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Abstract: This chapter introduces the notion of maintenance activities as an epistemological category that frames 

our approach to applied research as a feminist practice when exploring the past from and for the present. Drawing 

on the feminist political movement, we understand archaeology as a practice that develops forms of engendering 

research, practice and behaviours in academic milieus. It also formulates new knowledges of the past that 

contributes to change patriarchal visions of the present through its implementation in education and heritage 

milieus by the Pastwomen network. Furthermore, this chapter incorporates the ethics of care, inspired by Joan 

Tronto, as an ontological and epistemological notion that helps to better frame and complement the notion of 

maintenance activities. To illustrate this, some examples are provided from our research work in the fields of 

archaeology, heritage studies, and, specifically, the dissemination project carried out by the Pastwomen network. 

 

 

"The world will look different if we place care, and its related values 

and concerns, closer to the center of human life" (Tronto 1993: 14) 

 

 

Introduction 

In this paper, we propose to take a complete understanding of feminist care ethics to frame 

archaeological and heritage research and to reflect upon how a feminist ethics of care can be 

already seen in works that maintain, continue, repair and transform human lives in the past and 

the present. The following section will describe this theoretical framework that sustains the 

notion of maintenance, along with those of the ethics of care and standpoint theory. Equipped 

with these conceptual tools, we will turn to three examples (momenta of research practice) in 

which these epistemological tools are implemented. The first describes the archaeology of 

maintenance activities and introduces examples to illustrate its formulation. After, we will 

provide one example of how to incorporate the ethics of care as a category of analysis in 

cultural heritage, more precisely on today's memorialisation of cultural trauma, to frame these 

practices as social care. Our third example describes extensively how the Pastwomen network 

has used the notion of maintenance activities to illustrate historical narratives and create visual 

materials to represent caring practices. 

 

Feminist archaeology, care ethics and the maintenance activities 

More than thirty years ago, Donna Haraway (1988) coined the concept of situated knowledge 

to describe her idea of feminist objectivity, which she proposed as the foundation of network 

connections to promote public and political action and epistemological reflection. Along with 
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the critical epistemological perspectives linked to situated knowledge proposed by Donna 

Haraway, we want to add the concept of activism here. Although activism covers a broad 

semantic field, in this text, we assume what Alison Wylie (2007: 212) defined as "ethical and 

pragmatic norms for feminist research," which she specifies as "the ideals that animate various 

forms of action research." participatory and collaborative community-based and (...) the 

epistemic arguments for "democratising" science," along with what she calls "the central virtue 

of reflexivity." Following Wylie (2007), a feminist disciplinary practice in archaeology should 

both enrich historical research and public narratives and, in doing so, confer new meanings and 

values on historical and archaeological heritage (Rueda et al. 2021). We think an approach that 

reunites the past with the present in its different forms of representation can be best articulated 

within the concept of ethics of care and caring practices. 

As an academic field in moral politics, the ethics of care seeks to address, understand, and 

uncover the diverse and contextually specific epistemological resources that arise from the 

central role of care in human morality. It is rooted in a fundamentally relational view of human 

beings that conceives of people as mutually interconnected, vulnerable, and interdependent 

beings (Held 2006). It conceives care as a central value and a paradigmatic set of practices and 

values for the care of people, normatively informed by three virtues: attention, responsiveness 

and respect (Tronto 1993; Engster 2007). Fisher and Tronto (1990) defined caregiving as "an 

activity of the species that includes everything we do to maintain, continue, and repair our ' 

world ' so that we can live in it as well as possible. This world includes our bodies, ourselves/ 

ourselves and our environment, all elements that we seek to weave into a complex network, to 

sustain life" (1990: 40). According to Tronto (2015), to make caring well a central moral 

concern presupposes a different kind of moral and political theory. Caring does not begin from 

abstract principles and reason down to pronouncements about what is right and wrong; it starts 

in the middle of things. Care practices do not suddenly begin; they are already ongoing, 

practised daily when humans relate to others, independently of any economic and political 

model. Historically and anthropologically, it might be interesting to determine the caring 

practices in particular times and situations, and the politics that determine the relationships 

between the caregivers and the care-receivers. As a political project, the best way of caring 

would depend on establishing democratic processes for assessing and meeting care needs. 

Care conceptually offers a different ontology from one that begins with rational actors. It starts 

from the premise that everything exists in relation to other things, in relation to other people; 

it is thus relational and assumes that people, other beings and the environment are 

interdependent. Care presumes that people become autonomous and capable of acting 

independently because there exists a complex and interrelated process of caring about and 

caring for. Accepting the existence of inevitable networks of care means understanding that all 

humans are vulnerable and fragile; therefore, we need support and care to fulfil our everyday 

lives. But that we are also providers of care. Accordingly, feminist ethics of care is grounded 

in a relational social ontology that recognises our collective inter-dependence and 

responsibility to care for and sustain life. It calls our attention to our general situation of 

dependence, and develops an analysis of social relations organised around caring in the context 

of independence and vulnerability. 

The way that care ethics assists us in visualising people in need of care on an everyday basis 

for the continuity and success of life perfectly describes what the maintenance activities 
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developed for archaeological research. Furthermore, the notion of maintenance activities is also 

part of the feminist standpoint theories as it develops significant revaluations on archaeological 

research from the vital experience of women (agents of knowledge) as a marginalised group 

reflecting on their engendered social condition. The concept of maintenance activities was 

developed in the late 1990s by a group of Catalan archaeologists, in conjunction with historical 

materialism, Haraway's situated knowledge, and the Italian feminism of sexual difference 

(Picazo 1997; Colomer et al. 1998; González-Marcén and Picazo 2005; see also Lozano-Rubio 

2011). Today it represents one of the main agendas in Spanish gender archaeology, mainly 

gathered around the so-called Pastwomen group (Sánchez-Romero 2023), has been applied to 

illustrate the past (see below), and has even begun to be recognised in other academic traditions, 

colonial history and women's political resistance (Gifford-Gonzalez 2008; Montón-Subías and 

Hernando 2018; Dezhamkhooy 2023). Maintenance activities are described as "a set of 

practices that involve the sustenance, welfare and effective reproduction of all the members of 

a social group. These practices comprise the basic tasks of daily life that regulate and stabilise 

social life. They mainly involve caregiving, feeding and food processing, weaving and cloth 

manufacture, hygiene, public health and healing, socialisation of children and the fitting out 

and organisation of related spaces" (González-Marcén et al. 2008: 3). They are forms of 

interaction that generate basic forms of communication and connection of social life and are 

created, superimposed or interconnected with other forms of social relationship. Daily life 

decisions made in the past (and, consequently, those who made them) were interrelated with 

the other spheres of social action and formed an inseparable part of the complexity of humans. 

Political, economic and symbolic relationships are expressed daily in interpersonal 

relationships. Therefore, the continuity or change of these personal relationships is defined by 

the creation, recreation or disappearance of interrelationship networks. The activities and how 

they are organised are culturally specific, but they usually have historically been developed 

mainly by women and have been designated as being part of the domestic domains (vs. the 

public). However, this division is an androcentric construction.  

[here Figure 1] 

The main objective of maintenance activities is to guarantee the group's survival, ensuring the 

stability of the whole group through daily routines. Framed in care ethics, these activities mean 

the "caregiving" of the group in terms of knowledge, practical work and competence (Fisher 

and Tronto 1990). Maintenance activities require specific technological knowledge to be 

performed, taught, learned, and improved (as in the notion of chaîne opératoire). Furthermore, 

as in other work development, maintenance activities require and simultaneously create a time 

dynamic and a spatial organisation. The time of the maintenance activities is the quotidian time. 

Its predominant feature is that it is recurrent and involves a particular and differentiated form 

of temporality. Maintenance activities take place at their own pace, cyclical and routine. They 

constitute the temporal and relational network of the daily life cycle and comprise the forms of 

care that create and preserve social structures. These rhythms contrast with the linear times that 

are the object of historical study and, by extension, the chronological schemes used in 

archaeology. The time of normative history leaves out of line all those vital experiences that 

pass circularly and do not change so frequently. Relative timelines, for example, rarely consider 

artefacts from maintenance activities. Thus, a biased vision of the evolution of human groups 

is created, which does not consider the rate of change experienced in daily life (Picazo 1997; 
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González-Marcén & Picazo 2005; Hernando 2005; Montón and González-Marcén 2009). 

Finally, maintenance activities do not equal domestic spaces. As a category, the maintenance 

activities constituted an attempt to disassociate the characterisation of these activity patterns 

from the often used "domestic activities" category because of the limiting nature of this concept 

in that it is associated with a particular space. The space of maintenance activities must be a 

more open space than that which is traditionally associated with the domestic domain. We have 

chosen to use the term maintenance activities to emphasise the fact that the common factor is 

that this basic pattern of activities does not stem from one space – the domestic space – which 

is culturally and historically dependent, but from its structural function, both material and 

symbolic - which has existed and is to be found in all human groups. This structural function 

has taken on different forms for different ranges of activities. It may lead to different 

organisational combinations of the specific tasks associated with it and the spaces in which 

they are carried out, although a continuum of similarities has existed between maintenance 

tasks and spaces, historically and ethnographically speaking. It is not the space as such that 

delimits the actions but the practices and the relationships of the maintenance activities that 

determine the location of the space.  

 

Archaeology of maintenance activities 

Approaching the study of maintenance activities from archaeology involves focusing on what 

indicates both specific care practices and their impact on the configuration and dynamics of 

communities, even beyond the domestic group. The identification and interpretation of care 

practices in archaeology have developed from two perspectives. The first one, the 

bioarchaeology of care (Tilley 2017), includes the study of the care of the sick, disabled, 

elderly, children and other vulnerable individuals in ancient societies. To do this, archaeologists 

examine material evidence, focusing mainly on skeletal remains found in burials and tombs, in 

order to detect different types of pathologies, causes of death, healing traces or weaning 

patterns, etc. and their intersection with social and cultural practices of healing and support, 

making frequent use of exact biochemical analysis (Powell et al. 2016). The second one can be 

linked to the maintenance activities approach by which research is aimed to study those actions, 

knowledge, relationships, technologies and policies that are developed in the field of daily life 

(e.g., González-Marcén & Picazo 2005; Masvidal 2007) and whose stability or collapse marks 

the microhistorical dynamics that foster changes or continuity in all spheres of society 

(Lightfoot et al. 2018; Robin 2020). From this perspective, care is understood as an ethical 

praxis and a social, cultural and political relationship. Everyday maintenance practices require 

complex organisational and technical knowledge and are historically embedded in gender 

structures. The study of these quotidian living spaces, material culture and related activities can 

also be currently documented by the analysis and study of objects and inhabited areas, 

applying, together with conventional archaeological methods, an increasing battery of 

analytical techniques on materials and sediments that provide exact information about their 

patterns of production, circulation, use and abandonment (Parker & Foster 2012). 

Ruth Tringham (1991) already stressed the relevance of the small-scale analysis of settlements 

to explore the interpersonal relationships that shape the changes and continuities found in the 

archaeological record, taking as an example the neolithic houses of the Balkans. Determining 

the micro spatial and material properties of the archaeological record that constitute an ancient 
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space of relationship, either a shelter, a house, or a village, involves considering them to the 

activities carried inside and outside them. Precisely starting from the certainty that maintenance 

activities seek the effective and daily creation and recreation of all human groups, they can be 

evaluated as generators of material conditions that must necessarily be shown in the spatial 

distribution and the properties of archaeological objects (e.g., Picazo et al. 2000). Clearly, the 

category of maintenance activities cannot be restricted to the study of domestic units, although 

the contributions of household archaeology are fundamental (Wilk & Rathje 1982; Hendon 

1996; Allison 1999; Robin & Brumfiel 2010; Carpenter & Prentiss 2021). The maintenance 

activities category of analysis proposes that their specific organisation (spatial, technological, 

symbolic, productive) and their changes have central explanatory value in characterising the 

ways of life and the political, economic and social context of past and present communities. 

The specific characteristics of maintenance activities in each historical situation are not a 

consequence or byproduct of macrostructural or extra-household variables, but changes (or 

continuities) in maintenance activities are crucial in the success or failure of societal dynamics.  

[here Figure 2] 

A clear example of this central ontological role of maintenance activities, understood as care 

practices, are those domestic technologies which operate as facilitators of the conservation, 

processing and distribution of food (e.g., Colomer et al. 1998). Subsistence production cannot 

be understood independently of the manipulation and transformation processes that allow its 

consumption or, eventually, its short or long-term storage and the associated techno-cultural 

choices (e.g., Alarcón & García 2019). Other technology of care includes maternal practices, 

the learning and socialisation of infant individuals, textile, ceramic, lithic and metallurgical 

productions (e.g., Colomer 2005; Rísquez et al. 2020; Sánchez-Romero 2005, 2018; Sánchez-

Romero & Cid 2018). They are part of the same chain, and their mutual adaptation makes their 

socio-economic viability possible (Håland 2007; 2012; Graff 2018).  

Beyond linking maintenance activities to care practices in terms of the physiological support 

of the people who make up a community through food procurement, other care practices that 

are also part of maintenance activities are frequently hidden under the conceptual umbrella of 

cultural practices. A classic variable in archaeological studies to analyse changes and 

continuities in historical dynamics is the study of funerary rituals. The abundant literature 

around funerary archaeology points out its heuristic potential to propose hypotheses about the 

characteristics and socio-political dynamics of human groups of the past stemming from this 

kind of cultural trait (Tarlow & Stutz 2013). However, every funerary ritual is, in the first 

instance, a care practice that is carried out within the framework of a specific model of 

maintenance activities: the preparation of the bodies of the deceased, the elaboration and 

preparation of material items for ceremonies or the farewell performances (e.g., Aranda et al. 

2009; Delgado & Rivera 2018; Montón & González-Marcén 2009, Rueda-Galán et al. 2021). 

All these elements imply, on the one hand, a specific vision of what caring for the dead means 

and, on the other, new techniques, procedures and organisation of maintenance activities. In 

short, cultural changes like these, of enormous importance in the ideological reproduction of 

communities, are unviable without their acceptance and management by the agents of 

maintenance activities.  
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Heritage and social care 

Heritage is not a neutral element but a faithful reflection of society and, as such, a tool at the 

service of patriarchy (Jiménez-Esquinas 2017; Smith 2016). This is mainly manifested when 

we understand that heritage is an action of conserving and explaining what we value as relevant 

from the past so that current and future generations know their cultural and ideological 

references. For this reason, we speak of memorialisation, or even heritagization, processes 

rather than the existence of heritage inherited from the past (Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 2004). From 

a cultural identity politics point of view, heritage is understood as a symbol, as a representation, 

and even as a practice of cultural production focused on the present and that takes the past as a 

narrative and justifying resource. Such a narrative expresses (negotiates and validates) our 

cultural, national, and class identities (Smith 2016). Beyond analysing identity and power 

between genders in heritage and museum spaces, heritage studies can have a transforming 

vocation when understood as something for society. In a reflection on public archaeology and 

gender, González-Marcen and Sánchez-Romero (2018) considered that an activist feminist 

public archaeology should include a "transformative vocation" (p. 27) through an inclusive 

representation of the past, an assessment of historical experiences, and the incorporation of 

gender as a defining variable of collective memory and heritage. In order to achieve this 

collective transforming vocation, we must modify the starting points and points of view (after 

Haraway 1988), which means understanding heritage no longer as a tangible or intangible 

object preserved for posterity but as an action mediated by interpersonal relationships in order 

to care for today's society (e.g., Colomer 2020, 2021).  

From a caring ethics standing position, caring for society means positioning the heritage 

practices, not as synonymous with curating the past (Veldpaus and Szemző 2021; Jones and 

Yarrow 2022) or with the daily maintenance of heritage spaces (Jiménez-Esquinas 2017) but 

understood as curating people throughout heritage. It is about transforming collective 

memories into (new) heritage elements that have significance for the sustenance and well-being 

of today's society. This shift in understanding the values and uses of heritage for society 

becomes more relevant when heritage and memorialisation processes are designed to overcome 

crisis or trauma, a collective event that has structurally affected society and marks its collective 

future. This includes genocides, femicides, terrorist attacks, wars, or pandemics. Trauma leaves 

metaphorical, psychological and material marks on individuals and society, marks that are 

difficult to bear, face, express, mourn, and overcome. Active acknowledgment of trauma, 

acceptance of the structural roots of trauma, and engagement in trauma-coping processes play 

an integral role in social trauma recovery and resilience (Ford 2009). How each community 

experiences traumatic events and expresses the emotions behind this personal and collective 

trauma varies greatly (Hirschberger 2018). Togetherness, a sense of community, empathy, and 

interpersonal care are integral to these processes. Collectively, these emotions are performed 

in different ways, from spontaneous memorials to more official acts of public mourning. In 

memory studies, these rituals are understood as processes that arise to satisfy the desire to 

honour the victims in a way that crystallises a sense of victimisation by the circumstances of 

their death or grief. They include commemorative plaques, monuments, museums, 

interpretation centres, and cyber-exhibitions. These curatorial practices seek to promote a 

collective narrative of what happened (Margry and Sánchez-Carretero 2011; Mason 2019). 

Primarily, creating commemorative events and memorial spaces should not be understood as 

social duties towards the people affected by a traumatic event, as markers to remember the 
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difficult moment per se or to honour heroic actions. From a care ethics perspective, they can 

instead be contextualised and defined as practices of care developed for those around us. For 

the caring of the victims, their families and other affected people. It means covering people's 

basic psychological and symbolic needs after the traumatic experience. Rather than being 

created (only) under criteria of professional expertise (and authority) responding to "what 

future generations will know about what happened to us" and therefore be guarded as historical 

memorabilia, curatorial works designed for the collection and storage of the tangible and 

intangible experiences of loss must be understood as forms of caring for the affected society, 

implying the direct victims but also the shell shocked society (Colomer n.d.; see also Arvanitis 

forthcoming; Bounia 2020; Colomer and Schmitt forthcoming). 

 

Illustrating care and maintenance activities 

Since the late 1980s, archaeology became more critical of its scientific work and underlined 

the need to reflect on the nature of archaeological textual representation, pointing out that how 

we write about the past has a significant role in determining its meaning. Nevertheless, this 

ontological debate has mainly focused on academic discourses. Less attention has been given 

to the visual dimensions of archaeological interpretations, although these representations play 

an essential role in interpreting concepts about past ways of life (Perry 2018). Archaeological 

visual products demand attention because they influence the public perceptions of archaeology, 

the past, and the discipline's knowledge construction (Moser 2014). In the nineteenth century, 

Romantic and Orientalist artists and evolutionists reconstructing primitive humans tended to 

establish representational stereotypes associated with, at that time, cultural and moral values of 

male Western upper and middle-class scientists and scholars. At present, most of these 

connotative archaeological visual representations are still present in many visual and popular 

products addressed to the general public (James 1997; Moser 1998; Smiles and Moser 2008; 

Hendershott 2020; Coltofean-Arizancu and Matić 2021). Among these connotations, the most 

common bias is the persistence of binary gender stereotypes representing men as dominant, 

strong, active and creative humans, while women seem to be either symbolic beauties or 

passive caretakers with little initiative and creativity (Gifford–Gonzalez 1993; Wiber 1997; 

Sánchez-Romero 2008; Solometo and Moss 2013; van den Dries and Kerkhof 2018; Vujakovic 

2018). These images not only represent a stereotyped past full of androcentric understandings 

of gender roles but also become powerful iconographies with lasting impacts on today's 

consciousness, transmitting these views as eternal realities. Paraphrasing Laurajane Smith 

(2006), these images operate as an Authorised Pictorial Representation Discourse, combining 

pictorial conventions and dominant historical and cultural preconceptions. 

Archaeological illustrations are not only interested in "inventions" or "reconstructions" of the 

past. They are actual interpretation mechanisms. Stephanie Moser (2001) defined them as the 

"production of meaning through a visual language of communicating the past". As an 

interpretation tool, they require an epistemological link between what they are picturing and 

the historical data, either from the archaeological record or archival documentation and, in its 

absence, from ethnographic referents. Archaeological illustrations' rigour thus comes from the 

fact that their visual interpretation is constrained and cannot contradict the available 

archaeological data (Wylie 2011). Accordingly, the representational value of illustrations 



Chapter in The Routledge Handbook of Gender Archaeology (edited by U. Pedersen & M. Moen). 
Submitted September 2023 

 

 

Page 8 of 15 
 

representing the past should be measured in terms of their accuracy in matching the specificities 

of the archaeological record (James 1997; Westin 2014). In this sense, archaeological 

illustrations can become interesting working tools to communicate to the public an accurate 

past and a research tool when asking whether the past they represent is 'correct' and, if not, 

what it actually looked like. 

Pastwomen is a research network gathering several women researchers today working in 

different Spanish universities and archaeological museums and in two European research 

institutions. Although some of us have been working on gender archaeology since the late 

1980s, the origin of the network dates 15 years ago, when an early small composition of the 

group was granted with a project whose main objective was to visualise the general public 

through a digital platform, the results of our archaeological research focused on the study of 

women's work and daily activities during Iberian prehistory and protohistory times. Since then, 

Pastwomen has expanded the working network by incorporating researchers from several 

academic institutions working on a large number of topics, including osteoarchaeology of 

motherhood and prehistoric art (besides above references, see also Cacheda-Pérez 2022; De 

Miquel 2010; Delgado & Ferrer 2012; Delgado-Hervás and Picazo 2016), and professionals 

from the educational and heritage sectors (Cacheda-Pérez 2021; Garcia-Luque 2015; Herranz 

et al. 2017; Jardón-Giner 2021) and popular divulgation (Soler 2006; Picazo 2008, 2017; 

Sánchez-Romero 2022). The network has also expanded its thematic interests to include Iberian 

protohistory colonial times, and classic Roman and Greek periods. Undoubtedly, among all the 

resources and activities developed by the Pastwomen network, it stands out the creation of free 

accessible image repertoires accessible at www.pastwomen.net. Fifteen years ago, we did not 

have (and even today, they are scarce) visual representations of the material culture typical of 

the maintenance activities or any of the works and actions historically carried out by women 

and other social groups underrepresented in archaeological interpretations. This absence 

contrasted with our archaeological research and its results. Therefore, we argued that the 

creation of 'other' visual representations of the past, based on robust archaeological data, 

produced in close collaboration with professional illustrators and accessible to all through an 

open-source web platform, would portray other pasts and therefore open the possibility of 

thinking of other possible presents (González-Marcén et al. forthcoming). 

Pastwomen project has sought imaginative ways to overcome the shortcomings of current 

visual representation by producing interpretative archaeological images of the past. For that, 

we have used the notion of maintenance activities both as a way to structure the information 

contained in the images and as the typology of scenes recreated, more a king of the day-to-day 

core of social coexistence and person-centred scale. There is a three-fold purpose for doing 

this. Firstly, to bring to the forefront activities traditionally carried out by women, which, 

because they are quotidian and related to the so-called domestic sphere, have been understated 

in historicist tradition; secondly, not to present white, adult, normative men as the only active, 

intelligent and capable historical agents, associated with technology and knowledge, and 

therefore the only ones fully participating in the social dynamics of their communities, and 

thirdly, to propose an alternative visual narrative on the distant past.  

[here Figure 3] 

http://www.pastwomen.net/
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The open-source webpage pastwomen.net has designed three ways of searching for information 

and illustrations. One search is under "Women in…" (chrono-historical periods). Another 

search is under "Life cycles" (from pregnancy until death). The third search category is under 

"Activities", organised according to the maintenance activities: Caring for people, Procuring 

food, Building the community, Living spaces, and Everyday technologies. Each of these 

categories organises the data following chrono-historical periods. For each of these activities 

and periods, images have been created that, based on archaeological research, represent 

different kinds of people immersed in the activities at different stages of their lives. There is a 

three-fold purpose for doing this. Firstly, to bring to the forefront activities traditionally carried 

out by women, which, because they are quotidian and related to the so-called domestic sphere, 

have been understated in historicist tradition; secondly, not to present white, adult, normative 

men as the only active, intelligent and capable historical agents, associated with technology 

and knowledge, and therefore the only ones fully participating in the social dynamics of their 

communities, and thirdly, to propose an alternative visual narrative on the distant past. These 

two sections ("Women in..." and "Activities") are supported by other series of resources, such 

as the "Objects" section, which shows the material culture directly linked to these activities, 

and the "Archaeological traces" section dedicated to the archaeological methods and techniques 

used to infer these activities. Through the "Archaeological traces" section, we wanted to 

emphasise both the empirical grounds supporting the illustrations and the limitations of our 

data. This involves an attempt to define the limit between the data obtained and the pictorial 

interpretations we offer, the possibilities offered by material culture, and the most advanced 

techniques for analysing the archaeological record. Of course, we are aware, and even more so 

from a critical feminist perspective, that there is no such thing as "objective data", but we also 

want to honor the existence of material links in the archaeological record that can be used to 

create alternative depictions of prehistoric life. We call these "situated data" since they are not 

"found" but instead sought, generating, at times, conflicts with established interpretations and, 

at others, suggesting new paths of inquiry. 

The aim of imaging the past has never been to construct a unified, idyllic catalogue of 

representations of the distant past from a single perspective but to express our interpretations 

as researchers of a specific past society through images. Hence, each image on the Pastwomen 

website is a unique product born out of the collaboration between the researchers and the 

illustrators, who gradually shaped the ideas we want to convey based on conversations about 

our experience and the questions that each of us asks of the archaeological record. In doing so, 

and as Alice Watterson (2015: 121) says, "creative practice destabilises established method, 

negotiates different types of engagements with the archaeological record and challenges many 

of the problematic tropes associated with this type of work". 

 

Conclusions 

It is in our trust that there should be a connection between feminist theory and activism, 

archaeological theory and practice engaged with feminist standpoint theories, and ways to 

construct other presents away from androcentric and patriarchal perspectives. Pastwomen 

network aims to deconstruct sex/gendered-biased interpretations and challenge 

heteronormative and patriarchal views perceived as normative when they are 'naturally' present 
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in the Modernist history of humanity. Moreover, we aim to provide new epistemological 

paradigms to create other narratives of history and heritage positioned differently, from 

women's marginality, and to focus on people's relationality, inter-dependence, and the action 

done for caring for each other. Furthermore, feminist care ethics is founded on a relational 

social ontology, an understanding that to be in the world is to be dependent on others at some 

point in the course of our lifetime (Tronto 2013). Recognising this collective inter-dependence 

and positioning care at the core as those who are, at the same time, knowers and agents 

facilitates to position maintenance activities at the core of archaeological and heritage 

epistemologies.  

By using the term maintenance activities, we seek to stress that the common factor of this basic 

pattern of female activities lies in the structural function –both material and symbolic– that 

they have exercised and continue to exercise in all human groups. This structural function has 

taken on and taken on different forms. It encompasses a wide range of activities and may take 

on the form of distinct organisational combinations regarding the specific tasks associated with 

it and the spaces where these tasks are performed. Nevertheless, maintenance activities and 

their spaces show, both historically and ethnographically, a constant set of similarities and are 

expressed in common forms of relationships and knowledge management. 
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