 19/20,
pp. 94 –114.
Hovanta, Elise
1995 Mannligt och kvinnligt i järnåldersgravar. Artefakt, Vol. 2, pp. 54–63
Høgestøl, Mari
1986 Endringer i sosial posisjon hos jernalderens kvinner. In Kvinner i Arkeologi i
Norge, Vol. 3, pp. 49-58.
90

Kershaw, Jane F.
2013 Viking identities: Scandinavian jewellery in England. Medieval history and
archaeology. Oxford University Press, Oxford.
Kristoffersen, Siv
1992 Den germanske dyrestilen og kvinnegraver med relieffspenner. In Kvinner i
Arkeologi i Norge, Vol 13, pp. 40-57.
2004 Husfruen: Formidling av fortidige roller. In Feministisk teori, kvinne- og
kjønnsforskning i Rogaland pp. 59-66. Vol. 41. AmS Varia, Stavanger.
Kupiec, Patrycja and Karen Milek
2014 Roles and perceptions of shielings and the mediation of gender identities in
Viking and medieval Iceland. In Viking Worlds: Things, Spaces and Movement, edited
by Eriksen, Marianne H., Unn Pedersen, Bernt Rundberget, Irmelin Axelsen and Heidi
Lund Berg, pp. 102-123. Oxbow Books, Oxford.
Lewis-Simpson, Shannon
2010 Viking Age queens and the formation of identity. In The Viking Age: Ireland
and the West, edited by Sheehan, J. and D. Ó. Corráin, pp. 217-226. Oxford University
Press, Oxford.
Lillehammer, Grete
1988 Kvinnebønder i Nordens Forhistorie. In Kvinner i Arkeologi i Norge, Vol. 7,
pp. 45-55.
1996 Death, Family and Gender – Life’s Starting Point. In Kvinner i Arkeologi i
Norge, Vol. 21, pp. 61 – 89
Linder, Lena
1995 «Hade den vikingatida bärsärken några barn?» In Arkeologi om barn, edited by
Johnsen, Barbro and Stig Welinder, pp 69-77. Societas Archaeologica Upsaliensis,
Uppsala.
91

Ljungkvist, John
2008 Handicrafts. In The Viking World, edited by Brink, Stefan and Neil Price, pp.
186-192. Routledge, London.
2011 Mistresses of the cult – evidence of female cult leaders from an archaeological
perspective. In Female elites in protohistoric Europe, edited by Quast, D., pp. 251-65.
Römisch-Germanischen Zentralmuseums, Mainz.
Lucy, Sam
1997 Housewives, Warriors and Slaves? Sex and Gender in Anglo-Saxon Burials. In
Invisible People and Processes, edited by Moore, Jenny and Eleanor Scott, pp. 150–
166. Leicester University Press, London.
Løkka, Nanna
2017 Kvinner med drikkebeger. In Dronningen i vikingtid og middelalder, edited by
N. Løkka and K. Kjesrud, pp. 127-153. Spartacus, Oslo.
McLeod, Shane
2011 Warriors and women: the sex ratio of Norse migrants to eastern England up to
900 ad. Early Medieval Europe, Vol. 19, pp. 332–53.
Moen, Marianne
2014 Women in the Landscape’. In Kvinner i Vikingtid; Vikingatidens Kvinnor,
edited by N. Løkka and K. Kjesrud, pp. 121-148. Scandinavian Academic Press, Oslo.
2019 Challenging Gender: A reconsideration of gender in the Viking Age using the
mortuary landscape. PhD Thesis, University of Oslo, Oslo.
Mortensen, Lena
2004 The "marauding pagan warrior woman". In Ungendering Civilization, edited
by K. A. Pyburn, pp. 94-116. Routledge, New York.
Mundal, Else
92

1998 Kvinnesynet og forståinga av biologisk arv i den norrøne kulturen. In Atlantisk
dåd og drøm, edited by Aarnes, Asbjørn, pp. 153-170. Aschehoug, Oslo.
Nilsson, Sara E.
2016 Writing the Viking Age into existence. Historisk Tidskrift 2016, Vol. 136(4),
pp. 690-707.
Nordström, Emma
2016 Unlocking identities: Keys and locks from Iron Age farms in eastern Sweden.
In The Farm as a Social Arena, edited by Dommasnes, L.H., D. Gutsmiedl-Schümann
and A.T. Hommedal, pp. 53-76. Waxman, Münster, Germany.
Nordström, Nina
2006 From queen to sorcerer. In Old Norse religion in long-term perspectives, edited
by Andrén, A., K. Jennbert and C. Raudvere, pp. 399-404. Nordic Academic Press,
Lund.
Opedal, Arnfrid
1998 De glemte skipsgravene: Makt og myte på Avaldsnes. AmS – Småtrykk, Vol.
47, Stavanger Museum of Archaeology, Stavanger.
O’sullivan, Joanne
2015 Strung Along: Re-evaluating Gendered Views of Viking-Age Beads. Medieval
Archaeology, 01 January 2015, Vol.59(1), pp.73-86.
Pantmann, Pernille
2014 Nøglekvinderne. In Kvinner i Vikingtid; Vikingatidens Kvinnor, edited by N.
Løkka and K. Kjesrud, pp. 39-58. Scandinavian Academic Press, Oslo.
Pedersen, Unn
2014 Kaupangs kvinner. In Kvinner i Vikingtid; Vikingatidens Kvinnor, edited by N.
Løkka and K. Kjesrud, pp. 167-186. Scandinavian Academic Press, Oslo.
93

2017 Vikingtidskvinner i maktens innerste sirkel. In Dronningen i vikingtid og
middelalder, edited by N. Løkka and K. Kjesrud, pp. 99-125. Spartacus, Oslo.
Petré, Bo
1993 Male and Female Finds and Symbols in Germanic Iron Age Graves. Current
Swedish Archaeology, Vol. 1, pp. 149-154.
Prestvold, Kristin
1993 Ideer rundt eldre jernalders jernproduksjon i Nord-Trøndelag – tanker omkring
et feministisk perspektiv på «jernvinna». In Kvinner i Arkeologi i Norge, Vol. 16, pp.
39-46
Price, Neil
2000a Drum-Time and Viking Age: Sámi-Norse identities in early medieval
Scandinavia. In Identities and Cultural Contacts in the Arctic, edited by Appelt,
Martin, Joel Berglund and Hans Christian Gulløv, pp. 12-27. National Museum of
Denmark and Danish Polar Center, Copenhagen.
2000b Shamanism and the Vikings? In Vikings: The North Atlantic Saga, edited by
Fitzhugh, W.W. and E.I. Ward, pp. 70-71. Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC.
2001 The archaeology of seidr: circumpolar traditions in Viking pre-Christian
religion. In Proceedings of the Viking Millennium International Symposium, edited by
Lewis, S., pp. 109-126. St. John’s: Parks Canada.
2002 The Viking Way: Religion and War in Late Iron Age Scandinavia, Dept. of
Archaeology and Ancient History, Uppsala University, Uppsala.
2014a From Ginnungagap to the Ragnarök. Archaeologies of the Viking worlds. In
Viking Worlds: Things, Spaces and Movement, edited by Eriksen, Marianne H., Unn
Pedersen, Bernt Rundberget, Irmelin Axelsen and Heidi Lund Berg, pp. 1-10. Oxbow
Books, Oxford.
2014b Ship Men and Slaughter Wolves. Pirate Polities in the Viking Age. In
Persistent Piracy: Maritime Violence and State Formation in Global Historical
94

Perspective, edited by Amirell, S. and L. Müller, pp. 51–68. Palgrave Macmillan, New
York.
2014c The Lewis ‘Berserkers’: Identification and Analogy in the Shield-Biting
Warriors. In The Lewis Chessmen: New Perspectives, edited by Caldwell, D. and M.
Hall, pp. 29–44. National Museums Scotland, Edinburgh.
2019 The Viking Way. Magic and Mind in Late Iron Age Scandinavia. Oxbow
books, Oxford.
Price, N., Hedenstierna-Jonson, C., Zachrisson, T., Kjellström, A., Storå, J., Krzewińska, M.,
Günther, T., Sobrado, V., Jakobsson, M., & Götherström, A.
2019 Viking warrior women? Reassessing Birka chamber grave Bj. 581. With online
supplement. Antiquity. 93:180-97.
Raffield, Ben, Neil Price and Mark Collard
2016 Male-biased operational sex ratios and the Viking phenomenon: an
evolutionary anthropological perspective on Late Iron Age Scandinavian raiding.
Evolution and Human Behavior, pp. 315-324.
Ross, Margaret C.
2000 Women skalds and Norse poetics: Jórunn skáldmær's ‘Sendibítr’. In Gudar på
jorden. Festskrift till Lars Lönnroth, edited by Hansson, Stina and Mats Malm, pp. 8596. Brutus Östlings Bokförlag Symposion, Stockholm/Stehag.
Sanmark, Alexandra
2014 Women at the Thing. In Kvinner i Vikingtid; Vikingatidens Kvinnor, edited by
N. Løkka and K. Kjesrud, pp. 89-106. Scandinavian Academic Press, Oslo.
Simpson, L.
2005 Viking Warrior Burials in Dublin: Is This the Longphort? In Medieval Dublin
VI. Proceedings of the Friends of Medieval Dublin Symposium 2004, edited by Duffy,
S., pp. 11–62. Four Courts Press, Dublin.
95

Solberg, Bergljot
1985 Social status in the Merovingian and Viking periods in Norway from
archaeological and historical sources. Norwegian Archaeological Review, Vol. 18, pp.
61-76.
Solli, Brit
1998 Odin the queer? Om det skeive i norrøn mytologi. Universitetets
Oldsaksamlings Årbok 1997/1998, pp. 7–42. University of Oslo, Oslo.
1999 Odin the queer? On ergi and Shamanism in Norse Mythology. In Glyfer och
arkeologiska rum–en vänbok till Jarl Nordbladh, edited by A. Gustafsson and H.
Karlsson, pp. 341-349. University of Gothenborg, Gothenburg.
2002 Seid: myter, sjamanisme og kjønn i vikingenes tid. Pax forlag, Oslo.
2008 Queering the Cosmology of the Vikings: A Queer Analysis of the Cult of Odin
and ‘Holy White Stones’. Journal of Homosexuality, Vol.54(1-2), pp.192-208.
Speed, G. and P. Walton Rogers
2004 A Burial of a Viking Woman from Adwick-le-Street, South Yorkshire.
Medieval Archaeology, Vol. 48, pp. 51–90.
Stalsberg, Anne
1987 The interpretation of women’s objects of Scandinavian origin from the Viking
period found in Russia. In Were they all men? An Examination of Sex Roles in
Prehistoric Society, edited by Bertelsen, Reidar, Grete Lillehammer and Jenny-Rita
Næss, pp. 89-100. AmS – Varia Vol. 17, Stavanger Museum of Archaeology,
Stavanger.
1991 Women as actors in North European Viking Age Trade. In Social Approaches
to Viking Studies, edited by Samson, R., pp. 75-83. Cruithne Press, Glasgow.

96

2001 Visible women made invisible. Interpreting Varangian Women in Old Russia.
In Gender and the Archaeology of Death, edited by Arnold, B. and N.L. Wicker, pp.
65-79. AltaMira Press, Walnut Creek, CA.
Stylegar, Frans-Arne
1995 Arkeologien og matriarkatet. Eller «fedrekult», mentalitet og kvinnegraver i
eldre jernalder. In Kvinner i Arkeologi i Norge, Vol. 19, pp. 35-54.
2007 The Kaupang Cemeteries Revisited. In Kaupang in Skiringssal, edited by D.
Skre, pp. 65-128. Vol. 1. Aarhus University Press, Aarhus.
2010 Hvorfor er det færre kvinne- enn mannsgraver fra vikingtiden i Norge?
Primitive Tider, Vol. 12, pp. 71-79.
Sørensen, Marie Louise Stig
2009 Gender, Material Culture, and Identity in the Viking Diaspora. Viking and
Medieval Scandinavia, 01 January 2009, Issue 5, pp. 253-269.
Sørheim, Helge
2014 Female Traders and Sorceresses. In Kvinner i Vikingtid; Vikingatidens
Kvinnor, edited by N. Løkka and K. Kjesrud, pp. 107-120. Scandinavian Academic
Press, Oslo.
Thedéen, Susanne
2010 Immortal Maidens: The Visual Significance of the Colour White in Girl’s
Graves on Viking-Age Gotland. In Making Sense of Things: Archaeologies of Sensory
Perception, edited by Fahlander, Fredrik and Anna Kjellström, pp. 103-120.
Postdoctoral Archaeological Group, Stockholm.
2012 Box Brooches beyond the Border. Female Viking Age Identities of
Intersectionality. In To Tender Gender. The Pasts and Futures of Gender Research,
edited by Back Danielsson, I.-M. and S. Thedéen, pp. 61-83. Studies in Archaeology
58. Stockholm University, Stockholm.

97

Tsigaridas, Zanette
1998 Fra gård til grav. Langhauger, kvinneroller og reproduksjonen av samfunnet. In
Primitive Tider, Vol 1, pp. 1-20.
Wicker, Nancy L.
1998 Selective Female Infanticide as Partial Explanation for the Dearth of Women in
Viking Age Scandinavia. In Violence and Society in the Early Medieval West, edited
by G. Halsall, pp. 205-221. Boydell, Woodbridge.
2012 Christianization, Female Infanticide, and the Abundance of Female Burials at
Viking Age Birka in Sweden. Journal of the History of Sexuality 21(2):245-262.
Williams, Gareth, Peter Pentz and Matthias Wemhoff
2014 Vikings: life and legends. The British Museum Press, United Kingdom.
Øye, Ingvild
2006 Kvinner, kjønn og samfunn; fra vikingtid til reformasjon. In Med
kjønnsperspektiv på norsk historie: fra vikingtid til 2000-årsskiftet, edited by Blom, I.
and S. Frogner, pp. 19-102. Cappelen Akademiske Forlag, Oslo.
2010 Women in early towns. In The Viking Age: Ireland and the West, edited by
Sheehan, J. and D. Ó. Corráin, pp. 298-308. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

98

Bibliography
Aannestad, Hanne Lovise
2004 En nøkkel til kunnskap – om kvinneroller i jernalder. Viking, 67: 69-82.
Abrams, Lesley
2012 Diaspora and identity in the Viking Age. Early Med Europe, Vol. 20, pp. 17–
38.
Androshchuk, Fedir
2005 En man i Osebergsgraven? Fornvännen 100, pp. 115-128.
2017 FEMALE VIKING REVISED. Accessed online [01.10.2019] from:
https://www.academia.edu/34564381/FEMALE_VIKING_REVISED
Arnold, B. and N. Wicker
2001 Gender and the Archaeology of Death. Alta Mira Press, Walnut Creek.
Arwill-Nordbladh, Elisabeth
1998 Genuskonstruktioner i nordisk vikingatid: förr och nu, Göteborgs universitet,
Göteborg.
2001 Genusforskning inom arkeologin. Högskoleverket, Stockholm.
Ashby, Stephen P.
2015 What Really Caused the Viking Age. Archaeological Dialogues 22(01), pp.
89-106.
Assister, A.
1996 Enlightened Women. Routledge, London.
Back-Danielsson, Ing-Marie
99

2007 Masking moments: the transitions of bodies and beings in late Iron Age
Scandinavia. PhD, University of Stockholm, Stockholm.
Bahn, P.G.
1986 No Sex, Please, We’re Aurignacians. Rock Art Research, Vol.3 (2), pp. 99-120.
Bailey, D.W.
2005 Prehistoric Figurines: Representation and Corporeality in the Neolithic.
Routledge, London.
Bandlien, Bjørn
2006 Maskulinitet, Marginalitet og Liminalitet; I Tidlig Norrøn Middelalder. In Det
arkeologiske kjønn; Foredrag fra et seminar om kjønn og arkeologi, Vitlycke Museum
30. januar – 1. februar 2003, edited by Skogstrand, L. and I. Fuglestvedt. Unipub,
Oslo.
Barrett, James, H.
2008 What Caused the Viking Age. Antiquity 317 (82), pp. 671-685.
2010 Rounding Up the Usual Suspects: Causation and the Viking Diaspora. In The
global origins and development of seafaring, edited by A. Anderson, J.H. Barrett and
K.V. Boyle, pp. 289-302. McDonald Institute for Archaeological Research,
Cambridge.
Beauvoir, Simone de
1979[1949]

The Second Sex. London: Vintage

Berg, Heidi Lund
2014 ‘Truth’ and reproduction of knowledge. Critical thoughts on the interpretation
and understanding of Iron-Age Keys. In Viking Worlds: Things, Spaces and
Movement, edited by Eriksen, Marianne H., Unn Pedersen, Bernt Rundberget, Irmelin
Axelsen and Heidi Lund Berg, pp. 124-142. Oxbow Books, Oxford.
Berglund, Birgitta
100

2016 Understandings – burial practice, identity and social ties. The Horvnes Iron
Age burials, a peephole into the farming society of Helgeland, North-Norway. In The
Farm as a Social Arena, edited by Dommasnes, L.H., D. Gutsmiedl-Schümann and
A.T. Hommedal, pp. 77-104. Waxman, Münster, Germany.
Bertelsen, Reidar, Arnvid Lillehammer and Jenny-Rita Næss
1987 Were they all men? an examination of sex roles in prehistoric society: acts
from a workshop held at Utstein kloster, Rogaland 2.-4. november 1979
(NAMforskningsseminar nr 1). NAM-forskningsseminar 17. Arkeologisk museum i
Stavanger, Stavanger.
Blackmore, Chelsea
2011 “How to Queer the Past Without Sex: Queer Theory, Feminisms and the
Archaeology of Identity”. Department of Anthropology, University of California,
USA.
Blindheim, Charlotte
1982 Commerce and trade in Viking Age Norway. Exchange of products or
organized transactions? Norwegian Archaeological Review 15, pp. 8-18.
Bolger, Diane
2013 A Companion to Gender Prehistory. Wiley-Blackwell, Chichester.
Brendel, O.J.
1970 The scope and temperament of erotic art in the Greco-Roman world. In Studies
in Erotic Art, edited by Bowie, T. and C.V. Christenson, pp. 3-69. Basic Books, New
York.
Brod, Harry
1987 A Case for Men’s Studies. In Changing Men: New Directions in Research on
Men and Masculinity, edited by Kimmel, M.S. Sage Publications, London.
Brumfield, Elisabeth M.

101

2006 Methods in Feminist and Gender Archaeology. In Handbook of Gender in
Archaeology, edited by S.M. Nelson, pp. 31-58. AltaMira Press, Lanham.
Butler, Judith
1988 Performative Acts and Gender Constitution: An Essay in Phenomenology and
Feminist Theory. Theatre Journal, Vol. 40(4), pp. 519-531.
1993 Bodies that matter. On the discursive limits of sex. Routledge, London.
1999 [1990] Gender trouble. Feminism and the subversion of identity. Routledge,
London.
2006 [1999] Gender trouble: feminism and the subversion of identity. Routledge
classics. Routledge, New York.
Bøgh-Andersen, Susanne
1999 Vendel- och vikingatida stekspett: ej blott för köket, ett redskap med anor från
Homeros’ tid. University of Lund, Lund.
Caldwell, Anne
2002 Transforming Sacrifice: Irigaray and the Politics of Sexual Difference.
Hypatia, Vol.17(4), pp.16-39.
Callow, Chris
2011 Putting Women in their Place? Gender, Landscape and the Construction of
Landnámabók. Viking and Medieval Scandinavia 79, pp. 185-207.
Christensen, Arne Emil
1987 Husfruen på Oseberg. In Vestfold Minne: Utgitt av Vestfold Historielag, edited
by Per Thoresen, pp. 4-10. Tønsbergs Aktietrykkeri, Tønsberg.
Christiansen, Eric
2002 The Norsemen in the Viking Age. The Peoples of Europe. Blackwell, Oxford.
Clark, Bonnie and Laurie A. Wilkie
102

2006 The Prism of Self: Gender and Personhood. In Handbook of Gender in
Archaeology, edited by Nelson, Sarah M. AltaMira Press, Walnut Creek, CA.
Clarke, J.R.
1998 Looking at Lovemaking: Constructions of Sexuality in Roman Art, 100 B.C.A.D. 250. California University Press, Berkeley.
Conkey, Margaret W. and Joan M. Gero
1991 Tensions, Pluralities and Engendering Archaeology: An Introduction to Women
and Prehistory. In Engendering Archaeology: Women and Prehistory, edited by M.W.
Conkey and J.M. Gero, pp. 3-30. Blackwell, Oxford.
Conkey, Margaret W. and Janet Spector.
1984 Archaeology and the Study of Gender. Advances in Archaeological Method
and Theory 7:1-38.
Connell, Raewyn
1987 Gender and power: society, the person and sexual politics. Polity Press,
Cambridge.
Dommasnes, Liv Helga
1982 Late Iron Age in Western Norway. Female Roles and Ranks as Deduced from
an Analysis of Burial Customs. Norwegian Archaeological Review, Vol. 15(1-2):7084.
1987 Tanker rundt et program for arkeologisk kvinneforskning. Kvinner i Arkeologi
i Norge, Vol. 5.
1991 Arkeologi og religion. In Nordisk Hedendom: et Symposium, edited by G.
Steinsland, pp. 47-64. Odense Universitetsforlag, Odense.
1992 Two decades of women in prehistory and in archaeology in Norway: A review.
Norwegian Archaeological Review, Vol. 25 (1): 1-14.

103

1998 Women, kinship, and the basis of power in the Norwegian Viking Age. In
Reader in Gender Archaeology, edited by Hays-Gilpin, Kelley A. and David S.
Whitley, pp. 337-345. Routledge, London.
2016 Introduction: The farm as a social arena. In The Farm as a Social Arena, edited
by Dommasnes, L.H., D. Gutsmiedl-Schümann and A. T. Hommedal, pp. 9-22.
Waxman, Münster, Germany.
Dover, K.J.
1978 Greek Homosexuality. Harvard University Press, Cambridge.
Dowson, Thomas A.
1998 Homosexualitat, Teoria Queer. Arqueologia. Cota Zero, Vol. 14, pp. 81–87.
2000 Why queer archaeology? An introduction. World Archaeology, Vol.32(2),
pp.161-165.
2016 Queer Theory Meets Archaeology: Disrupting Epistemological Privilege and
Heteronormativity. In The Ashgate Research Companion to Queer Theory, edited by
Giffney, Noreen and Michael O’Rourke. Routledge, London and New York.
Ellmers, Detlef
1984 Frühmittelalterliche Handelsschiffahrt in Mittel- und Nordeuropa. Offa
monograph 28, Neumünster.
Engelstad, Ericka.
2004 Another F-word? Feminist Gender Archaeology. In Combining the Past and
the Present. Archaeological Perspectives on Society, edited by Oestigaard, T., N.
Anfinset, and T. Saetersdal. BAR International Series, Oxford.
Fahlander, F.
2006 Kön och gender som seriekollektiv: Sosiala aspekter på korporealitet och
handling. In Det Arkeologiske Kjønn: Foredrag fra et seminar om kjønn og arkeologi,

104

Vitlycke Museum 30. januar – 1. februar 2003, edited by Skogstrand, L. and I.
Fuglestvedt, pp. 27-42. Oslo Arkeologiske Serie Vol.7. Unipub, Oslo.
2009 Livet etter Döden - Hanteringen av Döda. In Döda personers sällskap :
gravmaterialens identiteter och kulturella uttryck, edited by I.-M. B. Danielsson, pp.
35- 55. Stockholm studies in archaeology 47 vol. 47. Institutionen för arkeologi och
antikens kultur, Stockholms universitet, Stockholm.
2012 Facing Gender Corporeality. Materiality, Intersectionality and Resurrection. In
To Tender Gender: The Past and Futures of Gender Research in Archaeology, edited
by I.-M. B. Danielsson and S. Thedeén, pp. 137-152. Stockholm University Press,
Stockholm.
Farbregd, Oddmund
1988 Kvinneliv i vikingtid: kven var kvinnene som ligg i langhaugar? Kvinner i
Arkeologi i Norge, Vol. 7, pp. 3-23.
Fowler, Chris
2004 The Archaeology of Personhood: An anthropological approach. Routledge,
London.
Fuglestvedt, Ingrid
2006 «Matriarkatet – mellom det ureelle og det mulige. Noen tanker omkring
forholdet mellom kvinnedyrkelse, feminisme og kjønnsarkeologi». In (eds.) Lisbeth
Skogstrand and Ingrid Fuglestvedt Det Arkeologiske Kjønn: Foredrag fra et seminar
om kjønn og arkeologi, Vitlycke Museum 30. januar – 1. februar 2003. Unipub forlag,
Oslo.
2014 Declaration on Behalf of an Archaeology of Sexe. Journal of Archaeological
Method and Theory, Vol. 21(1), pp. 46-75.
Gansum, Terje
1995 Jernaldergravskikk i Slagendalen. Oseberghaugen og Storhaugene i Vestfold.
Lokale eller regionale symboler: En landskapsarkeologisk undersøkelse. Master thesis,
Department of Archaeology, Conservation and History, University of Oslo, Oslo.
105

1997 Jernaldermonumenter og maktstrukturer. Vestfold som konfliktarena. In
Konflikt i Forhistorien, edited by I. Fuglestvedt and B. Myhre, pp. 27-40. Arkeologisk
Museum Stavanger, Stavanger.
Gardela, Leszek
2011 Buried with Honour and Stoned to Death? The Ambivalence of Viking Age
Magic in the Light of Archaeology. Analecta Archaeologica Ressoviensia 4 (2009),
pp. 339–375.
2013 ‘Warrior-women’ in Viking Age Scandinavia? A preliminary archaeological
study. Analecta Archaeological Gicaressoviensia 8, pp. 276-341.
2016 (Magic) Staffs in the Viking Age. Studia Medievalia Septentrionalia 27.
Verlag Fassbaender, Vienna.
2017 Amazons of the Viking World. Medieval Warfare VIII (1), pp. 8-15.
Gerds, Marcus
2006 Scandinavian burial rites on the southern Baltic coast. In Old Norse religion in
long-term perspectives, edited by Andrén, A., K. Jennbert, and C. Raudvere, pp. 153158. Nordic Academic Press, Lund.
Gero, Joan M. and Margaret W. Conkey
1991 Engendering Archaeology: Women and Prehistory. Blackwell Publishing,
Oxford.
Gilchrist, Roberta
1991 Women’s archaeology? Political feminism, gender theory and historical
revision. Antiquity, Vol. 65, Issue 248, pp. 495-501.
1999 Gender and Archaeology. Contesting the past. Routledge, London.
Gillespie, Susan
2000 Personhood, Agency, and Mortuary Ritual: A Case Study from the Ancient
Maya. Journal of Anthropological Archaeology, Vol. 20, pp. 71-112.
106

Gross, R. M.
1977 Androcentrism and Androgony in the Methodology of History of Religions. In
Beyond Androcentrism: New Essays on Women and Religion, edited by Gross, R.M.
Scholars Press, Missoula, Mont.
Gräslund, Anne-Sofie
2001 The Position of Iron Age Scandinavian Women: Evidence from Graves and
Rune Stones. In Gender and the Archaeology of Death, edited by B. Arnold and W.
Nancy L., pp. 81-102. AltaMira Press, Walnut Creek.
2008 Some powerful women at Valsgärde. In Valsgärde Studies: The Place and its
People: Past and Present, OPIA 42, edited by S, Norr, pp. 65-82. Uppsala University,
Uppsala.
Gustafson, Lil
1993 Kvinnene i Langhauger. Kvinner i Arkeologi i Norge, vol. 16, pp. 47-70.
Gustin, Ingrid
2010 Of rods and roles. Three women in Birka’s chamber graves. In Zwischen
Fjorden und Steppe. Festschrift für Johan Callmer zum 65. Geburtstag. Internationale
Archäeologie Studia honoraria; Bd. 31, edited by Theune, C., Biermann, F., Struwe,
R. & Jeute, G. H., pp. 343-354. Rahden/Westf: Verlag MarieLeidorf GmbH.
Göransson, Eva Marie
1999 Bildor av kvinnor och kvinnlighet: genus och kroppsspråk under övergången
till kristendomen. University of Stockholm, Stockholm.
Hadley, Dawn M.
2004 Negotiating gender, family and status in AngloSaxon burial practices, c.600950. In Gender in the Early Medieval World. East and West, 300–900, edited by
Brubaker, L. and J. M. H. Smith, pp. 301-23. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.
Haraway, D. J.
107

1991 Situated Knowledge: The Science Question in Feminism and the Privilege of
Partial Perspective. In Simians, Cyborgs, and Women. The Reinvention of Natures.
Free Association Books, London.
Harding, Sandra
1986 The Science Question in Feminism. Cornell University Press, New York.
Hays-Gilpin, K.A.
2004 Ambiguous Images: Gender and Rock Art. AltaMira Press, Walnut Creek, CA
Hays-Gilpin, K.A. and David S. Whitley
1998 Reader in Gender Archaeology. Routledge, London and New York
Hedenstierna-Jonson, Charlotte
2006 The Birka warrior: the material culture of a martial society. PhD,
Archaeological Research Laboratory, Stockholm.
2014 She came from another place. On the burial of a young girl in Birka. In Viking
Worlds: Things, Spaces and Movement, edited by Eriksen, Marianne H., Unn
Pedersen, Bernt Rundberget, Irmelin Axelsen and Heidi Lund Berg, pp. 90-101.
Oxbow Books, Oxford.
Hedenstierna-Jonson, Charlotte and A. Kjellström
2014 The Urban Woman. In Kvinner i Vikingtid; Vikingatidens Kvinnor, edited by
Coleman, N.L. and N. Løkka, pp. 187-210. Scandinavian Academic Press, Oslo.
Hedenstierna-Jonson, Charlotte, Anna Kjellström, Torunn Zachrisson, Maja Krzwinska,
Veronica Sobrado, Neil Price, Torsten Günter, Mattias Jakobsson, Anders Ghöterström and
Jan Stora
2017 A female Viking warrior confirmed by genomics. American Journal of
Physical Anthropology 164(4):853-860.
Herdt, G.

108

1996 Third sex, third gender: beyond sexual dimorphism in culture and history.
Zone Books, New York.
Hillerdal, Charlotta
2009 “På mannens kärlek vilar kvinnans värde”. Kvinnliga artefakter bland manliga
aktörer i det vikingatida Ryssland. In Tankar om ursprung. Forntiden och medeltiden i
Nordisk Historieanvändning, edited by Edquist, S., L. Hermansson and S. Johansson,
pp. 269-290. The Museum of National Antiquities, Stockholm
Hjørungdal, Tove
1991 Det skjulte kjønn: patriarkal tradisjon og feministisk visjon i arkeologien belyst
med fokus på en jernalderkontekst. Almqvist & Wiksell International, Lund.
Hofseth, Ellen Høigård
1999 Historien bak handelskvinnen på Kaupang: Kvinnegraver fra vikingtid langs
Vestfoldkysten. Viking: 101-128.
Hoftun, Oddgeir
1995 Jernaldersamfunnets Kvinnelighet. Kvinner i Arkeologi i Norge, vol. 19-20, pp.
94-114.
Hood-Williams, John and Wendy Caeley Harrison
1998 Trouble with Gender. The Sociological Review, Vol. 46(1), pp.73-94.
Hughes, A. and A. Witz
1997 “Feminism and the Matter of Bodies”. Body and Society, Vol. 3(1): 47-60.
Høgestøl, Mari
1986 Endringer i sosial posisjon hos jernalderens kvinner. In Kvinner i Arkeologi i
Norge, Vol. 3, pp. 49-58.
Janeway, Elizabeth.

109

1971 Man’s World, Woman’s Place: A Study in Social Mythology. Morrow Quill
Paperbacks, New York.
Jesch, Judith
1991 Women in the Viking age. Boydell Press, Woodbridge.
2017a Let’s Debate Female Viking Warriors Yet Again Blog entry. Norse and Viking
Ramblings. Accessed online [01.10.2019] from:
http://norseandviking.blogspot.com/2017/09/lets-debate-female-viking-warriorsyet.html
2017b Some Further Discussion of the Article on Bj 581 Blog entry. Norse and
Viking Ramblings. Accessed online [01.10.2019] from:
http://norseandviking.blogspot.com/2017/09/some-further-discussion-of-articleon.html
Joyce, Rosemary
2000 Girling the girl and boying the boy: the production of adulthood in ancient
Mesoamerica. World Archaeology, Vol. 31(3), pp. 473-483.
2004 Embodied Subjectivity: Gender, Femininity, Masculinity, Sexuality. In
Companion to Social Archaeology, edited by Meskell, L., pp. 81-91. Blackwell,
Oxford.
2005 Archaeology of the Body. Annu. Rev. Anthropol. Vol. 34, pp. 139-58.
2006 Feminist Theories of Embodiment and Anthropological Imagination: Making
Bodies Matter. In Feminist Anthropology: Past, Present and Future, edited by Geller,
P. and M. Stocking. University of Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphia.
Kampen, N.B.
1996 Sexuality in Ancient Art: Near East, Egypt, Greece, and Italy. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, UK.
Kimmel, Michael S.

110

1987 Changing Men: New Directions in Research on Men and Masculinity. Sage
Publications, London.
Knapp, A. Bernard
1998 Boys Will Be Boys: Masculinist Approaches to a Gendered Archaeology. In
Reader in Gender Archaeology, edited by Hays-Gilpin, K.A. and D.S. Whitley, pp.
365-73. Routledge, London.
Kristoffersen, Siv
1992

Den germanske dyrestilen og kvinnegraver med relieffspenner. In Kvinner i

Arkeologi i Norge, Vol 13, pp. 40-57.
2000

Sverd og spenne. Dyreornamentikk og sosial kontekst. Studia Humanitatis

Bergensia, No. 13. Høyskoleforlaget, Kristiansand.
2004

Husfruen: Formidling av fortidige roller. In Feministisk teori, kvinne- og

kjønnsforskning i Rogaland pp. 59-66. Vol. 41. AmS Varia, Stavanger.
Laqueur, Thomas
1990 Making Sex: Body and Gender from the Greeks to Freud. Harvard University
Press, Cambridge.
Lihammer, Anna
2012 Vikingetidens herskare. Historiska media, Lund.
Lillehammer, Grete
1988 Kvinnebønder i Nordens Forhistorie. In Kvinner i Arkeologi i Norge, Vol. 7,
pp. 45-55.
1996 Death, Family and Gender – Life’s Starting Point. In Kvinner i Arkeologi i
Norge, Vol. 21, pp. 61 – 89
Linder, Lena

111

1995 «Hade den vikingatida bärsärken några barn?» In Arkeologi om barn, edited by
Johnsen, Barbro and Stig Welinder, pp 69-77. Societas Archaeologica Upsaliensis,
Uppsala.
Lloyd, Moya
2011 Judith Butler. Wiley-Blackwell Companions to Sociology. The Wiley-Blackwell
Companion to Major Social Theorists, Chapter 42, pp. 541-560.
Lucy, Sam
1997 Housewives, Warriors and Slaves? Sex and Gender in Anglo-Saxon Burials. In
Invisible People and Processes, edited by Moore, Jenny and Eleanor Scott, pp. 150–
166. Leicester University Press, London.
Løkka, Nanna
2014 Vikingtidskvinnen i ettertidens lys. In Kvinner i vikingtid; Vikingatidens
kvinnor, edited by Coleman N.L. and N. Løkka, pp. 11-39. Scandinavian Academic
Press, Oslo.
2017 Kvinner med drikkebeger. In Dronningen i vikingtid og middelalder, edited by
N. Løkka and K. Kjesrud, pp. 127-153. Spartacus, Oslo.
Martin, George R.R.
1998 A Song of Ice and Fire. Bantam Books, US.
Meskell, Lynn A.
1999 Archaeologies of Social Life. Blackwell, Oxford.
2002 Private Life in New Kingdom Egypt. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ
2007 Archaeologies of Identity. In The Archaeology of Identities, edited by Insoll, T.
Routledge, Oxon.
Meskell, Lynn and Rosemary A. Joyce

112

2003 Embodied lives: figuring ancient Maya and Egyptian experience. Routledge,
London.
Meskell, Lynn and Robert W. Preucel
2004 A Companion to Social Archaeology. Blackwell Publishing, Malden, Mass.
Moen, Marianne
2010 The gendered landscape. A discussion on gender, status and power expressed
in the Viking Age mortuary landscape. Master thesis. University of Oslo, Oslo.
2014 Women in the Landscape’. In Kvinner i Vikingtid; Vikingatidens Kvinnor,
edited by N. Løkka and K. Kjesrud, pp. 121-148. Scandinavian Academic Press, Oslo.
2019 Challenging Gender : A Reconsideration of Gender in the Viking Age Using
the Morturary Landscape: Volume I of II. University of Oslo, Department of
Archaeology, Conservation and History.
Moi, Toril
1999 What is a Woman? And Other Essays. Oxford University Press, Oxford.
Moore, Jenny and Eleanor Scott
1997

Invisible People and Processes: Writing Gender and Childhood into European

Archaeology. Leicester University Press, London.
Moral, Enrique
2016 Qu(e)erying Sex and Gender in Archaeology: a Critique of the “Third” and
Other Sexual Categories. Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory, Vol.23(3),
pp.788-809.
Mundal, Else
1998 Kvinnesynet og forståinga av biologisk arv i den norrøne kulturen. In Atlantisk
dåd og drøm, edited by Aarnes, Asbjørn, pp. 153-170. Aschehoug, Oslo.
Mørck, Gustav

113

1901 Indberetning om arkæologiske undersøgelser paa Nordre Kjølen, Aasnes pgd,
Solæer. Aarsberetning for Foreningen til Norske Fortidsminnesmerkers bevaring
1900, pp. 68-74.
Nelson, Sarah Milledge
2006 Handbook of Gender in Archaeology. AltaMira Press, Oxford.
Nordbladh, Jarl and Tim Yates
1990 This Perfect Body, This Virgin Text: Between Sex and Gender in Archaeology.
In Archaeology after Structuralism, edited by I. Bapty and T. Yates, pp. 222-237.
Routledge, London.
Nordström, Emma
2016 Unlocking identities: Keys and locks from Iron Age farms in eastern Sweden.
In The Farm as a Social Arena, edited by Dommasnes, L.H., D. Gutsmiedl-Schümann
and A.T. Hommedal, pp. 53-76. Waxman, Münster, Germany.
Nordström, Nina
2006 From queen to sorcerer. In Old Norse religion in long-term perspectives, edited
by Andrén, A., K. Jennbert and C. Raudvere, pp. 399-404. Nordic Academic Press,
Lund.
Pantmann, Pernille
2014 Nøglekvinderne. In Kvinner i Vikingtid, edited by N.L. Coleman and N. Løkka,
pp. 39-58. Scandinavian Academic Press, Oslo.
Parker Pearson, Mike
1999 The Archaeology of Death and Burial. College Station, Texas A&M University
Press.
Pedersen, Unn

114

2008 Dumme Menn og Troll til Kjerringer. In Facets of Archaeology: Essays in
honour of Lotte Hedeager on her 60th birthday, edited by K. Childis, J. Lund and C.
Prescott, pp. 585-595. Vol. 10. Oslo Arkeologiske Serie, Oslo.
2017 Vikingtidskvinner i maktens innerste sirkel. In Dronningen i vikingtid og
middelalder, edited by N. Løkka and K. Kjesrud, pp. 99-125. Spartacus, Oslo.
Prestvold, Kristin
1993 Ideer rundt eldre jernalders jernproduksjon i Nord-Trøndelag – tanker omkring
et feministisk perspektiv på «jernvinna». In Kvinner i Arkeologi i Norge, Vol. 16, pp.
39-46
Price, Neil
2000a Drum-Time and Viking Age: Sámi-Norse identities in early medieval
Scandinavia. In Identities and Cultural Contacts in the Arctic, edited by Appelt,
Martin, Joel Berglund and Hans Christian Gulløv, pp. 12-27. National Museum of
Denmark and Danish Polar Center, Copenhagen.
2000b Shamanism and the Vikings? In Vikings: The North Atlantic Saga, edited by
Fitzhugh, W.W. and E.I. Ward, pp. 70-71. Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC.
2001 The archaeology of seidr: circumpolar traditions in Viking pre-Christian
religion. In Proceedings of the Viking Millennium International Symposium, edited by
Lewis, S., pp. 109-126. St. John’s: Parks Canada.
2002 The Viking Way: Religion and War in Late Iron Age Scandinavia, Dept. of
Archaeology and Ancient History, Uppsala University, Uppsala.
2008 Dying and the Dead: Viking Age Mortuary Behaviour. In The Viking World,
edited by Brink, Stefan and Neil Price, pp. 257-273. Routledge, London.
2014a From Ginnungagap to the Ragnarök. Archaeologies of the Viking worlds. In
Viking Worlds: Things, Spaces and Movement, edited by Eriksen, Marianne H., Unn
Pedersen, Bernt Rundberget, Irmelin Axelsen and Heidi Lund Berg, pp. 1-10. Oxbow
Books, Oxford.

115

2014b Ship Men and Slaughter Wolves. Pirate Polities in the Viking Age. In
Persistent Piracy: Maritime Violence and State Formation in Global Historical
Perspective, edited by Amirell, S. and L. Müller, pp. 51–68. Palgrave Macmillan, New
York.
2014c The Lewis ‘Berserkers’: Identification and Analogy in the Shield-Biting
Warriors. In The Lewis Chessmen: New Perspectives, edited by Caldwell, D. and M.
Hall, pp. 29–44. National Museums Scotland, Edinburgh.
2019 The Viking Way. Magic and Mind in Late Iron Age Scandinavia. Oxbow
books, Oxford.
Price, N., Hedenstierna-Jonson, C., Zachrisson, T., Kjellström, A., Storå, J., Krzewińska, M.,
Günther, T., Sobrado, V., Jakobsson, M., & Götherström, A.
2019 Viking warrior women? Reassessing Birka chamber grave Bj. 581. With online
supplement. Antiquity. 93:180-97.
Raffield, Ben, Neil Price and Mark Collard
2016 Male-biased operational sex ratios and the Viking phenomenon: an
evolutionary anthropological perspective on Late Iron Age Scandinavian raiding.
Evolution and Human Behavior, pp. 315-324.
Reinsnos, Ambjørg
2006 Bak lås og slå: ein arkeologisk analyse av nøklar og låsar i Hordaland frå rundt
800 til 1700 e.Kr. Master thesis. University of Bergen, Bergen.
Røthe, Gunnhild
1994 Osebergfunnet: en religionshistorisk tolkning. Master thesis. University of
Oslo, Oslo.
Sandmo, Erling
1998 Et Kjønnsskifte i Drøbak – om en kropp, intimitet og en datter som ble far. In
Mordernes forventninger; Kriminalitetshistoriske essay. Universitetsforlaget, Oslo.

116

Sanmark, Alexandra
2014 Women at the Thing. In Kvinner i Vikingtid, edited by N.L. Coleman and N.
Løkka, pp. 89-106. Scandinavian Academic Press, Oslo.
Scott, J. W.
1986 Gender: a useful category of historical analysis. American Historical Review,
91, 5: 1053-75.
Simpson, L.
2005 Viking Warrior Burials in Dublin: Is This the Longphort? In Medieval Dublin
VI. Proceedings of the Friends of Medieval Dublin Symposium 2004, edited by Duffy,
S., pp. 11–62. Four Courts Press, Dublin.
Skogstrand, Lisbeth
2011 Is Androcentric Archaeology Really About Men? Archaeologies, Vol.7(1),
pp.56-74.
Skre, Dagfinn
2007 Towns and Markets, Kings and Central Places in South-Western Scandinavia.
In Kaupang in Skiringssal, edited by D. Skre, pp. 445-469. Vol. 1. Aarhus University
Press, Århus.
Slocum, S.
1975 Woman the Gatherer: Male Bias in Anthropology. In Toward an Anthropology
of Women, edited by R. R. Reiter. Monthly Review Press, New York.
Sofaer, Joanna and Marie Louise Stig Sørensen
2013 Death and Gender. In The Oxford Handbook of The Archaeology of Death and
Burial, edited by S. Tarlow and L. N. Stutz, pp. 527-541. Oxford University Press,
Oxford.
Solberg, Bergljot

117

1985 Social status in the Merovingian and Viking periods in Norway from
archaeological and historical sources. Norwegian Archaeological Review, Vol. 18, pp.
61-76.
Solli, Brit
1998 Odin the queer? Om det skeive i norrøn mytologi. Universitetets
Oldsaksamlings Årbok 1997/1998, pp. 7–42. University of Oslo, Oslo.
1999 Odin the queer? On ergi and Shamanism in Norse Mythology. In Glyfer och
arkeologiska rum–en vänbok till Jarl Nordbladh, edited by A. Gustafsson and H.
Karlsson, pp. 341-349. University of Gothenborg, Gothenburg.
2002 Seid: myter, sjamanisme og kjønn i vikingenes tid. Pax forlag, Oslo.
2008

Queering the Cosmology of the Vikings: A Queer Analysis of the Cult of Odin

and 'Holy White Stones'. Journal of Homosexuality. Vol.54(1-2), pp.192-208.
Spencer-Wood, Suzanne M. A.
1992

A Feminist Program for a Non-Sexist Archaeology. In Quandaries and

Quests: Visions of Archaeology’s Future, edited by LuAnn Wandsnider, pp. 98-113.
Occasional Paper 20. Carbondale: Center for Archaeological Investigations, Southern
Illinois University.
Stalsberg, Anne
1987 The interpretation of women’s objects of Scandinavian origin from the Viking
period found in Russia. In Were they all men? An Examination of Sex Roles in
Prehistoric Society, edited by Bertelsen, Reidar, Grete Lillehammer and Jenny-Rita
Næss, pp. 89-100. AmS – Varia Vol. 17, Stavanger Museum of Archaeology,
Stavanger.
1991 Women as actors in North European Viking Age Trade. In Social Approaches
to Viking Studies, edited by Samson, R., pp. 75-83. Cruithne Press, Glasgow.

118

2001 Visible women made invisible. Interpreting Varangian Women in Old Russia.
In Gender and the Archaeology of Death, edited by Arnold, B. and N.L. Wicker, pp.
65-79. AltaMira Press, Walnut Creek, CA.
Stoller, Robert J.
1984 Sex and Gender: The Development of Masculinity and Femininity. Karnac,
London.
Strassburg, J.
1999 Hand on, hands off. Getting at the attribution of sex and gender to Late
Mesolithic graves on Zealand. In Han, hon, den, det. Att integrera genus och kön i
Arkeologi, edited by C. Cammilla, Gustin, B. Iregren, B. Petersson, E. Rudebeck, E.
Räf, and L. Ströbeck, pp. 37-62. University of Lund, Institute of Archaeology, Lund.
Stylegar, Frans-Arne
1995 Arkeologien og matriarkatet. Eller: “Fedrekult”, mentalitet og kvinnegraver i
eldre jernalder. Kvinner i Arkeologi i Norge, vol. 19-20, pp. 35-54.
1997 Gravskikk: Faghistoriske og teoretiske synspunkter. In Konflikt i Forhistorien
edited by Fuglestvedt, Ingrid, and Bjørn Myhre, pp. 69–82. AmS-Varia Vol. 30,
Stavanger Museum of Archaeology, Stavanger.
2010 Hvorfor er det færre kvinne- enn mannsgraver fra vikingtiden i Norge?
Primitive Tider 12, pp. 71-79.
Sørensen, Marie Louise Stig
2000 Gender Archaeology. Polity Press, Oxford.
2006 Gender, Things and Material Culture. In Handbook of Gender in Archaeology,
edited by S. M. Nelson, pp. 105-135. AltaMira Press, Lanham.
Sørheim, Helge
2014 Female Traders and Sorceresses. In Kvinner i Vikingtid; Vikingatidens
Kvinnor, edited by N. Løkka and K. Kjesrud, pp. 107-120. Scandinavian Academic
Press, Oslo.
119

Thedéen, Susanne
2012 Box Brooches beyond the Border. Female Viking Age Identities of
Intersectionality. In To Tender Gender. The Pasts and Futures of Gender Research,
edited by Back Danielsson, I.-M. and S. Thedéen, pp. 61-83. Studies in Archaeology
58. Stockholm University, Stockholm.
Trigger, B.
1989 A History of Archaeological Thought. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.
Trotzig, Gustaf, Sabine Sten and Hans Thorbjörnsson
1995 Vikingar. Statens historiska museum, Stockholm.
Tsigaridas, Zanette
1998 Fra gård til grav. Langhauger, kvinneroller og reproduksjonen av samfunnet. In
Primitive Tider, Vol 1, pp. 1-20.
Valverde, Mariana
1990 Poststructuralist Gender Historians: Are We Those Names? Labour Le Travail,
Vol. 25, pp. 227-236.
Villa, Paula-Irene
2011 Embodiment is Always More: Intersectionality, Subjection and the Body. In
Framing Intersextionality: Debates on a Multi-Faceted Concept in Gender Studies,
edited by M.T.H. Vivar, H. Lutz and L. Supik, pp. 171-186. Farnham, Ashgate.
Voss, Barbara L.
2000 Feminisms, queer theories, and the archaeological study of past sexualities.
World Archaeology, 01 September 2000, Vol.32(2), p.180-192.
2006 Sexuality in Archaeology. In Handbook of Gender in Archaeology, edited by
Sarah Milledge Nelson, pp. 365-400. AltaMira Press, Oxford.

120

2007 Sexuality in Archaeology. In Identity and Subsistence: Gender Strategies for
Archaeology, edited by Sarah Milledge Nelson, pp. 33-68. AltaMira Press, Lanham.
2008 Sexuality studies in archaeology. Annual Review of Anthropology, Annual,
Vol. 37, p. 317-336.
Voss, Barbara L. and Robert A. Schmidt
2000 Archaeologies of Sexuality. Routledge, London and New York.
Weismantel, M.
2013 Towards a transgender archaeology: a queer rampage through prehistory. In
The transgender studies reader 2, edited by S. Stryker & A. Z. Aizura, pp. 319–334.
Routledge, New York.
Wicker, Nancy L.
1998 Selective Female Infanticide as Partial Explanation for the Dearth of Women in
Viking Age Scandinavia. In Violence and Society in the Early Medieval West, edited
by G. Halsall, pp. 205-221. Boydell, Woodbridge.
Wiesner-Hanks, Merry E. and Teresa Meade
2004 Introduction. In A Companion to Gender History, edited by M.E. WiesnerHanks and T. Meade, pp. 1-7. Blackwell Publishing, Malden Mass.
Willemark, Kajsa
1999 Personliga reflektioner om feministisk kunskapsteori. In Han Hon Den Det: Att
integrera genus ock kön i arkeologi, edited by C. Caesar, I. Gustin, E. Iregren, B.
Petersson, E. Rudebeck, E. Räf and L. Ströbeck. University of Lund, Lund.
Williams, Howard
2017 Viking Warrior Women: An Archaeodeath Response Part 5. Blog entry.
Archaeodeath. Accessed online [01.10.2019] from:
https://howardwilliamsblog.wordpress.com/2017/09/28/viking-warrior-women-anarchaeodeath-reponse-part-5/
121

Wylie, A.
1991 Gender Theory and the Archaeological Record: Why Is There No Archaeology
of Gender? In Engendering Archaeology: Women and Prehistory, edited by J. M.
Gero, and M. W. Conkey. Blackwell, Oxford.
2007 Doing Archaeology as a Feminist: Introduction. Journal of Archaeological
Method and Theory, Vol. 14(3):209-216.
Øye, Ingvild
2006 Kvinner, kjønn og samfunn; fra vikingtid til reformasjon. In Med
kjønnsperspektiv på norsk historie: fra vikingtid til 2000-årsskiftet, edited by Blom, I.
and S. Frogner, pp. 19-102. Cappelen Akademiske Forlag, Oslo.
2010 Women in early towns. In The Viking Age: Ireland and the West, edited by
Sheehan, J. and D. Ó. Corráin, pp. 298-308. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

122

