Supplementary Information: Strategies and Explanations for Gendering Offering Types

Offering assemblages analyzed in this study are highly diverse. They contain a range of object types, some of which were purpose-made as offerings (ex-voto) such as figurines, plaques, tablets, and altars and some of which were personal objects (with uses outside offering) that sanctuary visitors made the decision to offer such as coins, jewelry, tools, toiletry items, gaming pieces, and more. My analysis relies on assigning a gender, when possible, to each of these offering types (summarized in Table 2 in the main text). In addition to categorizing certain object types as having been offered by men or by women, I assign a level of certainty (secure, likely, or possible) to each gender assignment. Here, I share the research and reasoning behind this gendering and certainty level. 

Purpose-Made Ex-Votos
Both men and women could and did offer almost all types of ex-votos. The exception is miniature versions of gendered offerings (namely weapons and tools from men’s industries), which I designate as likely offered by men, in parallel with the gender designations of their full-sized counterparts. Ex-votos representing people, as well as inscriptions and tablets, were offered by both men and women. Some inscriptions and tablets record the name of the offerer; this is secure evidence for the offerer’s gender and indeed the only instance where I apply a certainty level of “secure.” Some ex-votos representing people can be gendered (heads and bodies with gendered features like clothing or hairstyles, as well as sex-specific body parts); because the “secure” designation is limited to objects with a name inscribed, I categorize this sexed or gendered body imagery as “likely” gendered. There is no evidence to suggest who offered animal ex-votos, and no reason to believe that a depiction of an animal was a gendered offering. There is no reason to believe that any of the deities represented in the ex-votos, whether male or female, had only men or only women as their devotees. Indeed, there are several instances in the database of securely gendered offerings (which include the name of the offerer) in which a man made an offering to a goddess or a woman made an offering to a god.

Personal Objects
Objects of Adornment
Many types of adornment can be gendered with some degree of certainty, but rings and most brooches—the most numerous types of adornment in the database—were worn by both men and women. One common difficulty in assigning gender to jewelry including bracelets, earrings, and necklaces is that in Rome proper such adornment was not acceptable for men to wear (Allason-Jones 1995, 27). However, in some regions Rome conquered it was certainly the style for men to wear such jewelry, at least before Roman conquest. In fact, cultural differences like these helped Rome to differentiate itself from conquered peoples (“those men wear jewelry like women!”). For example, in discussing the availability of gold in Gaul, Diodorus Siculus states, “…they amass a great amount of gold, which is used for ornament not only by the women but also by the men. For around their wrists and arms they wear bracelets, around their necks heavy necklaces of solid gold, and huge rings they wear as well, and even corselets of gold” (Library of History 5.27, translation Oldfather 1939). Such cultural differences lead to the necessity of downgrading the level of certainty in gender association for several types of jewelry—while earrings may have been worn solely by women in Rome proper, for example, I categorize them in this study as only likely offered by women.

Bracelets: Women Possible
While bracelets were unacceptable adornment for men in Rome proper, Allason-Jones (1995, 27) notes that plenty of bracelets have been found in male graves in Britain and Gaul. However, Swift (2000) notes that bracelets are overwhelmingly found in female graves in the Roman West. In fact, in publication of the late Roman cemetery at Lankhills Booth et al. (2010, 297) find that the only securely sexed graves containing bracelets belonged to females. Due to some level of disagreement over the frequency with which men may have worn bracelets or armlets in Britain and Gaul, I categorize bracelets as possibly women’s offerings.

Brooches
The gendering of brooches is more complex. Brooches were undoubtedly worn by both men and women both in Rome proper and in the northwest provinces (Allason-Jones 1995; Ivleva 2017; Johns 1996; Mackreth 2011). However, some research has been conducted to assign genders to certain styles of brooches. Iconographic evidence suggests that it was a women’s style to wear two small matching brooches on either side of the chest connected by a thin chain, cord, or ribbon (Johns 1996, 149). However, I record no examples of two matching brooches in close proximity as if offered together. I do gender a limited number of brooch styles in the database, following research based on analysis of grave goods and artistic representations:
· Collared types, especially thistle-shaped brooches (also known as distelfibeln): Women possible While this was a style worn by both men and women (and perhaps especially men) in pre-Roman Britain and Gaul, by the Augustan period the style appears to have been generally worn by women (Böhme-Schönberger 2008; Ivleva 2017, 80). Because my study by nature generally postdates this period, I assign this type tentatively to women.
· Crossbow brooches: Men likely This type was worn as part of Roman military uniforms, making it one of the only brooch types to which scholars feel quite comfortable assigning a gender (Ivleva 2107, 80-1; Swift 2000).
· Knee brooches: Men possible These brooches, similar to crossbow brooches, were closely associated with the military and therefore with men. However, some imagery depicts them as worn by women as well (Ivleva 2017, 78-9).
· P-shaped brooches: Men possible These brooches are generally assumed to be the predecessor to the military-style crossbow brooches, but Ivleva (2017, 80-1) argues that the evidence for association of this style with men is not as strong as that for crossbow brooches.

Buckles: Men Likely
While buckles were attached to several types of items that men could have worn, no women’s clothing included buckles. However, women could certainly have still possessed buckles in other forms including on bags, horse harnesses, and the like (Allason-Jones 1995, 30). 

Earrings: Women Possible
In Rome proper, earrings were only acceptable adornment for women. In eastern regions, however, men were certainly known to have worn them. Indeed, eastern kings are commonly depicted wearing earrings on coinage. However, little is known about their commonness for men in the northwest regions (Allason-Jones 1995, 25). Very little burial evidence lends insight into this question, and any archaeological evidence is complicated by the fact that it can often be difficult to distinguish between earrings and finger rings archaeologically (Allason-Jones 1989). However, given the strength of the social prohibition against men wearing earrings in Rome, I assign earrings to women with a “possible” level of certainty.

Necklaces/Pendants/Beads: Women Likely
Necklaces could sometimes be worn by men in eastern regions, but they were only acceptable adornment for women in Rome (Allason-Jones 1995, 27). While Celtic torcs, metal neck-rings, were certainly worn by men as well as women, the evidence suggests they had largely gone out of style by the time of the Roman conquest (Johns 1996, 27-8). At the Lankhills cemetery, all beads found in securely sexed graves were associated with females (Booth et al. 2010, 291). In addition, my unsystematic examination of tombstones in the Roman Inscriptions of Britain online database (http://romaninscriptionsofbritain.org) indicates that only women (recognizable by hairstyle and clothing, even if not named) were depicted wearing necklaces.

Pins: Women likely (most materials) or possible (metal)
Pins, largely bone and metal but occasionally shale or glass, can generally be considered women’s offerings. The main purpose of such pins was to be worn in hair, to the extent that some scholars refer to all such pins as hairpins (see for example Cool 1990). Pinned hairstyles were only worn by women in the Roman world (Johns 1996), and the only securely sexed graves with pins at Lankhills cemetery were female graves (Booth et al. 2010, 291). However, Allason-Jones (1995, 28) cautions that some metal pins may have been used to secure clothing, especially in the later Roman period. Johns (1996, 137-38) addresses this possibility, though, and concludes that pins would have been poor choices to secure clothing when brooches were readily available and far more effective. I classify all pins made of bone, stone, or glass as “women likely,” but given the possibility that metal pins may have served purposes other than styling hair, I classify these as “women possible.”

Rings: Ungendered
Both men and women wore rings of a range of styles across the Roman world (Johns 1996), and therefore rings cannot be considered gendered offerings. Finger rings are indeed found in both male and female graves at the Lankhills cemetery (Booth et al. 2010, 304). Allason-Jones (1995, 27) points out that even ring diameter cannot lend insight into the sex of the wearer, as rings could be worn on different fingers, or even on the second knuckle. Additionally, hand size is quite variable—some women have large hands and some men have small hands. For these regions, I do not consider rings gendered in my analysis.

Weapons/Armor: Men likely
I associate weapons and armor with soldiers and therefore with men in the database with a “likely” level of certainty.

Coins: Ungendered
In the Roman world, including in the northwest provinces, the gendered ideal was that men worked in industry outside the home while women’s work was inside the home. Revell (2015, 110-14) illustrates this ideology through analysis of funerary monuments and other art showing men at economic tasks and handling money while women are depicted dressing their hair, spinning wool, holding children, and banqueting. However, while this division may have been the ideal, it was clearly not a reality: domestic work must be considered economically productive, and it is also clear that women held a range of professions outside the home in the Roman world (Treggiari 1979). In Roman Britain and Gaul, women could own businesses, sign wills, and inherit (Rémy and Mathieu 2009, 49-54). Some wealthy women even became benefactors of public buildings and events (Hemelrijk 2012, 486-87). Whether as producers or consumers, women were major participants in the economy in these regions and certainly had access to money both to travel to and make offerings at sanctuaries. While in some families men may have had more buying power or easier access to coinage, coins could have been easily offered by men or women and therefore cannot be considered a gendered offering.

Tools/craft production
Agricultural tools: Men possible (with the exception of quernstones/millstones)
Tools such as hoes, pitchforks, sickles, and the like, used in agricultural production, are marked as possibly men’s offerings. In the Roman world, the ideal regarding women in agricultural work was clear: proper women worked inside the home, taking care of the domestic aspects of running a farm while men worked in the fields. However, the textual sources hint at the fact that enslaved women and women paid as laborers were understood to be acceptable agricultural workers (Erdkamp 1999). In describing the tension between the ideal versus the reality with respect to women in agricultural work, Scheidel (1995, 1996) points out that it is highly likely that women of nonelite agricultural households would have contributed to outdoor agricultural labor at least in the busiest times like planting or harvesting. Women did likely use tools such as pitchforks and sickles, but such outdoor agricultural labor was likely not the primary job of most women. This suggests that such tools should be considered related to men, but with a low level of certainty. The ideal of women’s work plays a role in this as well. Because offering is a symbolic act, and an individual’s decision regarding what to offer was rooted in their worldview, I take into account ideals regarding proper gendered behavior in gendering these objects: even if a woman spent part of her time planting and harvesting, would she have necessarily seen a farm tool as an object that was proper for her to offer? For these reasons, farm tools are marked as “men possible.”
	The exception here is millstones or quernstones used for grinding grain. Large, commercial milling operations did exist in the Roman world, though the sizes of the millstones in the database do not support such industrial use. Bakers would mill their own flour with in-house millstones, and millstones were also used in domestic contexts, especially in rural areas (Shaffrey 2021). Women or men could have been involved in milling in either bakery or domestic contexts, so millstones cannot be gendered based on the evidence.

Textile Production: Women likely
Allason-Jones (1995, 28) points out that the presence of needles in army forts suggests that Roman soldiers were issued sewing kits to mend their own clothing. This may certainly have been the case, but given current understandings of the presence of women within frontier forts (Allison 2008b; Crook 2020), finds of needles could also be attributed to women’s presence. Weaving was not necessarily women’s work during the Roman imperial period. While women at some rural households likely did weave their own textiles, weaving was also done in workshops and large industrial operations where men were often employed (Broekaert 2016). However, spinning (and as a result earlier steps of wool working like carding using wool combs) is well understood to have been women’s work—to the extent that femininity and virtue were often symbolized by images of women at their spinning in art and literature (Carroll 2012, 299-304; Larsson Lovén 2002). There is almost no evidence whatsoever for weaving tools at the sanctuaries. The sole possible exception is a bone object from Les Bolards that is referred to in the publication as either a needle or a shuttle (Pommeret 2001, 488); however, in my assessment it was most likely a needle. Because all textile production tools in this dataset were used for working wool or spinning thread, I comfortably gender these tools as likely having been offered by women.

Metallurgy: Men likely
Because metallurgy, whether casting bronze or other alloys or forging iron, was unequivocally a male industry in the Roman world, all metallurgy objects are marked as “men likely” in the database.

Carpentry/Masonry: Men likely
Tools for carpentry and masonry are grouped together because the tools are generally similar: spikes, wedges, chisels, axes, and the like. Both carpentry and masonry, including in their context of construction, were certainly male tasks in the Roman world, so these tools (and a small number of waste products) were likely offered by men.

Miscellaneous tools
This category contains tools with a diversity of uses, but most cannot be gendered; I include here justifications for gendering the limited types that can be assigned a gender.
· Harness elements: Men possible In the Roman provinces, harness elements and other horse gear are often linked to weaponry and associated with the army (see for example Nicolay 2007; Worrell and Pearce 2012). Even when such items are found far from Roman forts, Nicolay (2007) makes the case that they often belonged to veterans. However, there were certainly non-military reasons to own harness gear, and no reason to think women did not travel by horse. Because of the association with the military, I mark harness elements as related to male offerers, but the association is certainly not absolute, so I mark the gender association as only possible.
· Knives: Men possible Knives obviously had a wide range of uses, including cooking and other domestic activities that women frequently engaged in. However, Booth et al. (2010, 492) note that all knives discovered in securely sexed graves were buried with males. Evidence like this suggests that even though women would have used knives often, there was a symbolic connection between knives and masculinity; perhaps that symbolic connection extended to offering behavior as well. For this reason, I classify knives as possibly offered by men.

Toiletry/Medical Instruments
Combs: Women possible
While combs and hairdressing are generally associated with women iconographically (Revell 2015, 114), logic dictates that both men and women had reason to employ combs often. Booth et al. (2010, 273) note that at Lankhills as well as in other cemetery contexts combs are generally found in the graves of adult females—but they have been found in some cases buried with males. While undoubtedly both men and women used combs regularly, the symbolic association of combs with women leads them to be categorized as possibly women’s offerings in the database.

Mirrors: Women possible
The gendering of mirrors is similar to the gendering of combs. They are generally depicted in imagery as women’s items in the Roman world (Revell 2015, 110-14). Men doubtless had reason to use mirrors, but they were symbolically associated with femininity. The very small number of mirror-related objects in the database are all broken handles, and while they likely belonged to mirrors, this identification is not generally certain. I therefore downgrade the certainty regarding mirrors as women’s offerings to “possible.”

Palettes and small spoons/spatulas: Women possible
It is impossible to know whether these items were used for grinding, mixing, and applying cosmetics or medicines in these sanctuary contexts. Wearing cosmetics was written about in Roman sources as sign of effeminacy; writers denigrate men who painted their faces. While Orizaga (2013) and Olson (2014) make convincing arguments that such disdain seems to prove that some men did in fact use them, it also proves that the majority of users were women (Olson 2008). However, these same tools could also have been used for medicines by either women or men. Balancing out these two separate uses, the best solution is to mark these objects as possible women’s offerings.

Tweezers and nail cleaners: Ungendered
Items including tweezers and nail cleaners were integral parts of toiletry sets used by both men and women in the Roman world (Morrison 2013).

Gaming: Ungendered
Because gaming counters and dice are found in a range of archaeological contexts, from military forts to domestic settings, we cannot consider them gendered offerings. Gaming pieces (and sometimes even game boards) are also occasionally found in graves of both males and females (Hall and Forsyth 2011; Allison 2018, 171-72).

Vessels: Ungendered
All objects in this category, from candlesticks and boxes to spoons, plates, and jugs were used by both men and women and therefore cannot be gendered based on historical or archaeological evidence.

Decorative Components and Connectors: Ungendered
Decorative components such as inlays and connectors like pins and hinges have in common that they are remains of larger objects that cannot often be identified. Because we cannot generally discern what type of object these items were originally associated with, I cannot assign a gender to either category.
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