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Abstracto: Este articulo aborda los posibles interconexiones entre Io que podria 
considerarse arqueologia feminista y arqueologia indigenista. El ensayo pasa de 
una historia de intersecciones en la Escuela Occidental a una consideraci6n de 
ambas arqueologias, sus diferencias y sus posibles intereses comunes, y 
pregunta "/.que puede conseguirse a partir de un enfoque interconectado?" 
Existen dos dimensiones de la interpretacibn arqueologica que integran a los 
eruditos de ambas arqueologias, la feminista y la indigenista: (I) el lugar y el 
papel de "la experiencia," y (2) el uso de las narraciones de cuentos y las 
tradiciones orales. Se sugieren para la arqueologia algunas metodologias que 
descolonizan y alguna contra-investigacion. Finalmente, se discuten dos 
aspectos de la arqueologia en los que la interconexiOn y la colaboracion podrian 
ser especialmente fructiferas: en como se sobreentiende el papel del genero y 
en la arqueologia espacial. Sugiriendo que ambas arqueologias trabajan hacia la 
transformacion de las pr~cticas arqueologicas, esta revision se propone 
promover el desarrollo adicional de conciencias de coalicion transformativas. 

REsumE: Cet article se situe a l'intersection de ce qui pourrait ~tre considErE 
comme les archEologies fEministes et autochtones. Cet essai va de l'histoire 
des intersectionalites ~ dans la pensEe occidentale ~ une consideration de ces 
deux archeologies, leurs differences et leurs preoccupations communes et 
pose la question suivante: que pouvons-nous apprendre d'une approche 
intersectionelle. Deux dimensions de l'interpretation archeologique sont 
intEgrales aux modes de pensee des chercheurs feministes et autochtones (I) 
la place et le r61e de l'experience et (2) l'utilisation de la tradition orale et de la 
petite histoire. Des methodologies decolonisatrices et une contre-recherche 
en archEologie est suggeree. Finalement, nous discutons deux aspects de la 
recherche en archEologie ok l'intersectionalite et la collaboration sont 
particuliErement enrichissantes: celui de la comprehension des roles sexuels 
et celui de l'archEologie de l'espace. En suggerant que ces deux archeologies 
travaillent ~ la transformation des pratiques archeologiques, cette revision 
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desire encourager le developpement futur d'une conscience coalitionelle 
transformative. 

"Voyager, there are no bridges, one builds them as one walks" 

--Anzaldtla (1983) 

This paper is a fledgling attempt to explore the intersections between feminist 
archaeologies and Indigenous archaeologies. Archaeology, especially that 
practised in Anglo-American contexts, has not often explicitly considered the 
ways in which different approaches and practises might inflect upon each 
other and might constitute some shared spaces for mutually informed work. 
Rather, archaeology has more often preferred an either/or stance when it 
comes to the intellectual and scholarly standpoints of its practitioners: Are 
you a processualist or postprocessualist? Are you a Marxist or a feminist? Are 
you a cultural ecologist or a symbolist? By taking a look not just at two differ- 
ent "archaeologies" but at their histories and possible common grounds, we 
might not only learn something we have not previously considered but also 
perhaps intervene into the implicit and yet still-pervasive structures of power 
in the production of archaeological knowledge. Certainly both of these ar- 
chaeologies would be considered more marginal than not. But while we might 
think at and from the margins, we can truly act at the intersections. 

I am writing from a particular position: I am committed to the feminist 
practise of archaeology, am securely employed in what is considered to be a 
prestigious research university in the United States, and "do" my field archae- 
ology in southwestern Europe, where it may seem that relations with 
colonised Indigenous peoples are not a pressing concern. However, working 
with the local community and the farmers whose fields we survey and test 
trench, obtaining permissions and dealing with issues of patrimony and her- 
itage are, nonetheless, central to our everyday archaeological practise. I am 
white, married, and from a middle-class background. As has been pointed out 
for many years, these attributes carry with them a range of probable biases and 
blinders (e.g., Alarc6n 1990; Anzaldtia 1990; Bannerii 1992; Mihesuah 2003), 
especially when it comes to engaging with the situations, positions, and per- 
spectives of people of colour, colonised, and Indigenous peoples. However, I 
do not claim to speak for any other archaeologists or other peoples, and many 
may object to what I am doing here. Nonetheless, to discuss the intersections 
seems worth the possible reverberations. 

Globally, archaeology is at something of a turning point: transformations 
are necessarily emerging and there is both hope and substance in the very 
ways in which dimensions of feminist and Indigenous concerns and agendas 
ought to configure this transformational process. I will not argue that this 
intersectionality would be merely a "happy marriage," nor would it primarily 
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produce some acceptable and benign "hybrid vigour" because there are--  
and should be--enough differences between them (and even within each) to 
ensure there is always a tension. It is my hope that all archaeologists--not 
just those who find themselves increasingly working with Indigenous peo- 
ples or those interested in taking feminist practises more seriously--will find 
something of value in just the idea of where, how, and why something could 
be gained from probing the intersectionality of current feminist and Indige- 
nous archaeologies. 

This paper is intended to be a way station where we might pause and con- 
sider where we are located in contemporary archaeology. It is based on the 
premise that all archaeologists cannot seek relations or connections between 
each other and each other's projects unless we all remain vigilant about the 
multiple ways each of us is constituted. 

In broaching this topic and in reading somewhat new literature (especially 
on Native American women's studies, Indigenous archaeologies, and de- 
colonising methodologies), I myself have had to try to confront the extent to 
which we are implicated in the very systems we seek to challenge and how we 
tend to privilege our own narratives, especially when we think of them as 
emancipatory--they may not be emancipatory for some of the very people we 
think we are reaching. 

This paper will address several issues before turning to the intersectional 
nexus. Yes, Indigenous and Native women scholars have been in dialogue 
and debate with feminisms (e.g., Mihesuah 2000; Smith 1999:165-168) and 
(some) non-Native archaeologists have been in dialogue with and often have 
very much "worked together" with (some) Indigenous groups and Indigenous 
archaeologists (e.g., Davidson et al. 1995; Dongoske et al. 2000; Nicholas 2001; 
Nicholas and Andrews 1997; Swidler et al. 1997). And yes, "aboriginal in- 
volvement" (e.g., Birckhead et al. 1992), "aboriginal perspectives" (e.g., 
Roberts 2002), and the production of"alternative histories" (e.g., Schmidt and 
Patterson 1995) have characterised the last decade of the twentieth century in 
ways that had previously not even been imagined (see also Ferguson 1996; 
Peck et al. 2003; Smith and Wobst 2005). But there are more connections to 
make. 

First, I will consider what is to be gained from intersectionalities, as well as 
what is meant by "intersectionalities." I will try to characterise what I think 
constitutes "Indigenous archaeologies" and"feminist archaeologies" at least at 
this point in their histories. I will try to speak to some of the intersections (and 
tensions) already at play between Indigenous women's studies, Indigenous 
peoples, and feminisms. I want to consider what an intersection today might 
look like between these different archaeological approaches, and what might 
be gained from the dialogue. Can there be an intersection without necessarily 
privileging one approach over the other, sacrificing the goals of one to those 
of the other? 
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What Do We Mean by"Intersectionality"? 

In a chapter that explicitly addresses intersectionality and scientific knowl- 
edge, Collins (1999) suggests that the concept of intersectionality references 
several types of relationships, which are not mutually exclusive: 

1. That ideas and the social structures within which they occur are inter- 
connected. 

2. Within a discipline, with its own ideas and social structures, how do our 
own subsets and perspectives intersect? 

3. That the hierarchies of gender, race, economic class, sexuality, national- 
ity, ethnicity, and so forth, are intersected; there is an intersectedness of 
these hierarchies. 

The primary thrust of this paper is to focus on the second relationships--how 
do different so-called archaeologies intersect, relate to each other? With regard 
to the extant and different "kinds" of archaeology (e.g., evolutionary, proces- 
sual, feminist, Marxist, social, Indigenous), there are multiple relations of 
domination that have structured and informed the production of archaeolog- 
ical knowledge. Feminist critiques of science have shown the ways in which 
Western science is characterised not only by a certain worldview--one that is 
highly gendered and based on certain relational assumptions about males/ 
females, nature/culture, and so forth--but also by what Dorothy Smith (1990) 
calls "conceptual imperialism." Archaeology is no more immune to its own 
history of "conceptual imperialisms." 

But both the other two dimensions of intersectionality (numbers 1 and 3, 
above) are also implicated. It is not easy to separate them, especially when the 
disciplinary subsets of concern here--feminist and Indigenous--are themselves 
very much concerned with both the wider social and cultural settings within 
which they have evolved (such as patriarchy and colonialism) and are practised 
(relationship number 1). And, perhaps even more influential, both Indigenous 
and feminist archaeologies have a focus on the third set of relationships--the 
very intersectionalities of race, ethnicity, and gender, among other hierarchies. 
For example, in reference to the concept of gender, which may be taken as one 
of the "bottom-line" feminist concerns (Longino 1994), an intersectional ap- 
proach would, by "viewing gender within a logic of intersectionality" redefine 
gender to be "a constellation of ideas and social practices that are historically 
situated within and that mutually construct multiple systems of oppression" 
(Collins 1999:263). 

The theme or concept of intersectionality emerged most notably out of 
developments in the 1980s and 1990s, especially in black women's studies, 
which focussed on exploring the interconnections among systems of op- 
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pression (see Lorde [1984] and especially Hull, Scott, and Smith [1982]; for 
one of the first uses of the term "intersectionality" see Crenshaw [1991]). 
The outcome of engaging with the intersectionalities among vectors of 
power and identity has been the recognition of the multiple relations of 
domination that have structured and informed the production of knowl- 
edge. 

The feminist scholarship of the 1980s and 1990s--or "third-wave 
feminism"--has been consistent, pointed, and uncompromising in its critique 
of many dimensions of extant (predominantly white, academic, middle-class) 
feminist scholarship and even activism as essentialist, classist, and racist (e.g., 
Hull, Scott, and Smith 1982; Lugones and Spelman 1983; Mohanty 1991; Mo- 
hanty et al. 1991, Moraga and Anzald6a 1981; Spelman 1988; Suleri 1992). 
Some of the titles alone are enough to make anyone sit bolt upright: Sister 
Outsider;, The Inessential Woman; "White Women, Listen!"; "Have We Got a 
Theory for You!" Most of these critiques are centrally about power relations 
and are calls for radical reconceptualisations not just of "woman" and 
"women" but of"gender" which cannot be decoupled from the very intersec- 
tionalities among the multiple dimensions through which identities are con- 
stituted, produced, reproduced, and controlled. As stated so succinctly by 
Alarc6n (1990), "there are other relations to be accounted for [than just gen- 
der]" (364). There are many webs of domination. 

Although there is a much longer story to be told here, the 1990s saw not 
only continued critiques along these lines but also a flowering of concern 
and engagement with the politics of "difference" But here, too, there are prob- 
lematic issues. For some, publications such as This Bridge Called My  Back 
(Moraga and Anzald6a 1981) have fostered a veritable "shift in feminist con- 
sciousness" (de Lauretis 1987:10) and provided a pathway for the develop- 
ment of alternative feminist theories and discourses. But others (e.g., Alarc6n 
1990; L~m 1994; Oyewumi 1999) remain unconvinced that the changes have 
been more than skin deep (e.g., Suleri 1992) or transformative. The very dis- 
cussion and debate, the dynamic and passionately engaged voices grappling 
with the deeper implications of intersectionalities, have reframed not just 
feminist scholarship but the entire project of social analysis. That the "femi- 
nisms" of the past two decades have been contentious, conflicted, expansive, 
and challenging is not surprising. As Devon Mihesuah (1998b) writes, in re- 
sponse to an anthology of essays (Mihesuah 1998a) about the methodologies 
for research about Indians from and by Indians, "another goal of this book is 
to offer suggestions scholars might use to produce more critical, creative, and 
well rounded interpretations of Indian histories and cultures. We are, inciden- 
tally, trying to take our own advice and are the first to admit that it is not easy" 
(xi, emphasis added). 
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Why Consider Another Vantage or Standpoint in 
Conjunction with One You Already Hold? 

What Is to Be Gained from Intersectionalities? 

The notion of intersectionalities, then, is integral to the development of a so- 
cial analysis that is relational and concerned with the politics of representa- 
tion, which is what archaeology is about. To think intersectionally, at this 
particular moment in scholarship and politics, is to promote a conscious cri- 
tique of how embedded our assumptions and very categories of analysis are 
within specific historical contexts: "To begin the theoretical formulations of 
the discipline and to construe the actualities of people's activities as expres- 
sions of the already given is to generate ideology, not knowledge" (Smith 
1990:48; see also Nicholson 1990). Even though archaeology came late to the 
study of gender and the doing of archaeology within feminist parameters, 
there has been increasing attention to intersectional approaches (e.g., Franklin 
2001; Meskell 2002). In a relatively rare discussion of the possible intersection 
of black feminist insights with archaeological practise, Franklin (2001; see also 
Sterling 2003, 2004) pragmatically articulates how black feminist scholarship 
"provides potential models for framing questions of difference and inequality, 
and for critiquing the sociopolitics of archaeology, particularly where raced 
and gendered representations of the past are concerned" (Franklin 2001:108). 

Although not usually defined as such, there are intersectional approaches 
of the third sort within archaeology, that is, intersections of hierarchies and 
aspects of "identity" that take into account the convergences of several di- 
mensions of difference (e.g., Delle et al. 2000; Mullins 1999; Rubertone 2001; 
Spector 1993; Wall 1999; Wilkie 1996, 2003), especially among historical ar- 
chaeological studies. And although many statements of "doing archaeology" 
advocate an intersectional approach (e.g., Brumfiel 1992; Meskel12001, 2002), 
often it is )ust one axis of difference or oppression that tends to be fore- 
grounded, as Franklin (2001) points out for North American historical ar- 
chaeology. This was one of the major concerns of those who saw an "unhappy 
marriage" between Marxism and feminism: "The marr iage. . ,  has been like 
the marriage of husband and wife depicted in English common law, Marxism 
and feminism are one, and that one is Marxism" (Hartman 1981:2; but 
O'Donovan et al. 2001 attempt to recuperate the relationship of Marxism and 
feminism in archaeology). 

An explicit engagement with intersections between Indigenous and femi- 
nist concerns, in archaeology and beyond, has the potential of contributing to 
building somewhat"common grounds," even if the "centres" of each approach 
are not the same. To the extent that a core focus of feminist archaeology is, as 
Brumfiel often points out, to understand how social inequality works in our 
own lives and in the cultural past (Wylie and Conkey n.d., b), there appears to 
be "common ground" with Indigenous archaeologies, and with Indigenous 
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feminisms and women's studies. All share the commitment to "the survival of 
us all" (Russo 1991:310). "Survival," writes Lorde ( 1981 ), "is not an academic 
skill. It is learning to stand alone, unpopular and sometimes reviled, and how 
to make common cause with those others identified as outside the structures, 
in order to define and seek a world in which we can all flourish" (99). 

While we might think of feminist and Indigenous archaeologies as part of 
the "politics of difference" within both archaeology and society, and as occu- 
pying different parts of the academic/research/archaeological topography, it is 
yet critical that we recognise and engage with the "whole picture" of what ar- 
chaeology is, and how it is that what is power for some is precisely someone 
else's powerlessness. Intersectionalities can be said to encourage a kind of"re- 
lational clarification"; that is, there is much to be gained in accomplishing self- 
clarification that can perhaps only be accomplished relationally: "[There is] 
no such thing as strict 'self-clarification' but only clarification in relation to 
something that is not exactly the self but that is at the same time not so far re- 
moved from the self as to provide no possible basis for discussion and illumi- 
nation" (L~m 1994:881). Not surprisingly, it has been the establishment and 
working out of relations between Indians and archaeologists in North Amer- 
ica that has been central to the emergence of Indigenous archaeologies 
(Watkins 2000). 

What Do We Mean by Indigenous 
Archaeology (Archaeologies)? 

This is not a homogeneous "approach" to the practise of archaeology, nor 
should it be. There are many different Indigenous groups and settings in which 
an Indigenous archaeology comes into play, and each has its own history and 
emergent needs and goals, many of which are themselves shifting and evolving. 
The wider context for the emergence of an increasingly well-formulated con- 
cept and practise of Indigenous archaeologies includes some major "sea 
changes" in the climate for archaeological practise, for example, repatriation 
laws in the United States (e.g., Bray 2001), the end of apartheid in South Africa, 
and the Mabo decision and Native title in Australia (e.g., Lilley 2000). In gen- 
eral, the past decade has witnessed the emergence of the so-called postcolonial 
times, with postcolonial theory and, perhaps most significantly, decolonising 
methodologies. 

These are not just concerns for archaeologists of "culture contact" or his- 
torical archaeologies: "All archaeology today is postcolonial" (Gosden 
2001:241)--at least in the chronological sense. More importantly, archaeolo- 
gists need to understand postcoloniality in the intellectual and political senses; 
we may be especially well positioned to insist on the historical specificities of 
"postcolonialisms." But many--especially Indigenous peoples--would hasten 
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to point out that this very term and framing reference of "postcoloniality" 
should be contested as "a convenient convention of Western intellectuals 
which re-inscribes their power to define the world" (Smith 1999:14). It has 
been rightly noted that archaeology itself"will not move beyond being a colo- 
nialist enterprise unless it actively seeks to understand the underlying issues of 
ownership and control of material and intellectual property as related to cul- 
tural knowledge and heritage" (Nicholas and Bannister 2004:329). 

The term "Indigenous" is one that has appeared in a widespread manner 
relatively recently, and may have particularly emerged, Smith (1999) suggests, 
in the 1970s in North America with the American Indian movement and the 
Canadian Indian Brotherhood (Aga Khan and bin Talal 1987; Wilmer 1993). 
But despite these many decades and the long-standing research "on" Indige- 
nous peoples, there are---even today--"few critical texts on research method- 
ologies which mention the word Indigenous or its localized synonyms" (Smith 
1999:5). No one would claim that there is a homogeneous entity known as 
"Indigenous people," but the plural ("Indigenous peoples") can be deployed 
strategically in certain contexts, as well as provide a network of connections 
and mutual encouragement, information, possible practises, and inspiration. 
Smith (1999) cites Wilmer (1993:5): "Indigenous peoples represent the unfin- 
ished business of decolonisation" (7). 

Despite the emergent and varied nature of Indigenous archaeologies, there 
are several dimensions to them that can perhaps characterise these practises 
and concerns, at least as we see them today. Throughout this paper, I will fol- 
low the core idea put forth by George Nicholas (e.g., 2003) that an Indigenous 
archaeology is one that is done with, for, and by Indigenous people, and that 
it can be an archaeology done not only by Indigenous people: "One need not 
be a native person to follow an Indigenous archaeology paradigm," and the ar- 
chaeology "need not be located only on an Indigenous land base" (Atalay 
2004). An Indigenous archaeology requires a critical gaze, genuine collabora- 
tion, and the inclusion of Indigenous epistemologies and Native conceptions 
of the past, history, and time; and it requires a questioning of the role of re- 
search in the community where one is working or about which one wants to 
know. To a great extent, Indigenous archaeologies will feature critique and a 
deconstruction of Western archaeological practise. This will likely be com- 
bined with a set of "Indigenous concepts that model the way archaeology 
should best be practiced, by all archaeologists" (Atalay 2004). 

Some of the many goals of Indigenous archaeologies would include cen- 
trally a decolonising goal, including decolonising methodologies (e.g., Mihe- 
suah and Wilson 2004; Smith 1999; Wilson and Yellow Bird 2005; for an 
archaeological example see Faulstich et al. 2003, or Smith and Ward 2000:xvi). 
Some of these are discussed later in the paper, but the overall implication is 
that the entire research process requires transformation. A core method may 
be one of "researching back,' which involves "a 'knowing-ness of the colo- 
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nizer,' and a recovery of ourselves (as Indigenous peoples), an analysis of colo- 
nialism, and a struggle for self-determination" (Smith 1999:7). 

Another goal is to claim the "power to set the agenda, ask the questions, de- 
termine what is excavated and retain aspects of control over final interpreta- 
tions and dissemination of knowledge" (Atalay 2004; see also Watkins 2000). 
A fully Indigenous archaeology is when Indigenous populations control "the 
quantity and quality of archaeology performed within their homelands" 
(Watkins 2000:177). And thus, Indigenous archaeologies require an explicit 
engagement with and agreements about intellectual and cultural property 
rights (see Nicholas and Bannister 2004), which are often local, gnarly, and 
contested. The notions of "ownership" and of "protection" (of archaeological 
and cultural resources) will have to change for a truly Indigenous archaeology 
(Watkins 2000:178), and we must keep in mind that even these basic terms 
may have different meanings at a deep ontological level. 

Indigenous archaeologies advocate an ethical and human-centred practise, 
in which all lines of evidence have a potential place, including oral traditions 
and the experiential, as well as the material and the contextual. As Watkins 
(2000) has said, "such examination, while perhaps disconcerting to the indi- 
vidual archaeologist, strengthens the discipline by allowing the development 
of alternative means of viewing the past" (166). Indigenous archaeology will 
bring to the discipline a "viewpoint that refuses to be 'objective' and embraces 
the emotional, one that pursues not 'truth' but understanding, and one that 
includes all facets of what it is to be human on the brink of an exciting ad- 
venture" (Watkins 2000:181; for an example, see Spector 1993). 

One bottom line is that the growth and development of Indigenous archae- 
ologies is not just about the establishment of (more) tribal cultural resource 
management programmes, excellent as many are. The discipline of practising 
archaeologists must include increasing numbers of Indigenous people and in 
senior and leadership roles (Watkins 2000:177), which should help to generate 
transformations within the discipline (e.g., Ferguson 2000:35-36)--even if, as 
we have learned from the entry of women into science, this is not necessarily 
enough. This means that archaeologists must expand their pedagogies, their 
recruitment for degree programmes and field opportunities, and their training 
programmes and curricula (e.g., Riggs 2004). A key issue is about relationships: 
relationships between archaeologists and Indigenous peoples. Archaeology as a 
discipline must develop "with the control and influence of Indigenous popula- 
tions around the world" (Watkins 2000:xiii), and this is to be instantiated in vi- 
able, collaborative working relationships. This means full integration, when 
desired, of Indigenous archaeologists and archaeological perspectives into the 
practises of archaeology--from "the field" to the classroom and to the admin- 
istration of archaeological programmes and practises. As with feminism, In- 
digenous concerns about archaeological practise are not "merely political" and 
cannot be dismissed as such. Indigenous archaeology in North America, for 



18 MARGARET W. CONKEY 

example, should be based more in American Indian cultural values and inter- 
ests than in "just politics" (Watkins 2000). 

There is no doubt that many archaeologists will balk at the request/require- 
ment of Indigenous peoples and Indigenous archaeologists to regulate and even 
control what is said and "done" with their pasts. Yet, what Nicholas and Bannis- 
ter (2004) articulate is that the "ultimate risk to both sides is the loss of control of 
knowledge" (332). Just as control--use, appropriation, commodification---of 
archaeological knowledge has been central to non-Indigenous archaeologists in 
their claims to professional integrity (and rewards), archaeological and cultural 
knowledge is, to Indigenous peoples, "both part of cultural property and integral 
to cultural identity" (Nicholas and Bannister 2004:332). One need not be a so- 
cial scientist to understand that the very cultural integrity of Indigenous peoples 
is inextricably dependent upon their control of cultural knowledge. 

Fortunately, in 2005 there are numerous examples of the programmes and 
practises of an archaeology that is an Indigenous-informed archaeology; in 
fact, they are too numerous to list in a reasonable set of citations. Two recent 
examples might indicate the range of such possibilities: 

1. A new Ph.D. scholarship (at the Australian National University) sup- 
ports a graduate student to write a thesis on Indigenous collectors and 
collections, which "considers Indigenous people's contemporary roles in 
shaping private and public collections, and the influence of historical 
circumstances and ideas of communal ownership and responsibility. It 
therefore subverts the dominant emphasis upon Europeans as collectors 
and appropriators of Indigenous objects. By considering Indigenous 
people as collectors, curators, and presenters of beloved objects, this 
project will offer major new perspectives on Australian Indigenous his- 
tory and museology. By exploring the power of material objects in cul- 
tural identity and historical consciousness, this project disrupts the 
stereotype of Indigenous people as purely 'museum victims' (www.arc 
.gov.au/apply~rants/linkage_projects.htm). 

2. Members of the Santa Ynez Chumash Indian Reservation in California 
have negotiated an agreement with archaeologist Mike Glassow and 
bioarchaeologist Phil Walker at the Repository of Anthropological and 
Ethnological Collections (RAEC) of the University of California, Santa 
Barbara, that archaeological materials repatriated to the Santa Ynez 
band will be housed at the RAEC (on the Santa Barbara campus). "The 
Santa Ynez, however, will own these collections, oversee their use, and 
share in their management and curation. Walker and Glassow are also 
working with other Chumash descendants to educate the public about 
Chumash heritage through loans of Repository collections for exhibi- 
tion at Chumash-run facilities" (www.anth.ucsb.edu/AGSANEWS/agsa 
.F95/repos.html). 
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What Do We Mean by Feminist 
Archaeology (Archaeologies)? 

As many authors have pointed out (e.g., Conkey and Gero 1997; Hanen and 
Kelley 1992; Hays-Gilpin 2000a; Meskell 2000; Wylie 1997), there is a rich lit- 
erature about the archaeology of gender, but much less literature that is more 
fully engaged with feminist issues, theory, and approaches. Wylie (2003) gen- 
erously suggests that, by engaging with the concept of gender, even non- or 
a-feminist archaeologists have contributed to an archaeology that both makes 
gender visible and raises important questions about the objectivity of an ar- 
chaeology that had either ignored gender or was gendered in an androcentric 
or sexist way. Some feminists ask whether the label "feminist" still has a func- 
tion. Despite the many meanings of "feminism," most who consider them- 
selves feminists would agree that it is still necessary to include gender but in 
more expansive senses of the term--as a "category of analysis in the consider- 
ation of any cultural product" (Keller 2000:384), or as some part of the co- 
production of many cultural, social practises. 

So, indeed, the last twenty years have witnessed the production of a very 
robust, diverse, and vibrant literature in archaeology from most parts of the 
world (e.g., Bertelsen et al. 1987; Claassen and Joyce 1997; DuCros and Smith 
1993; Gero and Conkey 1991; K~stner and Karlisch 1991; Kent 1998; Moore 
and Scott 1997; Wadley 1997) that has not only challenged prevailing andro- 
centric accounts of human life and critiqued the gendered (usually mas- 
culinist) nature of preferred research questions, of subjects, and of 
professional reward systems, but also carried out research on aspects of gen- 
der towards an engendered archaeology--one that the early advocates of an 
archaeology that took gender seriously never imagined in their wildest 
dreams. There are archaeologies of gender and trade (Seligman 2001; Spiel- 
mann 2000); gender and mortuary practices (Arnold and Wicker 2001); gen- 
der and power (Sweely 1999); gender and material culture (Donald and 
Hurcombe 2000); engendered considerations of ritual (Hays-Gilpin 2000b), 
religion (Gilchrist 1994), art (Hays-Gilpin 2003; Joyce 1998), and architec- 
ture, space, and place (Lane 1998; Tringham 1994); gender and hide working 
(Frink and Weedman 2005); gender in regional archaeologies (e.g., the U.S. 
Southwest [Crown 2000]; China [Linduff and Yan Sun 2004]; pre-Hispanic 
America [Klein 2001b]); sexuality (Schmidt and Voss 2000); and "the body" 
and engendered socialisation practises (Joyce 1998a, 2000; Meskell and Joyce 
2003). There are even second editions of synthetic texts (e.g., Nelson 2004) 
and Ph.D. dissertations that "engender" specific archaeologies (e.g., Hudecek- 
Cuffe 1998), and that use "gender" as a conceptual platform for re-imagining 
analytical frameworks for specific archaeological materials and technologies 
(Dobres 1995, 2000), or for reconsidering major cultural "transitions" of the 
human past (e.g., Peterson 2002; Pyburn 2004). Attempts are being made to 
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assess the impact of feminism on archaeology (e.g., Conkey 2003). Gender 
and even some feminist archaeology is included in most major North Amer- 
ican introductory archaeology textbooks. It is impossible now to provide a 
comprehensive bibliography, despite earlier attempts (e.g., Bacus et al. 1993; 
Conkey and Gero 1997), and a handbook of gender in archaeology is in 
preparation (Nelson 2006). 

As with some other archaeological approaches, feminists have been con- 
cerned with extricating archaeology from the trap of a focus on and fetishisa- 
tion of the "archaeological trace as a thing in itself" (Byrne 2003:181) or from 
the famous "fallacy of misplaced concreteness." This has in turn led many fem- 
inist approaches to confront the problems of "visibility" in at least two senses: 

1. 

2. 

The apparent invisibility of women, gender, sexuality, and other con- 
tained, silenced, erased people and contexts; and 
The "optical illusion" (after Burton 2000) of visibility, which allows that 
while these formerly invisible are now "visible," they are, all too often, 
made visible in roles, attitudes, and relations that are merely extensions 
of stereotypical and problematic roles, attitudes, and relations, usually 
those of the present (e.g., in Lovejoy 1981). 

Even more importantly, the "making visible" often precludes analysis of the very 
systems of muting and suppression, and of their historicity. This results in re- 
producing their terms, instead of contesting them as ideological systems. Thus, 
it is not only "making visible" or visibility that should be of concern to archae- 
ologists but also the very contexts and practises of invisibility (Byrne 2003). 

Feminist archaeologies have consistently been about both a more reflexive 
archaeology and one that recognises the ways in which archaeological knowl- 
edge is "situated knowledge" (Haraway 1988). Despite the debates over the use 
(or not) of feminist theory and practise in an archaeology that takes gender se- 
riously (Conkey 2001; Klein 2001a; Sorensen 2000:4-11), much of this archae- 
ology has revealed how archaeological research had been "compromised" by its 
androcentric and sexist assumptions, the limits of its categories (e.g., Spector 
1993:30-35), or just its omissions. Feminist archaeologies are an audible addi- 
tion to the expanding chorus of voices--of which Indigenous archaeologies 
must be central---that mandate that we make explicit our responsibilities for 
our ethical and political, as well as theoretical and methodological, standards 
of disciplinary practise (Conkey and Wylie 1998). 

There are some parallels, perhaps, between the history of doing feminist re- 
search in the social sciences and the issues and dimensions of Indigenous re- 
search. For example, it is well known that high among the concerns of 
feminists has been that women's voices are heard, that their insights and ex- 
periences are valued and included as an equal source of knowledge and infor- 
mation, that "women's ways of knowing" are valid and validated----even if 
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there is debate as to the very existence of distinctive "women's ways of know- 
ing?' As early researchers pointed out (e.g., MacKinnon 1982; Smith 1974), 
this very dimension might require new or different ways of working, different 
language and concepts, and different analytical frameworks, even though 
these are not likely to be among the accepted conventions for doing research 
in the social sciences. At first, there was a particular engagement with more 
"qualitative" research methods, including drawing on women's experiences, 
and often communicated through storytelling, narratives, and oral traditions. 
Certainly these modes of discourse--these "ways of telling"--feature promi- 
nently in many Indigenous knowledge systems. Yet they are not mainstream to 
social science research; in fact, many have been explicitly disdained, trivialised, 
gnd dismissed (for some reviews of the history of the quest for feminist meth- 
ods, see, for example, Jayaratne and Stewart 1991 and Reinharz 1992; for a 
good recent discussion see Naples 2003). Although there is a much longer 
story to tell here, the result of the quest for perhaps "a" feminist methodology 
has been to question that there even could be such a thing (e.g., for ethnogra- 
phy, see Abu-Lughod 1990). 

But here comes the important point: rather than abandoning an under- 
standing of feminist research because there can be no one way or no set of fem- 
inist method(s), the very methodological pluralisms, and, as we have seen in 
the archaeologies of gender, the profusion of all sorts of previously unantici- 
pated and unimagined questions, analyses, and ways to shed light on a previ- 
ously"invisible" domain of human cultural life have led instead to a reframing 
of the question. It is not so much "how to do feminist social science" or "how 
to do feminist archaeology"--assuming perhaps some sort of manifesto or 
guidebook--but rather, "How does one do research as a feminist?" (see Conkey 
and Wylie 1998; Longino 1994; Wylie 1995a). This reorienting of the question, 
and all that follows from it, may be one of those common grounds for feminist 
and Indigenous archaeologies. 

One key issue among those practising an Indigenous archaeology is being 
explicit as to what it means to do archaeology as an Indigenous person or from 
an Indigenous perspective. What can be learned from feminist approaches, 
and how might one approach archaeology as a feminist Indigenous person ~. 
What are the decolonising methodologies at hand and to be developed in or- 
der to accomplish this? And why are archaeologists now perhaps more ready 
and able to listen to these approaches that some have been advocating within 
the profession for some time (e.g., McGuire 1992; Thomas 2000; Zimmerman 
1979, 1989a, 1989b, 1989c)? 

Thus, while there is still vibrant and important work in archaeology that 
takes up issues of gender and of gender intersections, there is simultaneously 
work that brings feminist principles and practises to bear on archaeological 
materials and evidence, work that complicates the concept of gender (e.g., Joyce 
2000, 2001), and work that is attempting to reconceptualise the entire research 
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process (Conkey and Wylie 1998; Gero 1996; Joyce and Preucel 2002; Spiel- 
mann 1994). As this latter concern emerges among feminists and others, there 
is not only a space but also a need for a dialogue with people who are doing In- 
digenous archaeology--those who, it would seem, are simultaneously con- 
cerned that the research process in archaeology be reconceptualised for some 
of the same reasons: to bring divergent and multiple perspectives to bear on 
our accounts of the past, to mistrust practises and interpretations that do not 
take gendered/Indigenous voices and evidence into account, and to mistrust 
interpretations that simplify or reduce the complexity of the past to mono- 
lithic, "totalising," and essentialist narratives. 

This concern to both challenge and reconceptualise the research process is 
almost a necessary and inevitable outcome of taking gender seriously in ar- 
chaeological w o r k - a n d  all that that has come to imply, including newly 
framed and nonessentialist understandings of "gender" itself (see an entire 
"key words" book about gender: Cornell et al. 2004). Feminist archaeologies 
hold some different starting assumptions, many of which have been concisely 
discussed by feminist epistemologists Helen Longino (1994) and Alison Wylie 
(1995a): a recognition that knowledge production is a pluralistic enterprise-- 
one that serves divergent goals, engages dissent seriously, and fosters views 
from (not just any where, but from) "many wheres" (Longino 1993:113). And 
specific to archaeology would be the respect for the very materiality of the ar- 
chaeological record (Wylie's [1992] "evidential constraints"). 

Thus, there are at least two quite core implications of feminist research for 
all of archaeology and for an archaeology that includes and promotes Indige- 
nous archaeologies: 

1. As with many feminist projects in epistemology and "how we know 
what we know," the ideal(s) of being "objective" have had to be substan- 
tially reformulated, to say the least. The very process and results of ex- 
posing the androcentrisms and preferential research practises, subjects, 
and thus what we have held as our understandings of the human past 
have called "objectivity" into question (Code 1991:321; Wylie 1992, 
1997, 2003; see also Lloyd 1995, 1997). But this is absolutely no t  an "any- 
thing goes" archaeology, for feminists have insisted on engagement with 
evidence and the limits of interpretation. As Wylie (1997) states so suc- 
cinctly about feminist archaeologists, "they are clear about the social, 
political nature of the archaeological enterprise, and yet they do not 
consider the outcomes of inquiry or the criteria of adequacy governing 
practice to be reducible to the sociopolitics of practice" (85-86). 

2. The feminist standpoint in archaeology (Wylie 2000a, 2003) is, however, 
just one of a number of other critical standpoints in archaeology (Gero 
et al. 1983; Layton 1989, 1994; Leone et al. 1987; Kohl and Fawcett 1996, 
among many, and including Indigenous archaeologies) that are chal- 
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lenging, informing, and expanding--in insightful, significant, and pos- 
itive ways--the standard ways of doing in archaeology. 

What about Feminisms and Indigenous Concerns? 

Of course there is a domain in which feminism and Indigenous women are 
linked. Linda Tuhiwai Smith (1999) explicitly notes that many Indigenous re- 
searchers today are "informed academically by critical and often feminist ap- 
proaches to research" (4; see also 9). She charts some of the ways in which the 
feminist critique has contributed to the postpositivist and emancipatory pos- 
sibilities for research and researchers, even if she is not convinced that such 
emancipations have transpired. The work of black feminists (e.g., Collins 1986 
on the "outsider within") has been of particular relevance. Both approaches 
argue that we can no longer carry on research within or about women and In- 
digenous communities as if they--and their perspectives, voices, actions, and 
practises--did not matter. When archaeologists, for example, claim that what 
they are doing is "in the public interest," it has all too often been as if Native 
people were not part of"the public." Among Smith's "decolonising projects" is 
"gendering," which requires an "analysis of colonialism as a central tenet of an 
Indigenous feminism" (1999:152). As with other intersectional perspectives, 
indigeneity/ethnicity will necessarily complicate divergent feminisms (Suleri 
1992). 

At a recent conference entitled "Indigeneity in the Twenty-First Century" 
(Bauerle et al. 2004), one of six panels was devoted to "historicising and de- 
historicising gender" with the following goals: to explore continuities in 
women's power and authority in Indigenous societies, to develop a critical 
perspective on anthropological and archaeological accounts of women and 
gender by exploring local knowledge of women's lives as passed down by elder 
women, and to interrogate the relevance of Western concepts of gender and 
feminism to Indigenous culture and the significance of gender to Indigenous 
nationalism. For an August 2005 conference ("Indigenous Women and Femi- 
nism: Culture, Activism, Politics 2005"), the organisers point out that, despite 
the interventions of"third-wave feminism" and attentions to intersectionali- 
ties, "Indigenous women and feminism issues remain undertheorised within 
contemporary feminist theory" (Indigenous Women and Feminism 2005). In- 
digenous feminism has its differences from the feminism of women of colour 
and postcolonial feminism (within which it is often contained) because "In- 
digenous feminism remains an important site of gender struggle that also en- 
gages the crucial issues of cultural identity, nationalism, and decolonisation" 
(Indigenous Women and Feminism 2005). 

In Mihesuah's (2003) excellent chapter "Feminists, Tribalists, or Activists?" 
she sums up many of the divergent standpoints from her perspective as a Native 



24 MARGARET W. CONKEY 

American. Of course, as she points out, many "Native women go about their 
daily business with little appreciation [or concern] for what scholars decide to 
label them" (161; see also Williams and Harjo 1998). Mihesuah expresses some 
specific cautions about an integration of feminism with American Indian 
women's studies, but, despite these, there is at least a dialogue, and questions are 
raised that are directly relevant to an intersection between feminist and Indige- 
nous archaeologies (Mihesuah 2000, 2003; see also Smith 1999); this dialogue is 
made quite clear by the list of conference panel goals stated above. Deeper un- 
derstanding of gendered Indigenous lives has a great deal of crucial knowledge 
to offer the dialogues of feminism (Suleri 1992). Several additional points can 
be made: 

1. For both feminist and Indigenous archaeologies, we need to be wary of 
"scaling down" both postcoloniality and feminist frameworks to North 
American academic terms (Suleri 1992:765). No one feminist theory 
could cover the multiple cultural ideologies and interests of Native people. 

2. There is often a tendency for one "side" of an intersection to come first, 
in what Suleri (1992) has called a "hierarchy of loyalties" (763). Nonethe- 
less, as Mihesuah (2003) discusses, there is a range of feelings about how 
interconnected Indigenous women's concerns are with those of femi- 
nists; for many Indigenous women, for example, there is a priority for 
tribalism, for tribal survival, even if it is acknowledged that the accom- 
plishment of such may be primarily or most efficaciously in the hands of 
women. 

3. "Activism tribalism" is (understandably) much more than "women's is- 
sues." For some Native women, feminism is rejected or ignored (Mihe- 
suah 2003), even if it is widely recognised that it is the very intersection 
of racial and gender oppression--gender oppression of women and 
men--that  is of central concern especially in the context of "tribal 
rights" (143, 160). It should not be surprising that conceptions of what 
feminism means, and what role(s) it should play in their activisms, are 
multiple, varied, and mixed. As well, ideas about what "decolonisation" 
means and how to accomplish it are equally multiple and varied (Mih- 
esuah 2003:160). 

4. Indigenous resistances to a feminist and gender archaeology may well be 
motivated by the recognition and belief that "emphasizing gender rather 
than other sources of difference and oppression may actually be a tool 
of social control" (Minow 1988:52n26). An archaeologist with an In- 
digenous perspective might say to a feminist archaeologist: "Consider 
for a moment the degree to which your own understanding of gender 
roles in Indian [Indigenous] cultures might be distorted by the legacy of 
white patriarchy itself" (Williams 1989-1990:1029). This is a serious 
and important question. 
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There are other problems as well. For example, despite the abundance of 
materials now available about Indigenous women, "the majority of writings 
are devoid of Native voices, and are thereby only partial histories"; "many in- 
terpretations remain incorrect and underdeveloped"; and "most do not con- 
nect the past to the present, which is why we should be writing history in the 
first place" (Mihesuah 2000:1247). This is an important message to archaeol- 
ogists. Second, if one does inject the multifaceted lives and values of Natives 
and also does justice to the heterogeneity among women, this should (appro- 
priately) "confuse" any understanding of "women's" experience. Mihesuah's 
critique is that seeking certain "clarity" about gender is often at the expense of 
the visibility, agency, and identity of those represented. 

But some feminist archaeologists are, in fact, not purely seeking clarity 
about gender and gender roles and relations---clarity in the sense of unam- 
biguous and clear pictures of gender in the past. To many critics, that we can- 
not attribute a gender to a specific artefact or feature, that we do not have the 
"smoking gun" of sex identification (male or female in a burial or in art), or 
cannot somehow "make visible" gender roles in some precise way is a failing 
of a feminist archaeology. But feminist archaeologists have different aspira- 
tions, including making it understood just how very ambiguous all archaeo- 
logical data is, how uncertain our interpretations must be, and how multiple 
the possibilities are for any renderings of social life (e.g., Gero 1998), whether 
gender is involved or not. 

Within archaeology there are increasing concerns and practises that appear 
to resonate with both Indigenous and feminist principles and practises, be 
they explicit pedagogies and teaching (e.g., Conkey and Tringham 1996; 
Hamilakis 2004; Pyburn 2002; Smith 2003); fieldwork practises (e.g., Gero 
1996; Moser 1998; Pyburn 2003); or the "languages of archaeology" (Joyce 
2002a). One exceptionally lucid example is a conference about Indigenous 
cultures in an interconnected world (held in 1997) in Darwin, Australia 
(Smith and Ward 2000). Here, the very structure of the conference, the actual 
setting (it was held outdoors, minimising culture-bound spatial containment 
practises) and the content that centred on the "integration of cultural work- 
shops and demonstrations into the program" enabled a grounding of"the dis- 
cussions in Indigenous wisdom and cultural expertise, and in the strengths of 
Indigenous cultures in performance and in teaching roles" (Smith and Ward 
2000:xvi). 

Decolonising Methodologies and Counterresearch 

While there may be no agreement as to what "decolonisation" means for In- 
digenous researchers and research, or on what constitutes "a" feminist method- 
ology, there are some dimensions of research that both archaeologies might 
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well share. For both, there is a struggle to counterresearch based on deeply 
problematic premises and methods, and for both, there are efforts to reframe, 
reconceptualise, and transform the research processes. While there has been 
significant discussion and debate about what constitutes feminist research, as 
noted above, there is increasing discussion as to what constitutes Indigenous 
research (Mihesuah and Wilson 2004; Wilson and Yellow Bird 2005). Linda 
Tuhiwai Smith's book Decolonizing Methodologies: Research and Indigenous 
Peoples (1999) provides an excellent overview of the issues involved in doing re- 
search that involves the past, present, or future of colonised peoples. In her in- 
troduction alone, she makes clear a number of crucial points, points that are 
not unfamiliar or foreign to the feminist: 

1. The ways in which "research" is a "significant site of struggle" between 
different ways of knowing and differing interests/concerns--those of 
the West and those of the Other (see also Bannerji et al. 1992); 

2. That Indigenous peoples have other stories to tell, and would like to tell 
the history of Western research through the eyes of the colonised; 

3. That Indigenous perspectives on research need to be not only acknowl- 
edged but understood: how they develop and how they are significant; 

4. That her project is more than a &construction of Western scholarship. It 
is an attempt to offer ways of doing Indigenous research that contribute 
primarily to the need for survival of Indigenous communities and indi- 
viduals. Her sample of some 25 projects (Smith 1999)--from writing to 
representing, connecting, restoring, and others--offers excellent guide- 
lines for how to think about what one is doing in any research project, 
from start to finish (see also Craven 1996; Mihesuah 1993). 

Here I will attempt to explore just two dimensions to interpretation that 
have been and still are integral to both feminist and Indigenous archaeologies: 
the place and role of "experience" in interpretation and the uses of oral tradi- 
tions and storytelling. 

"Experience" 
How can we recognise and use "experience" in the interpretive process? How 
does experience figure in assessing the validity and credibility of knowledge 
claims? This is an enormous topic and has been much debated in feminist 
literature for decades. It has often been suggested that one way to make "the 
silenced" be heard is to bring forth their experiences, to base our understand- 
ings of social and cultural phenomena on the telling of experience. (See 
Smith 1987 for an excellent consideration of how experience "works" in struc- 
turing social inquiry.) Scott (1992) has noted how this engagement with what 
Wolf (1984) called the "peoples without history" has precipitated a crisis for 
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orthodox history, if only because now not just stories but subjects have mul- 
tiplied (24). As in feminist and gender archaeologies, "these histories have pro- 
vided evidence for a world of alternative values and practices whose existence 
gives the lie to hegemonic constructions of social worlds" (Scott 1992:24). The 
place of"experience" in these new archaeologies and histories is important yet 
complicated. 

We archaeologists do not often consider how specific experiences have in- 
fluenced or informed archaeological interpretation (cf. Bradley 2002; Kus 
2002; Rubertone 2001:ix; Schrire 1995; Spector 1993; Tringham 1991). There 
is little doubt that for those archaeologists who adhere to objectivist ideals, it 
appears to be a slippery slope to bring in (or openly admit) "experience" as a 
source of evidence and potential meaning. And certainly there has been scep- 
ticism about how the contemporary world of experience--what a tribal elder, 
for example, may say about ancient rock art--can be brought to bear on ac- 
tivities and practises of the past (e.g., Woody 2000). Yet most of us do draw on 
not only our own experiences but also those of other cultures and settings, 
such as in much ethnoarchaeological work. In fact, some might claim that 
without ethnographic and historical experiences there could be little basis for 
much traditional archaeological interpretation, as the materials of archaeol- 
ogy do not, in fact, ever "speak for themselves." 

But how often are the "experiences" of Indigenous peoples considered by 
archaeologists? What kinds of experiences "count," "matter," and are consid- 
ered acceptable? Many who are willing to engage with this as a serious ques- 
tion know that it is more complicated (and interesting) than just adding the 
experiences of different researchers or of different (previously unrecognised) 
voices and social actors. We recognise that to appeal to some kind of incon- 
testable evidence, such as "my experience," merely adds another foundational 
premise to a discipline already overburdened with undiscussed, unproblema- 
tised foundational notions--as Joan Scott (1992) has suggested for the field of 
history. She points out that it is not individuals who have experience, but 
rather we are all subjects who are constituted through experience. We cannot, 
she suggests, just appeal to experience to explain something, no matter whose 
experience it is. Rather, we need to explain and, in fact, historicise experience 
(Scott 1992:25-26; see also Scott 1991; for an excellent example of the histori- 
cisation of experience, see Carby 1987). 

When we engage, as we should, with "experiences" as a dimension of inter- 
pretation, as integral to our own epistemologies, and as having powerful po- 
tential, we begin an inquiry into the ways in which subjectivity is produced, 
and in which politics (broadly speaking) organise and interpret experience. 
The lesson, from feminist, Indigenous, and other critical archaeologies, is that 
we should be openly discussing what counts as experience and, furthermore, 
who gets to make that determination. We can then perhaps be better situated 
to historicise experience and to reflect critically on the history we write about 
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rather than to merely premise our archaeological narratives upon it or dismiss 
it out of hand. When, as cited above, Williams (1989-1990) poses the ques- 
tion,"Consider for a moment the degree to which your own understanding of 
gender roles in Indian cultures might be distorted by the legacy of white pa- 
triarchy itself" (1029), he is asking us to historicise our experience in the serv- 
ice of our archaeology. What does "experience" mean in different settings, 
among different social actors, and at different times? Within "the West," what 
"experience" has meant and how it has been used and transformed is in itself 
highly variable and historical (Jay 2005; see also Butler 1990:22-25 and 
Williams 1983:126-129). 

From the past two decades of"third-wave feminism," from the growth and 
expansion of Indigenous rights activism, and from some of the understand- 
ings of"the subjective nature of experience" (e.g., Moore 2001), it may be pos- 
sible to begin our social analyses in archaeology with a reflexive and relational 
analysis that includes (or centres on) a theory of agency and representation 
that is based on experience, but does not end there. Rather, and this is what an 
intersectional approach may offer, we need an explicit understanding of expe- 
rience and history within the broader sociocuhural frames that have struc- 
tured and do structure our lives (Russo 1991). Or, as Bannerji (1992) puts it 
so succinctly, "we need to go beyond expressive self-referentiality and connect 
with others in time and space" (94). 

There may be some good lessons to be learned for both archaeologies from 
the evolution and critique (e.g., Mohanty 1987) of the use of "experience" in 
feminist history and analysis, even in a history intent on a history of differ- 
ence. For example, this has led to a more explicit recognition of the histo- 
rian/archaeologist as an active producer of knowledge, as having a subject 
position. This puts into motion the mandate to reflect critically on the ar- 
chaeologies we write in regard to experience, rather than to premise our ar- 
chaeologies upon "experience," even if the experiences invoked are only 
implicit but nonetheless foundational. A critical perspective on experience re- 
quires that we take concepts and identities as historical events in need of ex- 
planation; in fact, it requires that we denaturalise experience and take all 
categories of analysis as being contextual, contested, and contingent. In most 
archaeology, we all too often assume our categories (but see Meskell 2001; 
Snead 2002; Spector 1993). In fact, it is not so much a matter of how "visible" 
women, gender, difference, or the Indigenous perspective might be, but first, 
what does it mean for archaeologists to study the past in terms of these cate- 
gories, for some of us to think of ourselves/themselves now--or  in the past--  
in these terms? 

While experience is and can be a powerful and important concept, it per- 
haps warrants at least scrutiny (not unquestioned and foundational accept- 
ance), if not redefinition. Since experience is always contested, as both 
feminists and Indigenous researchers have found, it is therefore always politi- 
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cal. Thus, the role and place of experience in the production of archaeological 
knowledge is not what might appear to be the straightforward generation and 
communication of knowledge that is said to be arrived at though experience 
but, rather, the analysis of the production of that knowledge itself. This is why 
one of Linda Tuhiwai Smith's goals of Indigenous research is "to tell the his- 
tory of Western research through the eyes of the colonized" (Smith 1999:2). 
What we want to explain is the experience that we invoke, observe, and draw 
upon--"experience" cannot stand as the source of our explanations and ac- 
counts. 

Oral Traditions and Storytelling 

In the development and execution of counterresearch and in any genealogy of 
(archaeological) knowledge, the role and uses of language, terminology, and 
writing/speaking are key entry points. Keller (1985), for example, has shown 
the centrality of language in the masculinist construction that is Western sci- 
ence. Alarc6n (1990) reminds us that "the silence and silencing of people be- 
gins with the dominating enforcement of linguistic conventions, the resistance 
to relational dialogues as well as the disenablement of peoples by outlawing 
their forms of speech" (363). For archaeology, Joyce (2002a) has exposed con- 
cisely our "languages." Both feminists and Indigenous peoples know full well 
the specifics of how speaking, listening, and writing are regulated by powerful 
systems of domination. 

The last fifteen years have indeed witnessed a more reflexive consideration 
of archaeological narratives (e.g., Conkey with Williams 1991; Pluciennik 
1999; Terrell 1990; and especially Joyce 2002b). From her standpoint as a fem- 
inist and a social archaeologist, Joyce has succinctly articulated the ways in 
which "archaeology is an open-ended collaborative storytelling practice"; "to 
do archaeology is to create narratives about the past in the present;' whether 
in our professional writings and presentations or in popular versions (Joyce 
1998b; 2002a). Joyce makes an important link to Indigenous research: story- 
telling in archaeology really matters because when we tell our accounts, our 
stories, we are constituting and bringing into existence relations between our- 
selves as narrative producers and the very peoples about whom and to whom 
we are talking. From Joyce's perspective, one of the important possibilities for 
the feminist practise of archaeology is to "recover the multiplicity of voices 
that are normally suppressed in archaeological discourse" (Joyce 1998c). This 
involves, however, accountability and responsibility, right down to the level of 
individual words and their potential power(s), something that has been of 
concern in Indigenous studies as well (e.g., Craven 1996; Smith 1999; Thomas 
2000). 

Relational dialogues of another sort have become more prominent in ar- 
chaeological writing: these are dialogues between archaeologists (e.g., Renfrew 
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2001); among imagined archaeologists (e.g., Conkey 2000; Tringham 
1991:113-115); between an Indigenous historian/archaeologist and another 
Indigenous scholar (Denetdale 2004, interviewing Deloria); and between dif- 
ferent archaeologists and an imagined Indigenous person (Preucel and Hodder 
1996). These are sometimes interviews and sometimes narratives to convey dif- 
ferences of position and opinion, standpoints, and divergent interpretations of 
archaeological phenomena (Lightfoot 2005). They are also often an attempt to 
"people the past"; to make the concepts, debates, issues, and interpretive 
stances more accessible, more explicit, more relational, and therefore more 
open to scrutiny and to a critical reading of what might otherwise have been 
objectivised, jargon-bound, and abstracted promulgations. Archaeologists are 
now flat-out writing excellent fictional accounts of the archaeological process 
(e.g., Praetzellis 2000, 2003) and embedding archaeological materials in narra- 
tives and/or fictionalised but plausibly grounded settings (e.g., Layton 2002; 
Spector 1991, 1993; Wilkie 2003) in the hopes of better contextualising and 
thus understanding, at least in a different way, the history and nature of ar- 
chaeological inquiry and interpretation (Joyce 2002b; Spector 1998). These are 
often very much about "experience" in the past (e.g., Gero 1991). 

From these developments, it should be an easier step to engage with oral 
traditions and oral accounts as a viable line of evidence in the interpretation 
of archaeological materials and the cultural past. Mihesuah (2003) notes the 
problematics of including oral histories. She writes about the differences in 
critiques by Native and non-Native reviewers for articles to be published (or 
not) in the American Indian Quarterly, which she edits. Native reviewers usu- 
ally recommend rejection when the writer has not included the tribal version 
of an event, but, she adds, there are still those professors of the "old school of 
thought--that oral histories are not viable because they are not textualized" 
(Mihesuah 2003:29). Elsewhere, Mihesuah (1998b) identifies the use of oral 
histories as source material as one of the three most pressing concerns to In- 
digenous scholars. 

Those who are working out collaborations between archaeologists and Na- 
tive Americans have suggested that this "working together" has led to a greater 
"appreciation" of oral accounts and traditions (e.g., Anyon et al. 2000; Fergu- 
son et al. 2000; Wylie 2000b:vii), or, more precisely, to a greater appreciation 
of "the historicity of oral traditions" (Echo-Hawk 1993:6, emphasis added). 
Such traditions and stories have social lives (e.g., Cruikshank 1998; Rios and 
Sands 2000). There are at least two immediate gains from a consideration of 
oral accounts. They are not only now recuperating a previously neglected re- 
source, but also simultaneously providing us with different, even "divergent 
traditions for understanding the past" (Wylie 2000b:vii). This latter point is 
certainly of central relevance to feminist archaeologists, who have shown not 
only that the traditions we have drawn on for understanding the past have 
been partial, and most often androcentric at that, but also that it is the very 
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multiplicity of sources that can epistemologically buttress what are otherwise 
often rather tenuous interpretations (e.g., Wylie 1992). In a particularly com- 
pelling commentary, Lightfoot (2000) shows how Native oral traditions con- 
tribute to a much stronger analysis and interpretation. He points to how 
"silences" in the different sources we use may be of particular use, and one 
salient example he discusses is the relative significance of interethnic marriage 
for gender relations in the California colonised groups under consideration. 

Bringing forth oral traditions has the potential to work as "counter- 
research" because the historical records developed and privileged in the colo- 
nial context since have been almost always records created by the colonisers, 
almost always linked directly to practises of legal subjugation. These have 
favoured concepts and terms such as extermination, disappearance, cultural 
stasis and "primitiveness," unclear or absent land ownership, and abandon- 
ment. They obscure or ignore completely such cultural facts as communal 
"ownerships" and other-than-Western ways of linking people to property, 
land, and to each other. When archaeological practise brings in a prMleging 
of identifiable--usually bounded--settlements or "sites," or only a focus on 
spatial containments, or when the archaeological approach is one of grand 
theories of abstract cultural evolution, progress, ecology, and cultural "disap- 
pearance" (e.g., McGuire 1992; Trigger 1980, 1984), this blinds us to what has, 
in fact, survived in some forms or another that might provide an alternative 
and equally valid and plausible historiography, drawing from a historical con- 
sciousness that is very much available and powerful (e.g., Handsman and 
Richmond 1995; Rubertone 2001). Some archaeologists (e.g., Nassaney 2000, 
2004; Woody 2000) have drawn on oral traditions of present-day Indigenous 
peoples in their archaeological inquiry, producing richer and more open- 
ended accounts (see also Anyon et al. 2000 and Ferguson et al. 2000). 

But it is not merely a matter of recuperating underused (or previously dis- 
missed) sources of evidence and information, or even of adding another 
source of information to our interpretive tool kits. Rather, it is the very struc- 
ture of the practises of research that must be challenged and transformed; 
hence the very research process must be reconceptualised, and similar dilem- 
mas that feminist and Indigenous approaches have faced, at least since the 
1980s, must be confronted. Central here is the need to engage with what are 
now considered to be "standpoints" (Harding 2004; for archaeology, see Wylie 
2000a or 2003)--those that we are challenging and those that we ourselves oc- 
cupy. Among feminist debates in the philosophy of science, the core concerns 
have been how"to articulate an account of knowledge production that recog- 
nises its own contingency and standpoint specificity" (Wylie 1995b:270). 

And so, as with the concern for and uses of "experience" the very appeal to 
and proposed uses of oral traditions and oral histories raise important issues of 
epistemology and practise; who could have thought otherwise? On the one hand, 
"analyses [in studies of Native Americans] must include Indians' versions of 
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events" (Mihesuah 2003:29; for an example see Hoikkala 1995). But it is often the 
case that Indigenous people want and need to control the access and use of these 
accounts. Many are understandably concerned that, like cultural artefacts and ar- 
chaeological materials and sites, oral traditions and accounts will be exploited 
and "mined" for the gain of the non-Indigenous researchers (Anyon et al. 
2000:65; Deloria 1969). On the other hand, there is more to be learned than just 
the particular story being told or passed on. There is now, thanks to feminist, 
post-positivist, and postcolonial science studies, an increasing recognition that 
there is not just one way to do science; there is a "world of sciences" (Harding 
2003). "Different cultures bring different discursive resources to their queries 
about their environments---metaphors, models, and narratives make sense 
within distinctive religious, national and other kinds of projects of their cultures" 
(Harding 2003:58-59). It is these resources that must be both recognised and, 
when possible, drawn upon to frame our understandings of the human past. 

W h a t  W o u l d  a n  I n t e r s e c t i o n a l  A p p r o a c h  L o o k  Like? 

This is a rich arena for exploration and there are many more examples than those 
I can consider here. I will just note some of the more general possibilities as 
well as point to two domains where we might find fruitful intersectionalities--- 
in the study of gender roles and in archaeological reconsiderations of "space." In 
advocating an intersectional approach, Collins (1999) has three recommenda- 
tions. First, she suggests that we stress the particular, in order to reverse the 
process of abstraction that has for so long prevailed and resulted in a widespread 
loss of historical agency. Thus, we should direct our attention to the "lived 
experiences"---the small-scale processes and daily practises that, in fact, for ar- 
chaeologists, ultimately constitute the archaeological record that we study. Fem- 
inists and gender archaeologists have been among the most active contributors 
to household (a microscale) archaeology, in theory, method, and empirical 
analyses. And archaeologists c a n  approach "intimate relations" (e.g., MeskeU 
1998 and other articles in this special volume). 

Because feminists in archaeology definitely have a space for a more hu- 
manised history and account--putting a face on the "faceless blobs" (after 
Tringham 1991)--with possibilities for evoking emotions and motivations, 
there is a possible connection with the histories of and accounts by Indigenous 
researchers. Mihesuah notes that the histories of Native women should in- 
clude these very dimensions (Mihesuah 2003:4; see also Watkins 2000:181). 
Indigenous people, and Indigenous women among them, seek to not only ex- 
press but also end their oppression, as do feminists, and this can come from 
"reliable knowledge" which allows people to be "actors in history." 

Secondly, Collins (1999) advocates that we ground the analysis itself in the 
particular, although not so particularistically that one loses sight of the wider 
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processes of history and culture, or of the ways in which oppressive and domi- 
nant power structures were established and are perpetuated, and how these 
have structured and continue to structure the production of knowledge. Our 
research is simultaneously about the past and about how the version(s) of the 
past have come to be and are sustained or not, and what transformative and 
even emancipatory possibilities they have. One central issue that must be con- 
fronted in developing outsider (archaeological) perspectives is how there are 
many "unstated reference points that hide from view a preferred position and 
shield it from challenge by other possible alternatives" (Minow 1988:48). Fem- 
inists can provide something of a counter to this for Indigenous archaeologies, 
and indeed, Indigenous archaeologies can scrutinise feminist positions. As we 
have learned from decades of critical thinking, any group that generalises only 
from its own standpoint or location is likely to provide a partial perspective 
(e.g., Haraway 1988); in that sense, we need intersections. 

Lastly, Collins (1999) suggests that we look at the connections between 
what may usually be taken as separate domains or dimensions. This is not only 
an intersectionality that looks at how different dimensions of social identity 
may intersect and take their forms from the intersections, but also one that 
considers connections not previously considered. Mihesuah proposes that "we 
need less work about 'common knowledge' issues and more that offers com- 
plete stories--archival data combined with theoretical consideration, discus- 
sion of gender roles, and Native perspectives" (Mihesuah 2003:29; for an 
excellent example, see Rubertone 2001). 

Several recent Ph.D. dissertations in archaeology may serve as examples. In 
Clements's (2004) study of a Ponkapoag praying town in Massachusetts in the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, she applies feminist theory to analysing 
ethnohistoric documents as well as the few archaeological remains from a 
Cultural Resource Management excavation of a Ponkapoag cemetery, where 
the people who are mentioned in the documents are buried. She addresses re- 
burial and repatriation (NAGPRA) issues and shows how her research is rele- 
vant to modern Native American issues of tribal recognition. She includes the 
feminist approach of a narrative to bring out the archaeologist's thinking and 
emotional engagement with the material, humanising the process of dis- 
cussing multiple possible interpretations of the data. 

Atalay (2003) analyses some fairly standard archaeological materials from 
the important Neolithic site of ~atalhfiy6k, Turkey--clay balls and artefacts 
from cooking processes. But she intersperses her archaeological work on these 
prehistoric materials with a variety of "lesson plans" or curriculum units de- 
signed for young people in her Native band (Anishinabe) in Michigan. Atalay's 
intent is to use some of her people's ways of understanding the world to con- 
vey aspects of the human past in terms, concepts, and metaphors that allow 
them to relate archaeological findings elsewhere to their own worlds, pasts, 
and cultural understandings. 
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Working with community partners in the research process has emerged as 
one of the most efficacious ways to get "in" to the local stories and the previ- 
ously unanticipated connectivities, and to understand how, on the ground, we 
are increasingly accountable to the specific case at hand, including a deep con- 
sideration for how we present research, how we represent the past, and how 
we represent ourselves in the research process (e.g., Loring 2001, among 
many). As feminist archaeologists continually ask what we have to offer, not 
just to wider feminisms (e.g., Brumfiel 1998; Conkey 1993) but also to our 
own social and cultural worlds; the project-specific coalitions between previ- 
ously unconnected but equally interested parties require identification of and 
collaboration on the common grounds. Perhaps the emergence and articula- 
tion of the intersections between Indigenous and feminist archaeologies will 
push the "working together" of the past decade towards an even more trans- 
formative coalitional consciousness. 

Gender Roles 

Since gender roles have been one key focal point of feminist and gender ar- 
chaeologists (e.g., Crown 2000), this may be one research area that might par- 
ticularly benefit from an intersectionality, or from coauthoring. The legacy of 
white patriarchy is likely to function quite differently in different cultural con- 
texts. We should, for example, direct our attention to the possibility that gen- 
der roles in some Indigenous cultures "might be understood differently and in 
ways unfamiliar to white patriarchal values" (Williams 1989-1990:1037; see 
also ]acobs 1999; see for a more specific example Chato and Conte 1988 con- 
cerning the destructive aspects of white patriarchy on Navajo conceptions of 
gender roles). These "white patriarchal values" are not easily or automatically 
overcome, even by feminist convictions and principles (e.g., L~m 1994). 

Many Indigenous women and men--for  example, among Indians in North 
America--are caught in the legacy of a set of gender roles and gendered val- 
ues that have been historically generated by the white patriarchal societies, of- 
ten stereotyping males as lazy and women as hardworking (e.g., Williams 
1989-1990; Young 1980), or overlooking and ignoring Indigenous systems of 
gendered power and influence, especially those of women. And yet it is inter- 
esting to note how, despite four or five "centuries of the legacy of white patri- 
archy, many gendered cultural patterns of apparent matriarchal power and 
influence in Indian tribes appear to enjoy some continuity" (Williams 
1989-1990:1034; see also Deloria in Denetdale 2004:140-142). In an impor- 
tant comparative approach, Rothschild (2003) shows how gender roles in two 
different situations of colonial encounters with Native Americans were at 
work in what are very varied experiences of colonialism. Mihesuah (2003) re- 
marks that most who write today about Native women are not aware of or do 
not understand the very powerful legacies that women have within tribal tra- 



Feminist and Indigenous Archaeologies, 2005 35 

ditions, and yet Native women are very much concerned with looking to their 
past for motivation. This is something to which feminist archaeologies can 
contribute. 

Indigenous views can offer to feminists some very differently articulated 
visions of the relations between gender and power in the life-ways of a peo- 
ple. In his compelling article on "outsider jurisprudence," Williams uses the 
Iroquois example to suggest that a better understanding of gender roles in an 
Iroquois cultural context has the real possibility of engendering valuable in- 
sights and strategies immediately relevant and useful to "the outsider ju- 
risprudential project of dismantling white patriarchy in our own society" 
(Williams 1989-1990:1043). This dismantling project is, of course, one that 
feminists would share. 

The Archaeology of  Space 

At a somewhat different analytical level, an archaeology informed by both fem- 
inist and Indigenous perspectives could reconceptualise and reframe how we 
approach, understand, and interpret "space." On the one hand, there is an ex- 
tremely rich literature from the feminist perspective in geography (e.g., Currie 
and Rothenberg 2001; Massey 1994; McDowell and Sharp 1997; Moore t986). 
On the other hand, there has been innovative work in archaeology that has 
questioned the taken-for-granteds of imposing Western and colonisers' no- 
tions of space onto archaeological materials and settings (e.g., Byrne 2003; 
Rose and Clarke 1997), while recognising, at the same time, the ways in which 
spatial practises--such as those of spatial containment in the colonising 
processes (e.g., Byrne 2003; Casella 2000; Voss 2000)--impose foreign, disrup- 
tive, and alien spatiality on the subjects of study and in how we then represent 
them. To a certain extent, one must question the (usually undiscussed) appli- 
cation of"our" spatial concepts onto prehistoric sites and settings as well as in 
"activity area" research. Archaeology itself is a practise of spatial containment, 
where more or less bounded sites are the preferred object of inquiry, even for 
very mobile humans of the past, and where research practises--such as site 
excavation--are more highly valued than survey, with its presumed "messy" 
artefact "scatters" (e.g., Moser 1996). 

Byrne (2003) makes two powerful points to illustrate these issues. First, he 
shows how the heritage archaeology of the postcontact period in Australia, 
and the places it inventories, privileges loci of spatial containment: mission 
stations, massacre sites, institutional "homes" for Aboriginal children. These 
are places, he suggests, where Indigenous peoples rarely went unless they had 
to, and are places that certainly do not represent the spaces of everyday Abo- 
riginal experience. In fact, an entire spectrum of Aboriginal postcontact expe- 
rience within the larger colonial landscape is not visible, and these are the 
landscapes that are both the most interesting and the most crucial in the 
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everyday practises and the "nervous" spaces of race relations (see also Gill et 
al. 2004). 

Thus, the second relevant point finds us, once again, confronting the epis- 
temological and interpretive challenges of"visibility." Just as feminist archae- 
ologists and those engaging with gender continue to be challenged about the 
very "visibility" of sex and gender, so, too, are Indigenous archaeological in- 
quiries into contact/postcontact times. These were times of racial segregation 
that appear to have rendered a specific "invisibility." In North America, many 
so-called contact archaeology studies have privileged the more obvious colo- 
nial imprint, and, as pointed out above, the very historiography has rendered 
much invisible, and intentionally so (e.g., Handsman and Richmond 1995). 

In Wylie's introduction to the important volume Working Together: Native 
Americans and Archaeologists (Dongoske et al. 2000), she identifies three 
"persistent themes" for those collaborative projects that seem to work. Cer- 
tainly her first theme has been central to the feminist project as well--both 
in archaeology and more widely--namely, "a willingness to consider other 
ways of knowing" (Wylie 2000b:viii). Many feminist and other postpositivist 
philosophies of science have discussed and debated this, and Wylie has 
pointed out that, in fact, this attitude is actually integral to the scientific 
process that archaeologists have themselves championed for many decades. 
Minimally, we gain a more critical appreciation of the strengths and limita- 
tions of our own systems of knowledge by engaging with the "empirical 
knowledge systems" of other cultures (Harding 2003:63). We must engage 
with the reality that there are a variety of epistemic bases for researching and 
understanding the past, something that has come only slowly (if at all) to 
many archaeologists. 

From the perspective of the Indigenous scholar and the Native woman, 
feminist scholars "must abandon being an expert on what counts as important 
knowledge about Native women. If feminist scholars can engage in reciprocal, 
practical dialogue with their informants, then Native voices, too, will become 
part of feminist discourse" (Mihesuah 2003:8). The same general observation 
applies to archaeologists, and, in fact, Wylie's second persistent theme that she 
sees in the successful collaborative projects is a commitment to the "cultiva- 
tion" not only of this reciprocity but also of "accountability in both an intel- 
lectual and political sense" (Wylie 2000b:ix; see also Watkins et al. 1995). 

W h a t  Are  Some of the Problems and Tensions? 

While both Indigenous and feminist archaeologists would share critiques of 
Western science, what to do about this will vary and even differ. Both will face 
different challenges and present different responses to negotiating some sort 
of connection (or not) between feminist and Indigenous commitments, on 
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the one hand, and the broadly scientific ones that continue to prevail in con- 
temporary archaeology. There will be some suspicions about how one per- 
spective may be trying to (even unconsciously) co-opt the other; after all, what 
justifications do I have in making some of the statements that I have laid out 
here, especially in regard to Indigenous scholarship, research, and peoples? 

It would be unusual if what feminists and what Indigenous scholars took as 
their "bottom lines" were the same, once we move beyond our mutual concerns 
for survival and human rights. For Indigenous peoples, self-determination and 
revised definitions and practises of"protection" and "ownership" of cultural re- 
sources, heritage, histories, and integrity are likely to be "bottom line." They are 
not likely to prioritise how knowledge of their specific pasts and cultural his- 
tories can contribute to an overarching understanding of humanity: of the"hu- 
man career" or "what it means to be human." For feminists, an analysis of 
gender, but as a very different and constantly evolving concept, is perhaps a 
"bottom line" (Longino 1994)--at least until we better understand how social 
inequalities have emerged and societies today can be transformed. "Feminism 
is not simply a struggle to end male chauvinism or a movement to ensure that 
women will have equal rights with men; it is a commitment to eradicating the 
ideology of domination" (Collins 1990:37-38). 

Indigenous peoples are unlikely to respect the "territorial" notions that some 
scholars have about "their" subject area when it involves Indigenous knowledge, 
place, history, and people. In fact, intellectual property has emerged as one of 
the most critical fulcrums of debate (e.g., Brown 1998, 2003, especially pp. 
299-301; Nicholas and Bannister 2004; Riley 2004; and references therein). The 
most sensitive issues of concern, for example, to American Indians have been 
cited as the use of oral histories as source material, remuneration to tribes for 
information received, and the question of who benefits from research on Indi- 
ans (Mihesuah 1998b:x). Nicholas and Bannister (2004) point out that, despite 
the perception that most outcomes of archaeology have limited practical appli- 
cation, these outcomes increasingly have potential applications and they very 
much "matter" to those who are descendant groups--groups who may them- 
selves be caught up in twenty-first-century political, legal, and cultural contes- 
tations (330). Thus, there will be, or should be, tensions and contestations over 
such things as "ownership of, copyright in, or trademarks related to the arte- 
facts, designs, or marks uncovered during archaeological research" as well as 
"fiduciary duties related to the secrecy of sacred sites, which could also include 
copyright in maps" (330). 

The very nature of an "archaeology of difference" (but see Torrence and 
Clarke 2000) is likely to be contested, especially if the approaches are based on 
a somewhat neoliberal pluralistic stance and/or emphasise static identities at 
the cost of really probing the structural dynamics of the social relations of ap- 
propriation. All too often the impression is that there is or can be a positive 
coexistence among different subject positions, and that some approaches to 
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"difference" and "diversity" tend to allow for multiple subjectivities, yet en- 
close them into static identities (Anzaldfia 1990:xxi-xxii). "Lacking an analy- 
sis of forms of consciousness and social relations, theories of 'difference' lack 
the potential for a revolutionary politics" (Bannerji 1992:86). This is a poten- 
tial trap that feminists perhaps once already fell into, as was much critiqued 
by third-wave feminists--a trap that should be anticipated by the intersec- 
tionalities of feminist and Indigenous archaeologies. 

Archaeology as Transformative Practises/Inspirations 
from Activist Sources 

Difference must not be merely tolerated, but seen as a fund of necessary polar- 
ities between which our creativity can spark like a dialectic. Only then does the 
necessity for interdependency become unthreatening. Only within that interde- 
pendency of different strengths, acknowledged and equal, can the power to seek 
new ways to actively "be" in the world generate, as well as the courage and sus- 
tenance to act where there are not charters. (Lorde 1981:99) 

A little more than a decade ago, Janet Spector's book What This Awl Means: 
Feminist Archaeology at a Wahpeton Dakota Village (1993) was published; in it 
she made an explicit stand, not only for advancing what a feminist analysis 
and interpretation of an archaeological site and its peoples could look like, but 
also for a genuine and integral inclusion of Indian voices and perspectives. In 
1991, Spector had noted that "the same general problem that afflicted archae- 
ology with respect to women also applied to the situation of Indian people" 
(Spector 1991:394). Also more than a decade ago, McGuire (1992) called for a 
dialogue with Indigenous peoples (especially in reference to Indians in North 
America) that would fundamentally alter the practise of archaeology. Feminist 
archaeologists have also hoped for and worked towards transformation. What 
would such a transformation look like, and why is there such potential to ef- 
fect it by means of some intersectionality between Indigenous and feminist ar- 
chaeologies? Transformation, it has been noted, "entails taking on, and 
engaging and allying with, all parts of society rather than falling back on our- 
selves" (L~m 1994:879). 

Just as some feminists call for an archaeology that goes in additional direc- 
tions besides "finding the women," Indigenous archaeologists would surely call 
for an archaeology that goes well beyond "working together" (archaeologists 
and Native peoples) and "adding Indigenous voices;' even if both of these are 
crucial starting points. Views on notions such as "ownership" and "protection" 
(of cultural resources) must change for there to be a truly Indigenous archae- 
ology (Watkins 2000:178). Indigenous archaeologists envision "archaeology as 
a discipline that is developed with the control and influence of Indigenous 
populations around the world" (Watkins 2000:xiii). Feminists in archaeology 
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are calling for a thorough reconceptualisation of the research process, as well as 
more emphasis on assuming ethical and political responsibilities for knowledge 
production and on a constant spirit of revision and reflexivity. Both, it would 
seem, would advocate strongly for not only the recognition of different publics 
and the creation, even, of"counterpublics," but also knowledge production and 
dissemination to many publics, even if it requires--as it will--a variety of me- 
dia and messages. 

Both feminist and Indigenous archaeologists would agree that research is 
not innocent, neutral, dispassionate, or "objective" but is something that is 
embedded in a set of social and political conditions and selective contexts. In 
all research, something(s) is (are) at stake. Indigenous archaeologists are con- 
cerned to understand and show the complex ways in which the pursuit of ar- 
chaeological knowledge is, and certainly has been, "deeply embedded in 
multiple layers of imperial and colonial practices" (Smith 1999:2). They want 
to tell an alternative, but no less "real," stor): One alternative story to tell is a 
story about research itself, which, as feminists would agree, is not just the 
more or less systematic scientific collection of data by practising and profes- 
sional archaeologists. It is also the other "collectings" and "tellings" about lives 
and histories, about women and men, about culture and power. The very so- 
cial and contextual factors that can be identified to influence scientific re- 
search are, in fact, not just sources of influence, but in themselves resources 
that can be drawn upon both to critique and to open up new and previously 
unimagined kinds of research. 

From the critiques of science and from the concept of intersectionality, we 
resist and refuse dichotomous thinking, especially the tendency to "pull apart 
various pieces of social reality" (Collins 1999:278). The point is not just to add 
feminist/gender concerns to Indigenous archaeologies, or to add Indigenous 
concerns and perspectives to feminist archaeologies. Rather, we feminists, for 
example, must recognise that our very conceptual framework is embedded in 
the social hierarchies and intellectual histories of which "gender" is but one 
thread. As archaeologists attempting to infer something about the social in- 
equalities of the human past; about how "difference" might have worked; and 
about the ways in which social identities and ideologies were in production-- 
creating subjects as well as histories--we have much to learn from Indigenous 
perspectives and peoples who have also "lived" and have themselves been con- 
stituted by such processes and practises. Both Indigenous and feminist ar- 
chaeologies are "lived research" (Fonow and Cook 1991 ). 

Together, we may better understand how to historicise experience, work 
with historicised oral traditions, reconceptualise the research process, compli- 
cate our categories and framing concepts, such as "gender," and scrutinise the 
varied and yet often intersecting specific locations from which we try to envi- 
sion the past, with its visibilities and its invisibilities. The feminist archaeolo- 
gist can now recognise not only that an exclusively gendered analysis of 
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archaeology and of the cultural past has limitations, but also how it can be 
limited. 

One "lesson" for feminist archaeologists from Indigenous concerns, and 
one lesson for Indigenous archaeologists from feminist concerns, would be 
that we can each benefit from "treating our own perspectives as just one of 
many possible points of view affected by white patriarchal systems of racism, 
colonialism, sexism and homophobia" (Williams 1989-1990:1044). Feminists 
and Indigenous rights activists could agree that we need an active, creative, 
conscious, fully subjective ground for direct political agency (see Bannerji 
1992:86, 89). Might we anticipate that the intersectionalities could provide a 
crucible within which a doubly revolutionary social project could emerge? 

Together we have more precise ways to expand archaeology so as to push it 
past the current limits of its own partialities. Both perspectives will produc- 
tively disrupt settled assumptions, and, as Alison Wylie has often suggested, we 
will learn entirely new things about our cultural pasts, while simultaneously 
taking account of--and being accountable for--the epistemic and political 
commitments that inform our respective and intersected research practises. 

Is this, perhaps, part of a reweaving of the very fabric of archaeology, with 
a different warp and weft, with different relations among the threads? In a mo- 
ment of optimism, Rowlands (1998) suggests that there are many signs in ar- 
chaeology that the "powerless" have been taking back their archaeological and 
historical pasts, often, as he notes, "reshaping them in local terms that do not 
describe them as a variant of food production, urbanism or the origins of the 
state" (332). He attributes this to the emergent colonial archaeology and ar- 
chaeologies of colonialism, but he neglects to include feminist archaeologies 
that have worked at this for decades (Conkey and Spector 1984; Pyburn 2004). 
But whatever the motivations and sources, these archaeologies, now further 
propelled by the mobilisation of Indigenous archaeologies and, I would add, 
by the intersections among them, are enabled to effect the clearing of the ter- 
rain that is required "in order to create new pasts to allow new futures" (Row- 
lands 1998:332). 

There can be no conclusion to this paper, in that there is much work to be 
done, there are many voices to be heard, and there is genuine engagement to 
take place. The idea here was to put forth some musings, some observations, 
and mostly some aspirations. Perhaps the stormy climate of the 1980s between 
archaeologists and Indigenous peoples (at least in North America) has moved 
now to a situation, as Roger Echo-Hawk describes it, of a "kinder, gentler, rain" 
(Echo-Hawk 2000:7). Reports from Australia suggest a notable increase in 
"working together" especially in regard to documentation of land claims and 
Native title. There is real work for archaeology to do in the troubled contem- 
porary world of culture and politics, but we can no longer be the insulated 
team of scientists; there are many publics to which we must be responsible 
(Zimmerman et al. 2003). One alternative story to tell is a story about research 
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itself (e.g., Rubertone 2001:ix, 188-190). A most suitable metaphor for de- 
scribing the archaeological process is that of a child's string game (often called 
cat's cradle) in which one needs several participants to play--with each one 
taking turns, plucking and pulling up on the string held on one's fingers, 
pulling this string and that, into new designs and patterns. To paraphrase Linda 
Tuhiwai Smith (1999), the message here to communities of practitioners is that 
we have "issues that matter" and "methodologies that will work" for us (161). 
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