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1 Introduction

I.I GENERAL THEME AND AIMS OF RESEARCH

In this study I will draw on a range of archaeological materials to present a history of the communities
inhabiting the Meuse-Demer-Scheldt (MDS) region between the beginning of the Late Bronze Age and
the beginning of the Roman period. The aim is to elucidate some of the major social and cultural trans-
formations that occurred during that period, covering roughly the first millennium BC. While a num-
ber of different histories could be written about the region and period, this one takes the form that it
does because of the central theme that lies at its core: the reciprocal and dynamic relationships between
human groups and the landscape.

This is a broad and vague description for a research theme; one that without further elucidation can
conjure up quite different things, from ecologically-determined ‘people-land’ relationships to conceptu-
alised landscapes and mythical geographies. It clearly needs a more precise definition; for the time being,
however, I will retain this broad description and gradually clarify it in the course of this introduction.
Moreover, as will become clear, the inclusiveness suggested by the description is an essential feature of
the perspective that I advocate.

As a first exposition of the theme that I refer to as ‘reciprocal and dynamic relationships between
human groups and the landscape’, let me briefly present a historical situation which contains in con-
densed form many of the elements that lie at the core of the subject of this study. In his book Bad land.
An American romance the travel writer and novelist Jonathan Raban describes the history of the home-
steaders on the prairie of Montana in the United States.' Attracted by the prospect of a tract of free land,
people from Europe and the American east coast settled down on the prairie in the early years of the
twentieth century. They found themselves in a vast open space, totally devoid of geographical features
that could orient them. There was nothing there with which they could in some way identify, nothing
to remind them of their native villages and towns. It was a landscape without history, or more precisely,
without a history that they knew how to read. Of the thousands of hopeful arrivees, only a handful man-
aged to ‘take root’ in this unintelligible space. Most others felt utterly estranged and displaced — even after
building a homestead and sowing the land. Within a decade most families had moved on towards the west
coast. The ones that stayed behind slowly built up a bond with the land over the course of several gen-
erations. But, significantly, this remained a very individual sense of belonging, one that scarcely translat-
ed into a notion of collective identity. Raban relates one particularly striking example of the lack of a
sense of history and identity. As recently as 1993 Ismay, a small town in eastern Montana, chose to rename
itself’ Joe. For the inhabitants the whimsical idea that mail sent from the local post office would be
stamped with the name of one of the great heroes of American football — Joe Montana — easily out-
weighed the loss of their original name.’

' Raban 1996. the railroad company that founded the town in the
2 Raban 1996, 17, 98-99. The old name itself was a con- 1910s.
traction of Isabel and May, daughters of the president of



In its extremes of failure and displacement, the situation described by Raban brings out crucial elements
in the reciprocal relationships between humans and the landscape, precisely because they are lacking in the
Montana of the homesteaders. Absent is an intimate knowledge of the land, its resources and constraints,
acquired through decades of working the land. It is therefore very much a history of poor adaptation to a
fragile environment, leading to soil depletion in record time. But equally important is the absence of emo-
tional bonds with the landscape in which one lives, of collective sentiments of belonging and identity, of
being a group settled in the same place and sharing a history. Only in their absence do these phenomena
become visible to us; and only the dramatic effects of their absence show how powerful they can be. In this
book I intend to explore their significance among prehistoric communities, in particular with regard to the
way in which relationships with the landscape are an element in the construction of social groups and iden-
tities, and the ways in which changes in these relationships contribute to social transformation.

I.2 CONTINUITY AND CHANGE IN THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF
FIRST MILLENNIUM BC TEMPERATE EUROPE

In the regions north of the Alps, the first millennium BC is commonly seen as a crucial, formative peri-
od. Bronze Age communities transformed themselves into dynamic, hierarchical Hallstatt and La Teéne
societies that were competitive and warlike, industrious and skilled. Their elite groups were involved in
the production and long-distance trade of high-prestige artefacts. Fiirstensitze formed the political and
cultural centre of competing territories. Changing fortunes in the control over trade routes in the course
of the Iron Age, especially those going as far as the Mediterranean regions, led to periodic shifts in the
centres of power. That is, highly simplified, an image that one finds in overviews on first millennium BC
Europe.” More particularly, it is used to characterise the central regions of Europe (fig. 1.1): eastern
France, southern Germany, Switzerland (the west Hallstatt regions and later the Marne-Moselle region)
and to a lesser extent those of Austria, Bohemia and Moravia (the east Hallstatt regions).

In the same and similar publications, a contrast is often made between these western and Central
European societies and those further to the north, in the Low Countries, northern Germany and
Scandinavia. The latter are presented as much less dynamic; they are seen as egalitarian village commu-
nities with a subsistence farming economy, only peripherally involved in prestige goods exchange. After
a phase of brilliance in the Bronze Age, the Iron Age is thought of as a period of withdrawal from the
larger European trade networks, and a concentration on village economy and subsistence production.’
Barry Cunliffe expresses this opinion in the following manner:

The village economy of the North European Plain presents the most stable social and economic system evident in the
whole of Europe in the first millennium. Isolated from the disruptive effects of the developing consumer markets of the
Mediterranean and constrained by the rigours of the landscape in which they worked, the peasant communities had
little incentive to embrace innovation or to aspire to status through the manipulation of luxury goods until Roman
trading networks of the first and second centuries began to introduce a destabilizing note.

* Collis 1984; Wells 1984; Harding 1994; Cunlifte 1994. * E.g. Kristiansen 1994. Often this viewpoint remains more
Another point of view, going back to Childe (1930), implicit, but follows from the lack of attention that is paid
holds that the Bronze Age was the first period to see an to the northwestern and northern regions of Europe in
emergence of a ‘European’ entrepreneurial spirit (e.g. overviews on the European Iron Age (e.g. Collis 1984).
Kristiansen 1994; idem 1998). > Cunliffe 1994, 353-354.
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Fig. 1.1 Northwestern Europe. The location of the Meuse-Demer-Scheldt region in relation to the western Hallstatt (southern

Germany, eastern France) and La Téne (Marne-Moselle) regions.

Here the impression is created of communities living under harsh environmental conditions; they are too
busy carving out a living for themselves to notice the innovations and new power structures that are
developing just beyond the horizon. It appears, thus, that the definition of Central European Hallstatt and
LaTene cultures as Hochkulturen has also had an impact on the perception of the societies further to the
north. This has only become stronger with the application of core/periphery and world-systems models
since the 1980s. The designation of the west Hallstatt region, and later the Marne-Moselle region, as core
areas (themselves peripheries in the Mediterranean world economy), automatically implied that the areas
further to the north were more peripheral, and consequently less complex and dynamic.®Some of the

®  Brun 1993;idem 1994; Cunliffe 1994; Kristiansen 1998; on the archaeological literature.

cf. Diepeveen-Jansen 2001, 2-8 for a similar observation



‘high culture’ of the core area emanated towards the north in the form of rare prestige goods, but this
took place on a restricted scale and reinforced rather than nullified the supposed passive position of the
peripheral communities. Kristian Kristiansen speaks of structural divergences between northern Europe
on the one hand and Central Europe and the Mediterranean on the other. While the latter evolved into
complex societies in the first millennium BC, the northern ones resisted this and retained their ‘egalitar-
1an’ traditions.’

A preoccupation with stability and continuity is found not only in works that look at pan-European
developments and that are necessarily comparative and generalising, but also in site-based and regional
studies on the first millennium BC in the Northwest European Plain itself. With exceptions, the Late
Bronze Age and the pre-Roman Iron Age are presented as periods of limited social change. Even though
changes in material culture, burial customs and settlement patterns are recognised, these are rarely inter-
preted in terms of structural social and cultural transformations.

Two aspects can be identified that partly explain this perspective. Firstly, the prehistoric archaeology
of the Northwest European Plain has long been characterised by a research tradition that focused pri-
marily on the environmental aspects of the relationships between human groups and the landscape, based
on an empiricist perspective with an environmental-determinist slant.® Settlement structures and patterns
are usually seen as governed largely by the agrarian subsistence economy and thus directly by factors of
climate, soil, topography and demography. Equally, changes in settlement structure have been interpret-
ed almost without exception as driven by changes in the agrarian economy, and more in terms of vari-
ations on a pattern of long-term structural stability and continuity than in terms of transformations with
social and cultural dimensions.

Secondly, the relatively ‘poor’ material culture and the weak presence of elements that are associated
with elites and power such as fortified places and rich metalwork can partly be held responsible for this
view. For one thing, their absence has made it difficult to devise refined typo-chronological sequences
that are necessary to observe changes in archaeological patterns within relatively short time frames. But
perhaps more importantly, the poor material culture has been equated in the literature with relatively
egalitarian societies that lacked the natural resources to gain dominant positions in trade networks and
thus develop into hierarchically organised societies with central places, chiefly burials and rich metalwork
depositions.’

Underlying both aspects appears to be a rather restricted notion of social and cultural change. It is
viewed either in a traditional vein in terms of the formation or dissolution of ethnicity-based cultures, or
in a neo-evolutionary or structural Marxist vein as increasing or decreasing social complexity and socio-
political integration or disintegration. In both senses, the late prehistoric material culture assemblages of
the Northwest European Plain do indeed appear representative of static and conservative societies, much
in the way described by Cunliffe. Illustrative in this respect is also Lotte Hedeager’s 1992 book on Iron
Age societies in Denmark." During the Danish earlier pre-Roman Iron Age (500-300 BC, roughly the
Middle Iron Age in the Dutch terminology, see 1.5), several changes occur in the farmstead and settle-
ment evidence which indicate the formation of village settlements and agricultural intensification." This
leads Hedeager to consider the capacity for social change in the earlier Iron Age, and she comes to the
conclusion that even though the ingredients for change were present, there were structural constraints in

7 Kristiansen 1994, 14-15; idem 1998, 419. evaluation of this common interpretation of the archae-
% E.g. Denmark: Rindel 1999; Cf. Fabech et al. 1999; ological data of the Northwest European Plain.

Myhre 1999; Germany: Kossack/Behre/Schmid 1984, ' Hedeager 1992.

Netherlands: Waterbolk 1962; idem 1982 and 1995. " Hedeager 1992, 180-223.

’ Cf. Hiddink 1999, esp. 42-82 and 229-238, for a critical



kinship and inheritance traditions that kept a check on real change.”” It was not until some of the local
chieftains managed to establish contacts with the Roman Empire and gain control of the trade in prestige
goods that real changes in the social fabric could take place.” Her conclusions are in line with a more gen-
eral tendency in Iron Age archaeology in northern Europe, which is to attribute social change to either
earlier or later periods, to the Bronze Age and in particular to the Roman period.

[t is not my intention in this study to make a case for viewing the first millennium BC societies of
the Northwest European Plain as equally bustling, competitive and complex as those of Central Europe,
but rather to argue that the ideas of stability and conservatism need to be questioned. In my opinion, and
I hope to demonstrate this in this book, the period of the Late Bronze Age to the Early Roman period
was a period in which several fundamental transformations took place in the MDS region. Even though
many categories of material culture hint strongly at social and cultural continuity, there are also indica-
tions that suggest that the world in which local groups lived during the Late Bronze Age was funda-
mentally diftferent from the one that a community in the Late Iron Age would have been familiar with.
These are changes that cannot be understood in terms of an integration into larger socio-political enti-
ties or increasing social complexity. I will attempt to show that they have to be understood as transfor-
mations in the ways in which local groups constructed collective identities, and defined themselves as
groups in relation to their members, to other groups and to the world around them. The fact that these
transformations have not been sufficiently recognised to date is due - not to the absence of the right data
sets - but to the dominant comparative and ecological perspectives and the restricted notion of what con-
stitutes social change.

The key to tracing these rather subtle social dynamics over a thousand year period is a regional rather
than a supra-regional scale of analysis, and a comprehensive perspective on the ways in which people
lived and worked in the landscape.

I.3 RECENT TRENDS IN LANDSCAPE AND SETTLEMENT
ARCHAEOLOGY

Landscape archaeology has been one of the most vibrant fields of theoretical and empirical research of
the last decade, and there has been a great proliferation of publications on the theme. There are consid-
erable differences in the ideas about what landscape is, and what landscape archaeology can and should
focus on,' but there are also some broad trends discernible in the recent approaches to the theme. I will
very briefly present and discuss a few of these trends in this section, focusing particularly on those that
are relevant to my own approach.

A theme of research in archaeology that has been of importance since the early years of the discipline
and continues to be so concerns human relationships with the natural environment. One aspect that was
studied almost to the exclusion of all others is human ecology, the ways in which the natural environment
enabled and constricted people with respect to subsistence, economy and social interaction.”
Archaeologists have looked mainly at the distribution of resources, their exploitation and the technology
and risks involved in this, and have combined this with studies of demography and settlement systems.'

" Hedeager 1992, 240-242. Dommelen 1999.
" Hedeager 1992, 242-246. Cf. Bazelmans 1996, 252-259. " Butzer 1982 for this definition of human ecology.
' Studies that discuss the recent developments in landscape ' Butzer 1982; Ashmore/Knapp 1999, 7.

archaeology: Johnston 1998; Ashmore/Knapp 1999;Van



The environment is seen in this perspective as real and objectifiable, existing independent of human per-
ception of it; it forms the stage on which human history unfolds. While this theme is not by definition
restricted to a particular school of archaeology, since the 1960s it has become closely associated with
processual approaches.

From the 1970s onwards, archaeologists have also begun to consider the landscape’s social dimensions.
Notions of a territorially divided landscape were introduced by scholars such as Renfrew for Great
Britain and the Aegean and Waterbolk for the Netherlands.” Influences from social geography and eco-
nomics can further be detected in the application of such models as central-place theory and site-catch-
ment analysis.” In conjunction with this there has been a gradual and on-going shift from a site-based
perspective to a landscape perspective in which - theoretically - all archaeological and topographic fea-
tures could be integrated in comprehensive research strategies. In many parts of Europe this has led to a
much greater use of survey techniques which document not only settlements, cemeteries and above-
ground monuments, but also field systems, isolated farmsteads, mining operations and other elements of
the fossil landscape. A somewhat more recent but related development in excavation methodology, at least
in the Netherlands, has been a drastic increase in the scale of the excavated areas. Several long-term
regional projects have abandoned to some extent their focus on nucleated settlements, collective ceme-
teries and special purpose sites and specifically aim at exposing significant segments of the ancient land-
scape."”

In line with wider trends in archaeology, landscape studies in the past decade have turned away from
human ecology approaches. Several fields of research that have been explored more recently arise pri-
marily from an interest in social meaning and cultural values.” As part of a greater emphasis on the ide-
ological dimensions of the landscape, much attention has been paid to studying the representation of cos-
mological orders. Starting from ethnographic observations which indicate that the landscape in pre-mod-
ern societies usually amounted to more than physical features and the living creatures inhabiting it (there
were also ancestors, deities, spirits and the like),* prehistoric cosmologies have been studied from the spa-
tial dimensions of rituals performed in the landscape. Readily identifiable ‘nodes’ in ancient mythical
geographies, including burial monuments, henges, sanctuaries and rock art sites have received most atten-
tion,” while more recently unaltered ‘natural’ places have alsobeen singled out as significant features.”
The ‘sacred’ landscape has thus become a prominent theme of research.”

Important insights for the study of the ideational aspects of the landscape have also come from the
conceptualisation of landscape as a materialisation of memory and history.” Myths, ancestral histories and
biographies are represented in spatial form by the landscape, and can be recreated through specific move-
ments and actions in that landscape. Places that have a special significance in a cosmological sense are
always places of memory (lieux de mémoire) as well, foci of narratives that keep alive (mythical) occur-

Renfrew 1973; Waterbolk 1973; idem 1979. See the *  E.g., Bender 1993b; Bradley 1993; Tilley 1994; Barrett
1994.

»  Tilley 1996; Derks 1998, section 4.1; Bradley 2000;

introduction to chapter 4 for a more extensive discus-

sion.

Vita-Finzi/Higgs 1970; Hodder and Orton 1976; Clarke
1978; Butzer 1982, 211-229; cf. Fabech et al. 1999, 17 for
developments in Scandinavia.

E.g. Fokkens 1996, 203-205; Rooymans 1996a, 236-240.
Similar developments have taken place in geography,
anthropology and history: e.g., Cosgrove 1993;
Hirsch/O’Hanlon 1995; Schama 1996.
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rences and actions in the past. This historical dimension forms an essential element of a place and the rit-
uals and ceremonies in which that place figures. In line with these notions, the histories or biographies
of monuments, not only at their time of construction or use, but also in later periods, have been inves-
tigated. Much evidence has been brought forward that indicates that barrows, for example, continued to
be valued, either positively or negatively, in later times; they continued to play a role in the mythical
geography of a social group.” Constructing a new monument next to, around, over, or in some opposi-
tion to older ones has to be understood, therefore, as a conscious and culturally meaningful act, an act
meant to create a link to, or to create (or eradicate) the past. Such links may serve for instance to repro-
duce and legitimate structures of social inequality.

The acknowledgement of a (mythical) past also forms an important underlying principle of a form
of landscape archaeology that is currently popular in Dutch archaeology and that can be described as the
study of the ‘cultural biography’ of the landscape.” This concept enables the researcher to consider the
multiple, historical dimensions of the landscape from antiquity up to the present, and to incorporate not
only accounts of the economic uses of the landscape but also of the social, ideological and political

dimensions.

Although interest in the social and symbolic dimensions of the landscape has become widespread, con-
ceptions of what landscape is and how it relates to the culturally specific understanding of it by people
in the past vary considerably. At one end of the scale, the ideational dimension of the landscape is viewed
as something based on but distinct from physical reality. Robert Johnston has recently grouped approach-
es that proceed from this tenet under the term ‘explicit’ approaches.”® Others have referred to the land-
scape as a stage or the backdrop to human action.

The perception of the landscape, in an ‘explicit’ view, can be visualised as a layer of meaning which
people project onto a real, physical environment. To a certain degree this layer can be incorporated or
ignored, depending on the biological, economic or cultural interests of the researcher. This is because an
underlying assumption is that people’s behaviour is only partly governed by their perception of the world
around them. Ancient people’s culturally-specific understandings of their landscape constitute a factor
that the archaeologist may consider either distorting or interesting. But in the final instance — for adher-
ents of an ‘explicit’ perspective, that is — other people’s behaviour can be related to and understood as
strategies (based on common-sense, rationality, economic or maximising considerations) that make sense
to modern westerners.

At the other end of the spectrum lie Johnston’s ‘inherent’ approaches.”” Here the distinction between
the physical reality of the world and human perception of it is blurred; the landscape itself is a cultural
construct. Even though it is recognised that a real world independent of human perception and encul-
turation exists, such a world remains completely outside human awareness. The landscape, in this view, is
not a given, but is created through the perceptions of the people living in it. In the present age we may
perceive a distinction between a real, objectifiable landscape and a landscape of beliefs and values. The
assumption underlying inherent approaches, on the other hand, is that in pre-modern societies such a
distinction was not made or not in the same way.

Accepting this assumption has a very significant consequence for archaeology. It follows that people’s
actions were based on fheir understanding of the world around them, and that those actions (and the
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remains that archaeologists find) cannot be understood in the terms of our contemporary view of the
world. John Barrett has described this position succinctly as ‘human responses to given material conditions
must...be regarded as culturally mediated’ >

[t may be useful at this point to pay another quick visit to Montana and its homesteaders to illustrate
the difference between these two conceptualisations of landscape. The history of the homesteaders can
be understood as an example of how a specific world view and the actions based on that view were ill-
suited to the particular physical environment. This world view can be characterised as an early 20th cen-
tury, fundamentally European view. The land was approached with a great optimism derived from sci-
ence; each homesteader owned a copy of an agricultural manual in which a certain Mr. Hardy W.
Campbell unfolded his theories on ‘scientific farming for semi-arid lands’.” They were theories that soon
proved to have disastrous effects. Strikingly different from this ‘scientific’ world view is the way in which
previous inhabitants of the Montana prairie saw the world around them. For centuries, the landscape had
been the place which Plains Indians saw as their home and where they hunted antelope and buffalo.

For someone advocating an ‘explicit’ perspective the fact that the landscape had a completely differ-
ent cultural meaning for the two social groups does not preclude the possibility of studying them both
with the same analytical concepts. If one looks beyond the culturally-specific perception of the landscape,
their patterns of behaviour represent two diftferent adaptations to the same physical conditions, one suc-
cessful, the other not. From an ‘inherent’ perspective, this is highly problematic. It may be possible to
understand the homesteaders’ actions in modern, western terms. But the actions of the Plains Indians in
relation to the physical environment can only be understood by reference to the ways in which they cul-
turally created a landscape out of that environment. It is highly unlikely (although not impossible) that
the Plains Indians saw their buffalo hunting in terms of an effective and sustainable way of coping with
a fragile environment; the relationships between humans and animals often have cosmological connota-
tions in non-western societies. In order to understand anything of the social life and culture of Plains
Indians, according to an ‘inherent’ viewpoint, it is necessary to study the way in which they made sense
of the world.

The question then becomes whether and how it is possible to know anything of another culture’s
understanding of the world. One avenue that has been explored to this end is the phenomenology of
landscape.” Phenomenologically-inspired archacology tries to recover the manners in which people in
antiquity experienced and understood the world. The underlying supposition is that this understanding
allowed people to function in the world in a socially meaningful, knowledgeable way. Despite professing
the importance of incorporating all aspects of social life, many studies have singled out monuments that
are still visible above ground for special attention.” Monuments not only emphasise the historical and
cosmological significance of particular places but, as has been pointed out by phenomenologists, they also
structure and constrain the experiences and narratives embedded in the landscape. They help control the
individual’s abilities to construct different understandings of the world, and as mnemonic markers give
control of knowledge of an ancestral past.

Several of the studies that most explicitly propagate a phenomenological approach have stayed close
to the philosophical foundations, taking their cues directly from thinkers such as Heidegger and Merleau-
Ponty.** As a result, debate about phenomenological archaeology has often been about the correctness or
depth of the interpretation of the sources of inspiration, detracting somewhat from the discussion of the
archaeological insights presented by the studies of Julian Thomas and others.”® Moreover, landscape
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phenomenology has become closely associated with the specific approach advocated by Christopher
Tilley.” While recognising the great difficulties involved, Tilley explores the ways in which ancient peo-
ple’s understandings of the world can be regained by moving around in a contemporary landscape con-
taining ancient monuments. In landscapes where the relief of the landscape has not greatly altered since
antiquity, some of the visual experiences offered by this relief and the monuments associated with it may
be reminiscent of what people experienced in prehistory.”” There is, understandably, disagreement about
the potential of this specific method to come to sustainable arguments about the past.”* Moreover, its
heavy dependence on visual experiences, even if one assumes that those would have triggered the same
responses now as in the past, raises questions about the scope of the method for making statements about
many aspects of social life.

Many recent landscape studies incorporate elements of phenomenological approaches, although they
generally steer clear of the cliffs of philosophical debate and rely on some form of contextual analysis
rather than a ‘re-experiencing’ method. Characteristic common features — although there is certainly no
unified theoretical programme underlying these studies — are a concern for people’s own (embodied,
experienced) conception of the landscape, and a notion that this cognition includes both discursive ele-
ments brought to the fore in the performance of ceremonies and rituals, and non-discursive elements
that are part of and constructed through all social practices. That is to say, the social practices of every-
day life are equally important in the construction of cosmological orders as monuments and sacred places.
The analytical separation between the sacred landscape of beliefs and cosmology and the functional land-
scape of subsistence practices, practical attitudes and exploitation has thus become obsolete. Moreover, as
Derks has argued:

...our reconstructions of a living in the past seem to have the best chance to correspond with the conceptions the peo-
ple concerned had of it themselves, if we include in the investigations an analysis of the routine every-day experiences,
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of the daily practical choices and hasty rituals, in short, of all those things which “go without saying”.

Furthermore, the landscape is no longer viewed as something fundamentally difterent from material cul-
ture.” The relationship between material culture and the construction and transformation of social iden-
tities has been recognised for some time, but a conception of the landscape as something extraneous to
humans has prevented serious consideration of the relationship between landscape and social identity.
With an understanding of landscape as a form of material culture it is possible to consider how an aspect
of identity construction was present in people’s full range of interactions with the landscape.

During the 1990s and to some extent to the present day, landscape studies have been dominated by
a focus on monuments and ritual sites. More recently the realisation that the ideational dimensions of
the landscape are also to be found in the remains of everyday life, in the settlements, field systems or

*  See for example the discussion following a précis of J. prehistoric populations in our common biological humanity’
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watering places, has led to a renewed theoretical focus on those elements.” Residential practice forms a
major part of the larger whole of dwelling practices, in particular in sedentary societies.” The tradition-
ally strong functionalist framework for the interpretation of settlement data is being replaced by a greater
interest in the settlement (and its constituent elements) as a culturally constructed, socially meaningful
place in the landscape. As such, settlements present key information for studying how relations between
people and between people and the socio-cosmological order were constructed and transformed. With
this renewed interest in settlement studies, the theoretical debate of the 1990s on landscape archaeology,
conducted primarily in Great Britain, has begun to converge with developments taking place simulta-
neously in parts of the European continent. There, a long tradition of large-scale research on rural set-
tlements is combined with an emerging interest in the cultural dimensions of practices of daily life.

The anthropologist Tim Ingold acquainted archaeologists with the term ‘dwelling perspective’ in a well-
known article published in 1993.% In Ingold’s definition, dwelling is constituted by ‘any practical operation
carried out by a skilled agent in an environment, as part of his or her normal business of life.** As I have described
above, archaeologists are beginning to take up this point, by paying explicit attention to the social prac-
tices of everyday life. Taking on a dwelling perspective as an anthropologist or archaeologist involves ‘priv-
ileging the understandings that people derive from their lived, everyday involvement in the world.® Here we recog-
nise the key tenet of an ‘inherent’ perspective: dwelling involves a culturally specific way of understand-
ing the world. Human actions are based on that understanding and at the same time they are the con-
stituent elements of that understanding because there is no separation between dwelling in the landscape
and creating the landscape.

The term ‘dwelling perspective’ is a highly evocative term and a powerful concept for looking at the
dynamic and reciprocal relationships between humans and landscapes in the past. But on two points my
definition of a dwelling perspective difters from the one presented by Ingold. Firstly, Ingold is concerned

with understandings of the world that are produced by individual persons.*

Perception is a psychologi-
cal process that takes place in embodied minds; human agents perceive and act upon the landscape. As
Ingold consistently points out, there is no such thing as self-contained individuals separate from their
environment, but rather ‘animals-in-the-environment’.” To me, however, an archaeological variant of a
dwelling perspective must pay explicit attention to a collective component, focusing on the way in which
dwelling takes place through social interaction. Dwelling, ways of seeing the world and constructing
landscapes are collectively shared practices, ideas and values. Secondly, I feel that in Ingold’s dwelling per-
spective there is little room for the physical environment. While people continuously create the landscape
through their dwelling, the material that they have at their disposal for this — alongside their embodied
mind — consists of very real matter. By stressing the constructed nature of the landscape, Ingold runs the
risk of overlooking the fact that there is also a ‘material’ dimension with resources that are by nature
unpredictable, with territorial and tenurial practices, and perhaps socio-political institutions that are
imposed from the outside.” In the diachronic field of archaeology, there is not only temporalised land-
scape and a-temporalised nature,” but also a physical environment with a dynamic of its own. A dwelling

' Hill 1995; Parker Pearson 1996; idem 1999a; spective in a number of articles written during the 1990s,
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perspective therefore needs to keep an eye out for the ecological components that may not be present
within people’s perceived landscape but that do set the parameters for their dwelling practices.” I will
return to this topic in the following section.

This archaeologically-attuned definition of a dwelling perspective underlies the approach that I
explore in chapters 3 and 4. There I consider the ways in which households and local communities cre-
ated socially and culturally meaningful places for themselves, through the construction and use of
dwellings, fields complexes, monumental cemeteries and cult places.

Many will accept that a dwelling perspective — in Ingold’s definition, mine or another’s — presents a
more sophisticated theoretical framework for studying archaeological landscapes than an ‘explicit’ one.
However, I believe that this viewpoint needs qualification. It appears to me that a dwelling perspective
has great potential, but also significant shortcomings. I feel that a dwelling perspective’s main potential
lies in giving an account of synchronic states and variations; it is less powerful as a means of analysing
diachronic patterns and social transformations. This will be discussed further in the following section.

I.4 A LONG-TERM PERSPECTIVE AND ITS IMPLICATIONS

Parallel to the recent interest in the landscape, a growing concern for small-scale social formations and
matters of daily, domestic life can be observed. Archaeologies of the body, gender and households, as well
as the renewed interest in settlement studies are perhaps the clearest examples of this trend. There are sev-
eral aspects that go some way to explain its popularity. In the first place there is the realisation that no
matter how impressive the tumuli and how ingenious the feats of monument builders appear to us, most
people in prehistory were involved for much of their lives in the routines of mundane tasks, with life in
and around the settlement and fields.” These ‘normal’ contexts, therefore, should yield archacological
information that can tell us about essential characteristics of life in the past, in a much more direct way
than primarily political or ritual contexts can. Furthermore, in the literature on the archaeology of every-
day life a dissatistaction is often expressed with archaeologies that focus on larger social entities and on
long-term processes, because they are felt to present a reconstruction of the past that is devoid of peo-
ple. Or, when people are present, they are represented as passive and mindless, and one of the central goals
of post-processual programmes has been to change this view.”

At a more abstract level, the attention to the small-scale and the personal can also be attributed to the
recent popularity of social theory in archaeology, in particular Bourdieu’s theory of practice and Giddens’
structuration theory.” Individuals are seen as knowledgeable beings, prone to act according to more
widely-held dispositions, but capable of conscious actions based on individual readings of the material
conditions. The term used to denote this capability is agency. Although Giddens explores the relation-

#  Of these elements, the socio-political dimension will fig- * An earlier article by Ingold (1986, 130-164) offers more
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ships between structure and agency in the generation of social practices, it is agency that has become a
key notion nowadays in much archaeological interpretation.” Set against the alleged passive role of
humans in other archaeologies is the active individual in possession of agency. Structure exists, is repro-
duced and transformed in the actions of individual agents.

An example of a study which takes agency as the main source of social transformation is John Barrett’s
influential book Fragments from Antiquity.” Even though not unique of its kind, it is one of the few book-
length, theoretically informed case studies with a landscape focus and a broad chronological framework
(the British Neolithic and Bronze Age). Inspired by Giddens, Barrett asks in which ways it was possible
in different phases of this long period to live as a socialised, knowledgeable and motivated human being.*
To answer this question it is necessary, according to the author, to have ‘...an understanding of how, in any
particular period, the lives of people were created by their engagement upon those material conditions which the archae-
ologist is also able to investigate’ > Barrett is primarily interested in how knowledgeable individuals are con-
structed through their interaction with material culture and landscape, but his statement can also be taken
to describe the creation of social collectives and collective identities.

The trends towards a search for a ‘peopled’ past and an emphasis on agency have led to the development
of exciting fields of research. Several fruitful new ways of looking at material culture and its contexts have
come to the fore. As a result, archaeological practice has become more diverse and better equipped to
deal with a multi-stranded and multi-vocal conception of the past. Surprisingly, however, close to two
decades after Hodder’s call to bring the active individual into archaeological enquiry,”™ an implicit or
explicit desire to set archaeology free from preoccupations with structure and process is still frequently
expressed. While this apparent need raises a few questions about the maturity of the field, it does explain
the continuing resistance to anything that could be associated with ecological or processual archaeology,
be it economic conjunctures, demographic trends or environmental change.” I feel that contemporary
theoretical thinking will prove to be too one-sided in this respect, by excluding matters related to ecol-
ogy and historical processes. Nevertheless, this imbalance does not in any way invalidate the potential and
importance of these small-scale, local or agency-oriented approaches. In this study I myself will explore
the social and symbolic constitution of households and local communities in the first millennium BC.
Although not explicitly concerned with agency, my main interests are with social practices associated
with contexts of small groups of people, interacting with each other through face-to-face encounters,
within restricted sections of the landscape.

The present study differs from most of the literature on these topics, however, in combining an
emphasis on small-scale social formations with a long-term perspective. By the latter term I do not mean
so much a principal focus on the longue durée as defined by Braudel in terms of almost immobile geo-
history.® It is simply a perspective that incorporates enough chronological depth to warrant an explicit-
ly diachronic view, focusing on structural social and cultural transformations. Arguably, while the devel-
opment of an archaeology of experienced everyday-life has led to a greater awareness of and sensitivity
towards synchronic variation, this has taken place at the expense of an interest in diachronic develop-
ments. The passage of time in the literature on the archaeology of local communities and everyday life
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has come to be understood more in terms of experienced time, of rhythms and periodically recurring
practices that structure days, seasons and life-times,” than in terms of historical time during which struc-
tural transformations take place.”” This has led to something of a separation between, on the one hand,
synchronic or micro-historical studies focusing on local matters, everyday-life and the role of agency, and
diachronic studies, on the other hand, that investigate larger social entities, structures and processes.
Perhaps this is understandable; the effects of individual agency may be relatively easily accessible to
archaeology in cases with a restricted social scope and chronological depth, whereas in broader contexts
those effects tend to become submerged under structure and process. But there is no inherent reason why
a local perspective has to be combined with a synchronic approach. In fact, as I have argued in section
1.2,a combination of a diachronic approach and a focus on local and micro-regional contexts holds most
promise for understanding socially fundamental but archaeologically subtle transformations.

Given a long-term framework it is necessary to consider whether a dwelling perspective — of the type
defined above — is sufficiently capable of modelling diachronic change. A long-term perspective has in
my opinion two main implications. Firstly, it implies a view of the past in which relatively more empha-
sis 1s placed on collective ideas, values and dispositions than on experience and individual understand-
ings of the world. It should be emphasised, however, that this does not presuppose that material condi-
tions of life have primacy over cognitive structures. World views, mentalités or collective and relatively
durable value-systems are autonomous and even though related to material conditions, they are not
determined by those conditions.” Secondly, a complex framework is needed for interpreting social and
cultural change. This framework should make it possible to look at change both as a transformation
brought about by the intended and unintended outcomes of the actions of human agents (acting from
their understanding of the world), and as something that may or may not have been instigated by exter-
nal stimuli.

The problem with the dwelling perspective is not that it offers no explanatory framework for social
change. In fact, one of the essential tenets of the structuration theory underlying many dwelling
approaches holds that people effect change through agency. Knowledgeable agents are capable of inter-
preting, manipulating, and contesting social structures, thereby establishing social transformations.** But,
as [ have argued above, a weakness of the dwelling perspective is that it tends to ignore the fact that these
processes occur within a context of culturally mediated but at the same time also very real and not nec-
essarily stable material conditions. To a degree, leaving the unstable nature of material conditions out of
the picture is possible within a synchronic framework, but this becomes problematic in a long-term per-
spective.

Barrett’s publication mentioned above can serve to elaborate this point, as it is one of the few studies
that combines a dwelling perspective with an explicitly diachronic framework. One of the major changes
that Barrett discusses concerns a shift from long-fallow to short-fallow agricultural systems in the course
of the second millennium BC.*” This represented a major social transformation, and changed the way in
which knowledgeable agents made sense of the world. Whereas before the mode of engagement with
the landscape was based on movement along paths and between places, Barrett holds that this changed
to an engagement based on place-bound practices and the development of tenure concerned with the
control over bounded areas of land.® As indications for this transformation of agricultural practices,

The term often used for this is temporality, which con- Mentalité has been one of the core concepts for a gener-

stitutes an important concept in dwelling perspectives: ation of Annales historians succeeding Braudel, including
Bailey 1990; Ingold 1993; J. Thomas 1996; cf. chapter 3 Le Roy Ladurie (1975). Cf. Last 1995, 143.
of this study. °  Giddens 1984; Last 1995, 148-153.
Some examples of studies that do look explicitly at social ®  Barrett 1994, chapter 6.
change are Hodder 1990; R.Thomas 1997; Briick 2000. °  Barrett 1994, 146-147.

13



Barrett mentions technological change, agricultural intensification, an increase in the demarcation of land
boundaries and a different definition of settlement locations.”

While I find the general purport of Barrett’s argument convincing, it sheds light on only one dimen-
sion of a complex of related transformations. To me it appears that the limitations of a dwelling perspec-
tive are reached at this point. What is missing is a consideration of the background and possible under-
lying incentives of the changes that Barrett describes. What are the interrelations between the observed
social transformation and its indications? Can we learn something from the chronological order in which
these technological, agricultural and domestic changes occurred? Are there external factors that possibly
prompted their appearance, changes in the material conditions that affected the way in which humans
understood their world? In my view, those are highly relevant questions in the context of a long-term
study. I fully agree with Barrett that we need to consider how human responses to changing material
conditions were grounded in the specific understanding that those people had of those conditions.*® But
[ do not think that such an enquiry disqualifies the search for possible underlying incentives of change.

By accepting the notion that many human responses are historically and culturally specific, and thus
not determined directly by the material conditions, it does not follow that we can ignore the fact that the
material conditions themselves are unstable. They may change both within or outside the range of human
awareness. In the terms of Johnston discussed above, it appears therefore that we need to develop
approaches to the material that combine ‘inherent’ and ‘explicit’ perspectives. In that way, it may be pos-
sible to take the human agent and the cultural mediation of material conditions seriously, and profit at
the same time from the advantages of our distanced point of view. The latter enables us to identify long-
term trends and developments that occurred outside the powers of observation of prehistoric humanity.

The key is, however, not to confuse an identification of external stimuli with an explanation for the par-
ticular form or path that a social transformation took. This appears, in fact, close to a more recent state-
ment by Barrett, in which he says:

Thus, although it remains possible to describe the physical conditions which human populations have occupied in tra-
ditional and fairly objective terms, those same conditions only become historical forces by gaining cultural and politi-
cal values. The possibilities of value are therefore determined by more than the availability of a material resource, they
depend on the ways it was understood, exploited and exchanged by humans.”

In other words, both a view from the inside — a dwelling perspective focusing on the cultural valuation
of material conditions by the groups under study — and a view from the outside — the changing ‘avail-
abilities’ of material conditions — are necessary to build a complementary and diachronic understanding
of people’s dynamic and reciprocal relationships with the landscape.

To return to the theme of this study as described in the first section, let me formulate two sets of ques-
tions whose consideration will form a thread running through this study. They present, in my opinion, a
promising avenue for studying social and cultural transformations in a prehistoric context. Firstly, how
did households and local communities constitute and represent themselves as social groups through their
interaction with the landscape, and how and why did this change over time? Secondly, how were these
constructions of identity related to patterns of the appropriation of land, and how and why did this
change over time? Clearly, these are two very closely related problems.

7 Barrett 1994, 148-151. % Barrett 1999, 495.
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As the title of this study suggests, I am interested in local identities: the self~representations of people
and residential groups in small-scale, local social contexts. This automatically means that a certain bias is
introduced in the resulting pictures of prehistoric social life. This is a bias towards an idealised, harmo-
nious view. Some aspects are left out of the picture; issues such as power, conflict, exclusion and bound-
aries will figure only marginally in the pages of this study. This is not the result of a naively idealistic idea
of life in the past on my part. Rather, it 1s the result of limitations that I have set myself in subject mat-
ter and data sets. For a more comprehensive understanding of social life in the past, the theoretical per-
spective that I have expounded above will need to be expanded. An important complementary data set
— metal artefacts (especially weapons and axes), mostly deposited in rivers, streams and marshes — stands
at the heart of David Fontijn’s work.” This data set can tell us about dimensions of martiality and power
in the construction of identities. Moreover, by its location in the landscape it can shed light on the
boundary zones between the territories of the local communities with which I will concern myself.

I.§ GEOGRAPHICAL AND CHRONOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK

For a number of reasons, the Meuse-Demer-Scheldt region is particularly suited for a study of the ques-
tions raised above. In geographical terms it forms a unit that clearly differs from the landscapes around it
(see chapter 2). More important is the long and extensive history of research in the area. There have been
a number of large-scale excavation projects, particularly in the last twenty years. These represent long-
term research efforts in several micro-regions. In addition, smaller excavations, find reports and observa-
tions provide data on local as well as regional patterns. Although there are differences in the amount and
quality of the data that is available for the different chronological periods during the first millennium
BC, on the whole the data are spread over the period.This means that it is possible, more so than in most
other regions in Northwestern Europe, to distinguish between variation that is the result of chronolog-
ical developments that occur across the region, and variation that is the result of locally differentiated
practices and specific historical developments.

The designation of the period of study as the first millennium BC is convenient but not very precise.
The beginning of the Urnfield period, concurrent with the beginning of the Late Bronze Age, is a more
appropriate starting point as it represents a culturally significant and archaeologically recognisable transi-
tion. It is dated in the MDS region in the course of the 11th century BC.”" But even that will not be
taken as a strict starting point; developments that took place in the Middle Bronze Age will be incorpo-
rated where relevant. The same can be said for the end of the period. Although a case could be made for
taking the beginning of the Roman era as the cut-oft point for this study, I will venture into the first
century AD when that leads to a better understanding of the patterns and processes of the Iron Age.

The Dutch chronological periodisation of Middle and Late Bronze Age and Early, Middle and Late
Iron Age will be used in this study. This differs from the terminology used in neighbouring countries,
where Hallstatt and La Téne periodisations are more familiar. Categories of material culture such as met-
alwork that would make it possible to date archaeological assemblages to a sub-phase of the German or
French chronology are too rare in MDS contexts to make that periodisation generally applicable. Figure
1.2 shows the Dutch periodisation and its correspondence to other chronologies, as well as absolute dates.
Also included is the periodisation that is used for the important micro-region of Oss, which runs from
the end of the Late Bronze Age to the beginning of the Roman period, and to which reference will be

" Fontijn in 2002b. "' Verwers 1969;Van den Broeke 1991.
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Fig. 1.2 Chronological periodisation used in the Lower Rhine Basin, and its relationships to the Central European chronology.

Also indicated is the pottery-based chronology developed on the basis of the excavations at Oss (Van den Broeke 1987a).

made in the text. It is based on ceramic assemblages from settlement contexts, taking the relative occur-
rences of a number of elements of form, paste and decoration into account.”” The Oss chronology divides
the Early, Middle and Late Iron Age into four sub-phases each (a sub-phase represents a period of about
50 to 75 years). While this forms a significant refinement, it is only rarely possible to date assemblages out-
side Oss to one single or to a cluster of Oss phases. This is the result not only of sub-regional ceramic vari-
ations, but also of the fact that a sizeable number of potsherds are needed for a reliable dating.

A word should also be said here about the use of the term Urnfield period. While in western and
Central Europe this is often taken as approximately the period of the Late Bronze Age, in the Lower
Rhine Basin of which the MDS region forms a part, urnfield traditions continue until the early stages
of the Middle Iron Age (ca. 400 BC).The term Urnfield period is used accordingly, and includes the Late
Bronze Age, Early Iron Age and beginning of the Middle Iron Age.

2 Van den Broeke 1987a. A full publication on the ceram-

ic chronology is in preparation.
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2 Archaeology in a sandy ‘essen’ landscape

The Meuse-Demer-Scheldt (MDS) region is a Pleistocene coversand plateau of approximately 250 kilo-
metres (east-west) by 120 kilometres (north-south) (fig. 2.1). It covers the modern-day province of
Noord-Brabant and the sandy parts of Dutch Limburg in the Netherlands, and the provinces of Antwerp
and Limburg in Belgium.To the north of the sandy landscapes of the MDS region lies a broad zone with
Holocene Meuse and Rhine sediments. The western edge of the study area is formed by the delta region
of these rivers and the Scheldt river. To the south and east of the MDS region lie the loamy sand and
loess regions of Belgium, southern Dutch Limburg and the German Rhineland. Together these features
define the MDS region as a geographical entity.

With respect to geographical situation, long-term structure of the agrarian economy, and potential for
archaeological study, the MDS region is comparable to the other coversand landscapes or Geestlandschaften
that form a series along the south coast of the North Sea.' In this chapter I will present the main issues
that set the parameters for archaeological research in a coversand landscape in general and the MDS region
in particular. These are the geological and geomorphological situation, the general structure of the land-
scape in premodern times, and the history of archaeological investigations in the study area.

2.1 ASPECTS OF GEOLOGY AND GEOMORPHOLOGY

The highest part of the MDS region is situated in the southeast and rises a little over 100 metres above
sea level. From there the terrain gently drops down to about sea level at the northwestern border. The
main geomorphological element in most of this region consists of sand deposits that were laid down
under cold and dry conditions during and after the last Ice Age.”? They overlie older aeolian sands and
riverine sand and gravel sediments.” The coversands are mostly between half a metre and one and a half
metres thick and consist of fine to coarse sands, sometimes with an admixture of loam. They form low,
elongated ridges following a general southwesterly to northeasterly direction. In the northwestern bor-
der area peat and marine clays are the dominant element. Even though strictly speaking this border area
is part of the MDS region, it will not be taken into account in this study; very little is known about the
prehistoric habitation of this area.’

Numerous small streams drain the area, flowing into the Demer to the south and the Meuse to the east
and north. These are generally not deeply incised into the land, but they divide the landscape into numer-
ous small and large sand plateaus. The course of the streams is determined by coversand ridges that run
perpendicular to the general slope downwards towards the northwest, and the places where streams break

' Cf. Roymans/Theuws 1999, 2-3, fig. 1. face (Doppert et al. 1975, 31).
> These belong mostly to the Twente Formation (Doppert > Part of the Eindhoven Formation (Doppert et al. 1975, 23).
et al. 1975, 22). In some areas of the ‘Centrale Slenk’ +  Leenders 1989a; idem 1989b and 1996a.

coarse sands of the Sterksel Formation lie near the sur-
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Fig. 2.1 General map of the Meuse-Demer-Scheldt region, indicating national and provincial borders, rivers and streams. a) cov-

ersand landscapes; b) loess landscapes; ¢) reconstructed extent of peat in the Early Middle Ages; d) river sediments.

through a ridge. This results in a pattern of angular changes of direction of some of the streams. As a result
of the minor differences in elevation and the barriers formed by some coversand ridges, parts of the MDS
region are poorly drained. This results in marshy conditions and peat formation. The largest expanse of
oligotrophic peat occurs in the Peel region in the northeastern area of the MDS region.’ Drainage is hin-
dered here by an area of tectonic uplift (the Peelhorst). It is clear that an area like the Peel dates back to
late Pleistocene and early Holocene times, but in the Bronze and Iron Age it may have been less exten-
sive and less monolithic than in premodern times. In the western part of Noord-Brabant, large peat moors
have been removed by humans since the Middle Ages.® Together, these elements formed a landscape in

which small differences in elevation, wet and dry zones, sandier and more loam-rich parts and peat moors

5

With the exception of a few small areas, most of the peat for fuel (Renes 1999, 374-379; De Bont 1993, 100-101).
of the Peel was extracted in the 19th and 20th centuries ¢ Leenders 1989a.
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make up a finely differentiated geographical and vegetational mosaic. Overall characteristics, however, are
mineralogically poor soils with limited natural fertility, a precipitation surplus which contributes to the
eluviation of minerals from the topsoil, and a resulting vulnerability to soil degradation.

The geomorphological situation is to a certain extent also the result of anthropogenic factors.
Activities such as the removal of the forest vegetation has affected soil formation processes and hydro-
logical conditions. At least from the Early Iron Age onwards this led in extreme cases to the formation
of local sand drifts.” Peat cutting in historic times has also contributed to large-scale landscape alterations.
The implications of anthropogenic factors for the habitation patterns and agrarian regimes during the
first millennium BC will be discussed in detail in chapter 5. One anthropogenic factor of much later date,
however, needs to be discussed in this chapter, since it is vital for any understanding of spatial patterns
and developments in prehistory to take into account its effects on the landscape. This is the late medieval
and premodern practice of plaggen manuring and the consequent formation of essen (see 2.2).

The features mentioned so far define the MDS region as an entity not only in a geographical sense,
but also in terms of the basic agrarian potential of the region before the introduction of artificial fer-
tiliser. From the Late Neolithic onwards, agrarian regimes were always founded on a combination of
arable farming and animal husbandry, in many periods with an emphasis on the latter.® Structural limits
were placed on arable production levels by the amount of fertiliser that could be produced from manure,
sods or domestic rubbish. At least from the Bronze Age onwards, agrarian systems in the sandy landscapes
differed in significant ways from those of the fertile loess regions to the south. Even though late prehis-
toric house building traditions and settlement patterns are not well known in the loess zones,” it appears
that byre-house traditions and dispersed, unstable settlement patterns were not of the same characteris-
tic importance as in the sandy regions.

In general, conditions in acidic soils are not conducive to the preservation of uncharred organic mate-
rials. Faunal remains are fairly rare, but not absent in the archaeological material. Wells and pits that reach
below the level of the groundwater table often contain small bone assemblages." The situation is better
where botanical remains are concerned. Carbonised macro-botanical remains are commonly encoun-
tered in settlement contexts. Locations with good pollen preservation conditions, such as peat deposits
in depressions and stream valleys are fairly numerous. Synthesising research on pollen spectra that aims
at answering specific archaeological problems has started only recently.

2.2 THE PREMODERN LANDSCAPE AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR
ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH

Early topographic maps of the late 18th and 19th century of the MDS region show a rural landscape
that consists of two major elements: arable complexes (essen) with small pasture areas near the villages

7 Van Mourik 1988. region with significant faunal assemblages. To this can be
®  Roymans/Gerritsen 2002. added Oss-Ussen (Lauwerier/IJzereef 1998) and
’ Cf. Simons 1989 on habitation in the German loess Meldert (Ervynck 1991).
region to the east of the MDS region. There is some evi- """ Janssen 1972; Smit/Janssen 1983. Old podzolised soils
dence for the occurrence of byre-houses in Bavaria and below Bronze Age and Iron Age barrows have also yield-
Sachsen, dating to the Bronze Age (Engelhardt/Seliger ed pollen records (Waterbolk 1954a; idem 1954b;
1988; Schefzik 1995). Groenman-van Waateringe 1977; idem 1988; De Kort
" Roymans 1990, table 5.4 lists four sites in the MDS 2002).
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Fig. 2.2 Segment of the Topografische en militaire kaart van het Koninkrijk der Nederlanden of circa 1850, around the village of

Someren. The map shows the division of the 19th century landscape in cultivated zones around the villages and extensive waste-
lands with predominantly heath vegetation beyond. Kindly made available by the Free University Amsterdam cartographic

department.

surrounded by much larger wastelands with a predominantly open heather vegetation (fig. 2.2). In chap-
ter 5 the possible prehistoric origins of this bipartite division will be investigated. At this point I will con-
fine myself to those aspects of the premodern landscape that have implications for the nature of archae-
ological remains and the potential for research.

Essen are arable complexes with an anthropogenic topsoil that have formed through centuries of spread-
ing a mixture of animal manure and heath or grass sods (plaggen) over the fields.” Investigations of the
pedogenesis of essen and artefacts contained in the lowest levels suggest that plaggen manuring first devel-
oped in the Lower Rhine Basin at the very end of the Middle Ages."” In the earlier literature dates in the
Early Middle Ages have been proposed, but there are no concrete indications of this. In fact, there is now
ample evidence from several essen excavations that those zones were densely inhabited until the 12th-
13th century, before being turned into arable land.™ Until the introduction of artificial fertiliser in the

2 Pape 1975; Bieleman 1987, 604-614; Crijns/Kriellaars dating the origin of plaggen soils; Bieleman 1994;
1987, 41-44,173-177. Groenewoudt et al. 1998, 155-169 for a recent archaeo-
" Spek 1992 (with references to the older literature) dis- logical study.
cusses the potential and problems of various methods for " De Bont 1993, 78-85; Schabbink 1999; Huijbers in prep.
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19th century, plaggen manuring was the main technique for ensuring the continued fertility of the soil.
Plaggen manuring is associated with the byre-house tradition. In historic times, cattle was kept in the byre
throughout the winter.” The animals stood in a depressed area, on a layer of sods and manure. In the
spring this mixture, which also contained sand that adhered to the sods, was spread out over the arable
lands. Over time, this led to a gradual elevation of the surface, until a humus-rich layer of sometimes
more than one metre thick developed. The essen present very difterent conditions for archaeological
research than the premodern heathland zones. All above-ground prehistoric features under the essen were
razed in the Roman period and especially after the Middle Ages. The original ground surface has been
incorporated into the plough zone.

® Zimmermann 1999b.
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The essen also act as ‘blankets’, however, covering and protecting the archaeological relics. This means
that, even though the essen are generally quite rich in an archaeological sense, without excavations they
remain blank zones on archaeological distribution maps. Survey techniques such as field walking or
remote sensing are barely effective in this part of the landscape, as artefacts are not commonly brought
to the surface by ploughing. Figure 2.3 shows the approximate extent of the plaggen soils in the MDS
region. The wastelands surrounding the inhabited and cultivated zones covered much larger areas and,
until a phase of large-scale reclamation activities in the 19th and early 20th centuries, consisted mostly
of open heathlands and peat moors.The proportion of wasteland relative to cultivated land differed great-
ly per municipality, ranging from less than ten percent in the north-west of the study area to over 80 per-
cent wasteland in the Kempen region.'® Until the reclamations, the heathlands contained numerous pre-
historic remains still standing above ground, in particular barrows of the Late Neolithic to Middle Bronze
Age and urnfield cemeteries of the Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age. This differentiation in the
preservation and visibility of archaeological remains between the submodern heathlands and the essen has
important consequences for micro-regional and regional investigations. Distribution patterns in the two
areas cannot be compared with each other in a straightforward manner. As 1s described in the following
section, the essen and heathlands zones both have their own research history.

2.3 A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF INVESTIGATIONS INTO THE LATE
PREHISTORIC MEUSE-DEMER-SCHELDT REGION

Archaeological investigations in the MDS region started a good century and a half ago (including the
earliest barrow excavations, see below), and have gone on with lesser or greater intensity since then. Over
time a considerable archaeological data base has developed which is especially rich for the period
between 1000 BC and AD 1300. It is somewhat remarkable, therefore, that there have been very few
attempts until recently to produce synthesising accounts of the settlement history of the region. Some
exceptions are dissertations by Frans Theuws on the Early Middle Ages and by Liesbeth Theunissen on
the Middle Bronze Age cultures.” Others have focused on specific categories of material, such as a study
by Desittere on the material culture of urnfields,” or have looked at the MDS region within a larger
geographical framework.” Generally speaking, the history of archaeological work is therefore one of
individual (salvage) excavations and several long-term micro-regional research projects.

Two periods can be distinguished: ¢. 1900 to 1960 and from c. 1960 to the present. Before 1960 field-
work was almost completely restricted to the heathland zones, atter which it shifted to the zones of arable
lands. This is directly related to the extensive land reclamation activities that started in the first half of the
19th century and ended in the 1950s, and the development of large-scale building programmes in the
old arable zones from the 1960s onwards.

' Leenders 1996b, 143. " Roymans 1990; syntheses on other periods: Fontijn
7 Theuws 1988; Theunissen 1999. 2002b;Van der Beek in prep.; Huijbers in prep.
¥ Desittere 1968.
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2.3.1 THE PERIOD OF HEATHLAND ARCHAEOLOGY

During the 19th century large tracts of wasteland were reclaimed for forestry and agriculture.” Many
barrows and urnfields that stood out in the flat and open heathland landscape were destroyed by these
activities. Urn robbery took place on a considerable scale. Antiquarian interests incited a handful of indi-
viduals to excavate Bronze Age and Iron Age burial monuments, publish their findings and establish
archaeological collections.” At this early stage, urns and grave goods were the centre of attention, and
one cannot speak of systematic archaeological research. A catalogue compiled around the turn of the cen-
tury listed as many as 121 urnfields for the Dutch and Belgian Kempen regions, although by then prob-
ably many more had been encountered in the reclamation activities.”

In 1908, archaeologists of the National Museum of Antiquities (Rijksmuseum voor Oudheden,
RMO) recorded for the first time the ditches surrounding prehistoric grave monuments while excavat-
ing an urnfield at Valkenswaard.” Even though this excavation exposed a very small area, and the docu-
mentation is not entirely reliable, it represents the first systematic excavation in the study area. In 1909
and 1914 more extensive excavations took place in Riethoven and Bergen.* During the 1920s and 1930s
excavation techniques and recording methods greatly improved, but because the topsoil had to be
removed by hand it was impossible to expose large areas. Institutional interest was also scant, and in com-
parison to the sandy regions of Drenthe in the northern Netherlands the number of excavations was
small and the extent of the excavated areas restricted.” The rescue excavations to the south of Oss pro-
vide a fitting example of the many missed opportunities of this period. During construction activities in
1933 an exceptionally rich grave with a bronze Hallstatt C situla, a sword, and horse gear came to light.”
Soon after, a few narrow trenches were dug in order to establish the diameter of the monumental bar-
row (52 metres), but no attempt was made to excavate the barrow completely, nor any of the surround-
ing area. It was not until 1997 to 1999 that further research took place, at which time it was established
that the monument had a complex history beginning with a smaller barrow in the Middle Bronze Age
and incorporated a Late Bronze Age elongated post-structure.” It also became clear that the barrow had
been situated within an urnfield. Even though valuable additional evidence could still be collected, soil
disturbance since the 1930s precluded a thorough investigation of the context of the ‘princely’ grave.
Some other urnfields excavated in the pre-war period were investigated in more detail, especially those
at Best, Knegsel (fig. 4.12) and Bergeyk.” These excavations yielded important information on the struc-
ture and main variations in burial ritual and grave monuments. Apart from the RMO, which was the
most active archaeological institution in the pre-war period in the southern Netherlands, A.E. van Giften
of the Biological-Archaeological Institute of the University of Groningen (BAI) and his student Willems
carried out several of these excavations.

During World War II and the years that followed, excavation activities were very limited. In Noord-
Brabant post-war fieldwork began again in earnest with Willem Glasbergen’s investigations between 1948
and 1951 at Toterfout-Halve Mijl of a large cluster of Bronze Age barrows and part of an Early Iron Age
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Renes 1999, 383-399 on the reclamations in northern Cf. figure 4.12 (chapter 4) for an example of a com-

and central Limburg; De Bont 1993, 97-103; Leenders
1996b on those in Noord-Brabant.

E.g. Hermans 1840/1841; idem 1865; Panken 1845;
Stroobant 1903; idem 1905.

Combhaire 1894, 64-73.
Valkenswaard-Het Gegraaf: Evelein 1909.
1910;

Riethoven-Einderhei: Evelein

Hamert: Holwerda 1914.

Bergen-De

monly used strategy to investigate urnfields through nar-
row, radiating trenches.

Holwerda 1934; Modderman 1964.

Jansen/Fokkens 1999, 85-90.

Best-Aarlesche Hei: Willems 1935, Knegsel-Knegselse
Hei: Braat 1936; Bergeyk-Witrijt: Van Giffen 1937.
Appendix 1 lists all urnfields in the MDS region known

from find reports and excavations.
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Fig. 2.4 Hoogeloon-Zwartenberg. Excavation plan of Middle Bronze Age disc-and-bell barrow, excavated with the quadrant

method. After Theunissen 1999, fig. 3.24. a) ditch; b) bank/barrow; ¢) cremation burial in tree-trunk coffin; d) postholes; e)

recent disturbance.

urnfield.” He introduced several methodological innovations to barrow archaeology in the southern
Netherlands, including the use of the quadrant method (fig. 2.4), section drawings, and the analysis of
cremated remains.” Somewhat later, in the years 1959-1964, the excavators of the important urnfield
Neerpelt ‘De Roosen’ in the Belgian Kempen could profit from these advances in excavation tech-
niques.” While the RMO was no longer active in the study area as an excavating institution in the post-
war period, the newly founded State Service for Archaeological Investigations (Rijksdienst voor het
Oudheidkundig Bodemonderzoek, ROB) started to carry out research from 1947 onwards, with
renewed excavations at Valkenswaard and Veldhoven.”

The 1950s represent a flourishing phase of research, in particular with respect to Bronze Age mortu-
ary archaeology.” But at the same time heathland reclamations became less and less frequent and came

#  Glasbergen 1954; Theunissen 1999, 20-22. Impe/Beex/Roosens 1973.
% Glasbergen 1954, 23-31; cremated remains: Krumbein in 2
Glasbergen 1954, 126-128. Heibloem: Modderman/Louwe Kooijmans 1966.

3 Roosens/Beex 1960; idem 1961 and 1962; Van #  Theunissen 1999, fig. 3.6.

Valkenswaard: Brunsting/Verwers 1975; Veldoven-
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almost to a complete standstill towards the later part of the 1950s, seriously diminishing the possibilities
of conducting research in the premodern heathland zones. Archaeology in the MDS region before the
1960s had been purely an archaeology of monumental cemeteries; prehistoric farmsteads and settlements
were still almost completely unknown.

The history of fieldwork up to 1960 parallels the development of an archaeological research tradition
in the Netherlands.* In the first part of the century research concentrated on documenting, ordering and
dating material culture, especially related to burial customs. Resemblances in the material culture with
that of neighbouring regions were traced and explained in term of ethnic and cultural affinities.” Starting
in the 1930s, methods borrowed from physical geography and biology increasingly became part of field-
work and analysis. Archaeology, in this tradition, was a matter of studying ancient societies in their envi-
ronmental setting. A founding father in this respect was undoubtedly Van Giften, who was trained as a

biologist and served as the director of the BAI in Groningen from 1920 onwards.”

According to Van
Giften, a reconstruction of burial rituals based on a detailed study of the pedological context of burial
mounds could provide a more reliable understanding of the nature of prehistoric communities than typo-
chronological studies of material culture.”

The natural-scientific approach became stronger in the first decades after the war, with the develop-
ment of palynological, palaco-ethno-botanical and zoo-archacological research methods, as well as the
introduction of radiocarbon dating. In the Netherlands, the natural-scientific approach was largely inte-
grated with the culture-historical research tradition, with its emphasis on typo-chronological studies of
pottery and grave monuments, and interpretations of cultural change in terms of migration and diffu-
sion.” It is illustrative that simultaneously with Glasbergen’s work on Bronze Age funerary practices, H.T.
Waterbolk, another student of Van Giften, wrote a dissertation exploring the potential of palynology in
the archaeology of Pleistocene landscapes.” In Belgium, on the other hand, archaeology was only mar-
ginally influenced by biology and physical geography.

In a lecture held in 1947 Van Giften introduced the term ‘cultureel streekdiagram’ (a diagram presenting
an overview of material culture styles and habitation patterns) to describe the way he believed regional
research ought to be conducted. By investigating the appearance and disappearance of cultural phenom-
ena on a regional scale it would be possible to trace and explain regional particularities as well as resem-
blances with other regions.* In general terms this described the objectives of much of the Dutch post-
war archaeological research, including, in their initial stages, the micro-regional research projects in the
MDS region (see below).

In hindsight, one can say that the period of heathland archaeology resulted in an extensive catalogue
of Bronze Age and Iron Age cemeteries, the development of systematic excavation methods and an eco-
logically- oriented culture-historical research tradition. Systematic research took place only at a small
number of urnfields, but none were excavated completely, and the areas between the still visible mounds
were usually not investigated. Information on the extent and internal structure of the urnfields that is
now considered essential was therefore not collected. Moreover, analysis of the cremated remains had not
yet been sufficiently developed. Settlements, without doubt situated in the same geographical zones as
the cemeteries, had almost entirely escaped attention.

3 Slofstra 1994. ¥ Glasbergen 1954; Waterbolk 1954a;idem 1954b. The lat-
% Holwerda 1918; Willems 1935. ter is a palynological contribution to Glasbergen’s study.
% Slofstra 1994, 12. “ Van Giffen 1947, 504-505.

¥ Van Giffen 1930, 184-186.
Culture-historical studies in the strict sense of the term
continued to be written, especially in Belgium and

Germany: Kersten 1948; Desittere 1968; De Laet 1974.
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2.3.2 THE PERIOD OF ‘ESSEN’-ARCHAEOLOGY

During the 1950s heathland reclamations came to an end, and with it the archaeological focus on the
monumental barrow urnfields situated in those heathlands. Archaeological fieldwork gradually shifted to
the old arable zones around the traditional villages, where the construction of housing estates and indus-
trial areas began to take place at an increasingly fast pace." Sand extraction formed another major threat
to the archaeological remains under the essen.

Between 1960 and 1967 excavations were carried out at Haps, at first by the ROB and later by the
Institute for Prehistory of the University of Leiden (IPL) that had been founded in 1962.% Several
Middle Bronze Age barrows, an Early and Middle Iron Age urnfield, and a Middle and Late Iron Age
settlement complex were brought to light here. This project was of great significance, not only because
it provided archaeologists for the first time with a large number of farmhouse ground plans and the mate-
rial culture of an Iron Age settlement, but also because it revealed the problems and potential of ‘essen’
archaeology. Unstratified remains of several periods were preserved in the same location. Although the
ancient surface layer had been ploughed out, the medieval/post-medieval anthropogenic topsoil had
effectively protected the prehistoric and Roman period sub-soil features from destructive activities. The
topsoil in these essen-excavations was removed by machine, demonstrating for the first time in the south-
ern Netherlands the potential of large-scale exposures.

On the whole, this potential was explored only to a limited extent during the 1960s and 1970s. Apart
from the excavations in Haps, the investigations at Hilvarenbeek by the ROB and the IPL, and at St.-
Oedenrode by the ROB are worth mentioning. At Hilvarenbeek the remains of two Iron Age farm-
houses, and a large number of granaries were found, partly overlying a Late Bronze Age urnfield (figs.
4.4, 4.30).” At St.-Oedenrode sand quarrying enabled the ROB, in co-operation with a local amateur
archaeologist, to document archaeological traces dating from the Middle Bronze Age to the Middle Ages.
A significant portion of a rather severely disturbed Late Bronze and Early Iron Age urnfield was exca-
vated, as well as the remains of several farmyards dating to the same period.” Late Bronze Age and Early
Iron Age house building traditions had been practically unknown in the MDS region until then. Based
on the combination of an urnfield and its associated settlement remains it was possible to demonstrate
that the community that buried its dead in the cemetery was much smaller than the number of exca-
vated farmsteads suggested.” This led to the conclusion that the single-phase farmsteads were inhabited
consecutively rather than simultaneously, something that was impossible to deduce from the scarce and
poorly datable pottery associated with the houses. Since then, the periodic relocation of farmsteads has
proven to be one of the main characteristics of the Urnfield period settlement patterns.

Two major regional research projects started in the 1970s and continue to the present day: the
Kempen project (later called the South Netherlands project) of the Archaeological Institute of the Free
University (AIVU) and the Institute for Pre- and Protohistory of the University of Amsterdam (IPP),*
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A small number of urnfields were investigated in the for-
mer heathlands after 1960: Goirle (Verwers 1966c¢),
Paal (Modderman 1967), Kaulille
(Engels/Van Impe 1984; idem 1985), Klein-Ravels
(Annaert/Van Impe 1985). In Belgium, this tradition has

Bergeyk-De

continued longer than in the Dutch part.
Haps-Kamps Veld, Verwers 1972. The IPL has since been
renamed the Faculty of Archaeology.

Verwers 1975.

Van der Sanden 1981;Van Bodegraven 1991, with more
references.

Van der Sanden 1981, 326. Four Late Bronze Age and
Early Iron Age farmhouses came to light in an area of
restricted size, suggesting that there were many more to
be found in the vicinity.

The IPP has recently changed its name to the
Amsterdam Archaeological Centre (AAC).



and the Maaskant project of the IPL. The history of these projects has been described recently in two
publications and it is therefore enough to summarise the main points here.”

The Kempen project began as a one-man research programme, when in 1974 Jan Slofstra of the
AIVU started a survey in the region to the southwest of Eindhoven, the area known as Dutch Kempen.*
Through a combination of field walking and making inventories of the collections of local amateur
archaeologists and museums he hoped to be able to reconstruct a regional habitation history, and to
develop an empirical basis for the study of socio-cultural processes. Excavations were not part of the orig-
inal research design. It soon became clear, however, that any kind of field walking-based survey method
encounters major problems in the sandy essen landscapes, as a result of the blanketing effect of the essen
(see above). From 1978 onwards, the research strategy shifted to include excavations, primarily of archae-
ological sites of late prehistoric, Roman and medieval date. Around this time, the Kempen project became
a combined effort of the AIVU and IPP. In the early 1980s the main projects involved a Roman period
villa complex at Hoogeloon and a medieval settlement at Dommelen.* Iron Age remains were encoun-
tered at Bladel,” for example, but it was not until the later 1980s that excavations by members of the
Kempen project began to concentrate specifically on the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age.

When the Kempen project was first conceived, Slofstra was influenced by the processual approach that
was being advocated in Anglo-American archaeology. He explicitly chose a systems approach as a way to
conceptualise societies and cultural processes.”’ In comparison with the way in which most archaeolog-
ical research was conducted at the time, whereby research goals and interpretative frameworks remained
largely implicit, the approach advocated by the Kempen project represented a considerable change.”” In
other respects, however, it remained firmly connected to the culture-historical tradition.” The term his-
torical-anthropological archaeology was introduced to describe the theoretical approach of the Kempen
project, although this has never resulted in a consistent theoretical programme shared by all the project
members. The main elements were the use of anthropological concepts in combination with a strong
emphasis on the specific historical context of cultural processes.

The research of the South Netherlands project, as the Kempen project gradually came to be called,
received a major boost in 1989, when a Pionier research group was established at the IPP to study elite
and power structures in the Northwest European Plain in the period 1000 BC to AD 1000. Initially,
important themes were social structure and political economy, with studies on elite exchange networks
and the incorporation of the MDS region into larger political entities.” In the course of the 1990s, inter-
ests among the members of this group have widened to include the social and ideational dimensions of
the landscape and their long-term transformations.”

The sandy region of the southern Netherlands functioned as a kind of laboratory in which salvage
excavations were carried out to investigate specific problems. Fieldwork methodology was adapted as new
research themes required different strategies. While fieldwork had initially concentrated on the excavation
of sites dating to a specific period, shifts to an interest in the long-term transformations of the landscape
made it necessary to broaden the scope of the investigations from single sites to micro-regions. Areas in

7 Kempen project: Roymans 1996a; Maaskant project: > Slofstra 1982a, 33-43; Roymans 1996a, 231-235.
Fokkens 1996. ** Publications resulting from the Pionier project include
* Slofstra 1982b. Roymans/Theuws 1991; Derks 1998; Diepeveen-Jansen
# Slofstra 1982¢; Van Regteren Altena 1982; Theuws 1988, 2001; Bazelmans 1999; Hiddink 1999.
221-259; Theuws/Verhoeven/Van Regteren-Altena 1988. *® E.g. Roymans 1995a; idem 1996a; Derks 1997;
* Roymans 1982. Theuws/Roymans 1999.

' Slofstra 1982a.
Comparable developments took place at the time in the

Assendelver Polders project (Brandt et al. 1987).
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which habitation has not left dense traces, such as the stream valleys and moors are now con- sidered of
comparable importance for studying the fossil landscape as settlements and cemeteries. Examples of long-
term research projects that are especially relevant for the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age are those at
Someren and Weert.” Over the course of a number of years, areas of over 15 hectares have been excavat-
ed at both sites, exposing archaeological remains from the Bronze Age up to the Late Middle Ages.

The Maaskant project of the IPL has traditionally focused its excavations on the northern parts of the
municipality of Oss. Since 1976 housing estates and industrial zones have been developed there in the
former arable lands of the town. In line with the customary research traditions of the time, major aims
of the project in its early years were to reconstruct the history of habitation and to study the relation-
ship between habitation patterns and ecological aspects of the environment.” Fieldwork during the peri-
od 1976-1982 was carried out mainly by digging trenches along the planned road network. Larger expo-
sures were made in areas where occupational traces were particularly dense. As a result of this strategy,
the Late Iron Age and Roman period received most attention, as it is in those periods that settlement
remains tend to occur as clustered groups. From 1982 onwards, when the direction of the project lay in
the hands of Wijnand van der Sanden and later Harry Fokkens, the emphasis gradually shifted to uncov-
ering larger parts of the fossil landscape. On the one hand, this was in accordance with a growing inter-
est in the development of settlement systems and wider socio-cultural processes, in particular romanisa-
tion.” An example is the excavation of the enclosed Roman-period settlement of Oss-Westerveld.” On
the other hand, it followed the realisation that this was the only method for locating elements of the dis-
persed settlement patterns of the Bronze Age and Iron Age.*

The prehistoric remains found at Oss between 1976 and 1986 have been published by Kees
Schinkel.” On the basis of a large number of farmhouse plans, storage structures, pits and wells he
demonstrated in some detail how a small number of dispersed farmsteads occupied the area throughout
most of the Iron Age, and periodically moved within a fairly small settlement territory. During the Late
Iron Age farmsteads were rebuilt increasingly close to the existing farmsteads, leading in the Early
Roman period to nucleated settlements with a stable location. The settlements of the Roman period
(discovered before 1993) have been published by Dieke Wesselingh.” As Fokkens describes in his
overview of the history of the Maaskant project, research goals have shifted in the course of the second
decade of excavations at Oss to studying the integral archaeological landscape, and how it was formed
by aspects of economy, social structure, and cosmology.®

In the Belgian part of the study area, the main excavating institution has been the National Service for
Excavations (Nationale Dienst voor Opgravingen, NDO).** At Donk a Late Bronze Age and Early Iron
Age urnfield, together with settlement traces of the Middle and Late Iron Age were excavated in the years
1977-1986. Finds at Neerharen-Rekem included a Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age urnfield, Late
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Iron Age farmhouses and other settlement traces (fig. 4.29).° Worth mentioning is also a Late Iron Age

enclosure with a rectangular moat-and-rampart system that was investigated at Kontich (fig. 4.17).7

Roymans/Kortlang 1993;  Roymans 1995¢; 2 Wesselingh 2000.
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Fokkens 1996, 201.

Schinkel 1994 (Dutch); idem 1998 (English). A compre-
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Fokkens 1996, 204.

Since the federalisation of Belgium, its Flemish succes-
sor, the Institute for Archaeological Heritage (IAP) has
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Fig. 2.5 The Meuse-Demer-Scheldt region, indicating the size of the exposed surface area at major excavations (until 2000).

The map includes only excavations with a total exposed surface area of two hectares or more, and for which.

2.4 THE MEUSE-DEMER-SCHELDT REGION AS A
RESEARCH AREA

It is necessary to explain briefly in which sense of the term I take the MDS region to be the research
or study area of this project. As this is a synthesis based largely on published data, it is dependent on
well-investigated and published sites and micro-regions. These are clearly not distributed evenly over
the study area. Map 2.5 shows the main excavations with significant remains of the Bronze Age and
Iron Age. There are distinct concentrations in the northeastern part of Noord-Brabant, the focus of
the research projects of several universities. Excavations in Belgium have tended to be less extensive,
especially in comparison to the large-scale settlement research of recent decades in the Netherlands.
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There are signs that funding for salvage archaeology in Belgium is slowly becoming more available in
the context of large infrastructural projects, but it is too early at present for concrete results to be avail-
able.”® The results of this state of research is that a disproportionate amount of information comes from
a relatively small number of sites and regions, in particular the areas around Oss, Someren, Weert, and
the area to the southwest of Eindhoven. In addition, much valuable information comes from the
numerous small-scale excavations that have been carried out throughout the research area, but these
are in themselves too restricted for a thorough analysis of the questions raised. This differentiated pat-
tern of research intensities creates a strong bias in regional distribution patterns. However, I do not
consider this to be a major problem, since, as was explained in the previous chapter, I am primarily
interested in local and micro-regional aspects of prehistoric habitation. The research area is therefore
not defined as that area for which a coherent and balanced picture can be drawn, based on full cover-
age of the archaeological data. Rather, it is taken to be that area for which a reasonable case can be
made that the patterns and processes traceable in the most intensively investigated micro-regions are
more or less the same throughout the whole region. Undoubtedly, more detailed studies will reveal
differences in material culture, settlement patterns or cultural practices between parts of the MDS
region, and some of these are discussed in this study. But on the whole, from a geographical as well as
a cultural viewpoint, the differences within the research area tend to be smaller than those between
the MDS region and the neighbouring areas. Related to this definition of the research area is the fact
that I do not take the rivers that bound the MDS region as strict borders. Evidence from sites in sim-
ilar landscapes directly outside the region will be incorporated where I feel this is relevant. Examples
come from the sandy areas to the east of the Meuse in Dutch Limburg, from the Wijchen-Nijmegen
area and the sandy region directly to the west of the Scheldt river in East Flanders.

% E.g. De Clercq/Van Rechem 1999; Opsteyn et al. 1999; Flanders. It yielded Late Bronze Age, Iron Age and
Verbeek/Maes/Vanwesenbeeck 2001. A large-scale proj- Roman-period traces (Bourgeois et al. 1996; Bourgeois
ect directly outside the MDS region was carried out by et al. 1997; Bourgeois/Hageman 1998).

the University of Gent at Sint-Gillis-Waas in East
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3 The house and its inhabitants

3. AN ANTHROPOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE ON HOUSES AND
HOUSEHOLDS

3.I.1I INTRODUCTION

To say that a house is more than a physical shelter against the elements is simply pointing out the obvi-
ous. Houses are in many ways at the heart of social and cultural life, both in non-modern societies and
in present-day, western society; they ‘constitute culturally significant space of the highest order’." In contempo-
rary northwestern Europe houses are embedded in a web of diverse notions including home, family, pri-
vacy, investment, status and the like. The significance of houses in other societies may well be based on
wholly different ideas, but houses are never socially or symbolically neutral. Le Roy Ladurie notes about
the 13th century Pyrenean village of Montaillou that

...the best way to understand Montaillou is to abandon temporarily the problems of social stratification within it and
go straight to the basic cell which, multiplied a few dozen times, went to make up the village. This basic cell was none
other than the peasant family, embodied in the permanence of a house and in the daily life of a group co-resident
under the same roof. In local language this entity was called an ostal; and in the Latin of the Inquisition files it was
called a hospicium or, more often, a domus. It should be noted that the words ostal, domus and hospicium all
and inextricably mean both family and house. The term familia is practically never used in the Fournier register. It
never crosses the lips of the inhabitants of Montaillou themselves, for whom the family of flesh and blood and the
house of wood, stone or daub were one and the same thing.”

The ethnographic literature is rich with examples that show how houses are invested with social and
symbolic meanings in a great variety of ways. The identification of a house with its inhabitants is a recur-
rent element in the ethnographic literature (particularly but not only in societies that lack a commercial
house market), but it is only one possible aspect. Houses can be reflections and structuring features of
socio-cosmological orders.’ They can provide the context for a particular ‘dwelling-habitus’ consisting of
cultural ideas and values that structure daily life in and around the house.* As a result of its materiality,
visibility and symbolic potential, a house can also be used profitably for representing power and social
status, or to engage in social relationships, competitive or otherwise, with other individuals and groups.®

' Ellen 1986, 3. !

Le Roy Ladurie 1980, 24.

E.g. Waterson 1990, 94 on the cosmological significance
of the orientation towards the cardinal directions of the
houses of the Toraja of Sulawesi. Parker Pearson/

Richards 1994a, 10-18 for other examples. Cf. 3.1.2.

E.g. Arhem (1991) on male/female, private/public,
day/night oppositions underlying the spatial organisation
of Maasai homesteads, or Bourdieu’s famous study of the
Kabyle house (1973; also 1977).

Hodder 1990; Cevik 1995; P. Thomas 1998; Vellinga
2000.
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If social and symbolic meanings are a fundamental and universal aspect of houses, several questions
arise with regard to the Bronze Age and Iron Age. Which meanings did houses have in the later prehis-
tory of the MDS region, and how did these meanings change over time? And, through which practices
were houses invested with meaning and how did these meanings structure the lives of the inhabitants?

Anthropology ofters not only illustrative ethnographic examples, but also theoretical insights that are
useful aids in studying these questions. Cultural anthropology incorporates several separate fields of
research that focus on houses and households. Demography and kinship studies study household form
and size; economic anthropology focuses on the household as a unit of production and consumption.
Architecture-based studies tend to neglect the inhabitants of houses and write about construction tech-
nology, adaptations to climatic extremes or, alternatively, about the house as a microcosm.® Only recent-
ly have there been attempts at developing more holistic approaches that integrate these fields, and that
view the house and its inhabitants within a single analytical framework. For archaeologists this is an excit-
ing development, as it opens up perspectives on the prehistoric people behind the postholes and wall
foundations of the houses we excavate. It is not the aim of this introduction to provide an exhaustive
review of the achievements and flaws of the different bodies of anthropological theory” But in order to
explain the perspective on houses and households that is proposed in this chapter, some remarks need to
be made about the difterent fields of research from which that perspective takes its inspiration.

In this introduction and the following sections of this chapter reference is made to a number of
ethnographic and ethno-archaeological case studies. This is done for a specific, restricted purpose, along
the lines of Peter Ucko’s phrase ‘to widen the horizon of the interpreter’.” Domestic architecture as an
object of archaeological study has long been informed by functionalist and ecologically-oriented per-
spectives. By looking at living societies studied by anthropologists and ethno-archaeologists it may be
possible to change our mindset and to begin thinking about the social, structuring and processual dimen-
sions of domestic architecture. Not using ethnographically-derived analogies as a means to support claims
about the past, I am little concerned with direct historical links between my examples and the Bronze
Age and Iron Age of the MDS region. With one exception, the argumentation tries to stay clear of a
reliance on ethnographic examples. The exception concerns the assumption of a mutual identification of
dwelling place and inhabitants, perhaps as marked and strongly felt as in Montaillou, perhaps as some-
thing ‘that goes without saying’.’ The existence of an idea of that sort cannot be proven or tested for the
prehistoric communities with which I am concerned, nor is it easy to gain an idea about its universali-
ty from the anthropological literature. My justification for using this assumption comes from theories on
material culture and exchange that stress the commensurability of subject and object; objects are indis-
solubly interwoven with the people that produce, use or exchange them."

¢ Carsten/Hugh-Jones 1995a, 4. 8 Ucko 1969, 262; cf.Van Reybrouck 2000, chapter 3, esp.
7 Cf. for example Yanagisako 1979; Netting/Wilk/ 127.
Arnould 1984; Sabean 1990 on household and family ’ Bloch 1992.
studies. Domestic architecture has been the focus of a 1 Cf. Miller 1994 for a brief overview of current thinking
large number of collections of published articles: about material culture; Bazelmans 1999 (esp. 13-36) for
Izikowitz/Serensen 1982; Bourdier/Alsayyad 1989; Kent a discussion of the historical development of the anthro-
1990; Parker Pearson/Richards 1994b; Carsten/Hugh- pology of gift exchange; cf. Appadurai 1986; Weiner
Jones 1995b; Benjamin 1995. 1992.
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3.I.2 HOUSES AND THE SOCIO-COSMOLOGICAL ORDER

Perhaps best known among the different approaches to the study of domestic architecture is the one that
seeks to understand the cosmological principles underlying construction, spatial organisation or decora-
tive schemes of houses." A classic example is Cunningham’s study of Atoni houses.”” The dwelling there
stands in a cognitive opposition to the sun. The entrance should therefore not face east or west, as this
would allow the sun to enter the house. Inside, a fire is kept alight at all times, giving the house its own
‘sun’. Other organising categories include right / left, high / low and centre / periphery. Spatial arrange-
ments are based on these categories, but more importantly the social relationships of the people who
inhabit the house are constituted through reference to the cosmological principles. Women are associat-
ed with the inner part of the house and the left-hand side, men with the outer part and the right-hand
side. Guests that are agnates of the household head are entertained in the inner section of the house,
affines or other guests in more peripheral parts. Parents sleep on a platform, children on mats on the
ground. Heirlooms are stored high up in the attic, which is rich in supernatural connotations. From an
archaeological viewpoint it is interesting to note that elaborate as the symbolic system underlying Atoni
house may be, there is very little in its physical appearance that would suggest this to an outsider. Much
of the symbolism revolves around the door, the hearth, and water jar — elements of the house that are
functionally essential as well.

Although houses can be seen as central elements in the constitution of the socio-cosmological order
— and thus an archaeological source with a rich potential for studying ancient world views — the situa-
tion is not as straightforward as one would like. There are several complicating matters. Firstly, a society’s
world view is not an abstract, reified and unchanging set of ideas that is ‘applied’ to houses. Both are con-
stituted in each other. The built environment is as much a result of a world view as it is a factor in the
formation of that world view."” Secondly, an implicit assumption is often made in structuralist studies such
as the one by Cunningham that the symbolic meanings of houses are of a single form, that they express
one order which is understood and accepted by all in society in the same way and at all times." This leads
to a static view, and there are both theoretical and empirical grounds for doubting that reality is as uni-
form and stable. As several authors have noted, the symbolic meanings of domestic space are not inher-
ent in its organisation, but are constantly created and reproduced through the social practices that take
place there.”

A conceptualisation of material culture, and houses in particular, that allows for multiple readings and
acknowledges that symbolic meanings are dependent on the contexts of time and actors, will lead to a
more complex understanding of the social and cultural roles of houses in society. A way to understand
how differentiated meanings come about and how they in turn affect the behaviour and perception of
the inhabitants of a house is to incorporate the architectural structure and the human dimension into a
single analytical framework.

" Green 1999. ' Bourdieu 1977; Moore 1986; Ellen 1986;Van Beek 1990;
2 Cunningham 1964. Nas/Prins 1991, 6.

" Rapoport 1976; idem 1982;Van Beek 1990, 93.

" Ellen 1986.
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3.I.3 THE HOUSE AS A SOCIAL CATEGORY

Before turning to a discussion of an understanding of houses that incorporates both architecture and
people, it is necessary to dwell briefly on a conception of houses that was developed by Claude Lévi-

Strauss.'®

His focus is on houses as a form of social organisation, and while the architectural dimension
has not systematically entered his work in this context, much of the recent, holistic work on domestic
buildings has been inspired by his ideas. According to Lévi-Strauss there are cognatic societies across the
globe whose social organisation recognises so-called Houses (capitalised to distinguish them from the
architectural component). The best known examples are perhaps the noble Houses of European history,
but similar social groupings are known from the Americas, southeast Asia and Japan. A core characteris-
tic according to the definition of Lévi-Strauss is that it is an institution that acts as a corporate body in
a hierarchically ordered society. It exists as long as it is able to pass along its name and wealth — includ-
ing fixed and movable property, but also titles and rights — down a real or imaginary line. The House is
‘considered legitimate as long as this continuity can express itself in the language of kinship or affinity, and, most
often, botl’." In other words, a House can be held together both through descent and through marriage
alliance, and in this sense ‘House societies’ are fundamentally different from those with unilineal descent
systems.

Lévi-Strauss himself has done little to work out the details of his theory (many of his ideas being pub-
lished in the form of lecture notes), but his ideas have inspired research on notions of houses as central
elements of indigenous social categorisations.' In this further work the original definition has often been
altered and made more flexible. Scholars have demonstrated, for example, that also in largely egalitarian
socleties one can often recognise Houses as social entities with multi-generational continuity that pass
on wealth."” More importantly, some have argued that the interconnections between the social house and
the architectural house need to be taken into account.” They often fall within one and the same cogni-
tive category, as was brought out so forcefully in the Montaillou example with which this chapter start-
ed. Several elements follow from the notion of an interconnectedness of house and inhabitants. This is
firstly that a house can have an active part in the constitution of individuals that inhabit it; it provides the
inhabitants with part of their social identity. It is interesting in this respect that in the northern
Netherlands a tradition survived until recently of naming a farmstead after its founder, and vice versa, of
families taking their name from their farmstead or estate.”

Secondly, the dwelling place has a function in the definition of the inhabitants as a social group.” This
group never exists to the exclusion of other kinds of social groups, and its boundaries may not be fixed
or always very clear. But nevertheless, the very act of living together in a house will create social bound-
aries and set that group apart from other social bodies. Within the household — as this group can be con-
veniently defined — there are often potentially conflicting interests based on differences in origin, gender
and age. At the same time, the household is often seen as a basic social unit in the wider social constel-
lation.

Thirdly, because of its physicality and constant presence in the lives of the inhabitants and the other
members of the local community, a house provides the inhabitants with a suitable medium for social
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strategies. Given that a person’s identity is partly defined through his or her house, that house can also
affect social positions and status. Having a house, for example, that is considered suitable for receiving
guests or for carrying out ceremonies and rituals in which the whole local community is involved is fre-
quently regarded as an important source of status. Much energy and capital is sometimes spent on enlarg-
ing or decorating one’s house in order to be able to take part in social arenas and to engage in profitable
social relations with other groups.”

Finally, because of the simple fact that the household changes through time, in size, composition, or
status the relationship between the household and the house must be in a constant process of change.
The temporal element in the relationships between house and inhabitants will be further explored in the
following section.

3.1.4 THE TEMPORALITY OF DOMESTIC ARCHITECTURE

An important structuring factor in the social and symbolic meanings of houses in many societies is time.*
The ethnographic literature describes examples of changing meanings of houses with time of day (e.g.,
a space with female connotations during the day but with male at night),” with the passing of seasons,
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or with time as marked by periodic rituals.” Many time scales are difficult to grasp archaeologically, but
one singled out in the literature as being highly significant for the social and symbolic meanings of hous-
es 1s ‘biographical’ time.” That is time on the scale of the human life cycle. In light of the foregoing dis-
cussion on the symbolic links between houses and social units such as households or descent groups, it
is not surprising that this time scale may have an effect on the symbolic meanings as well as the physical
appearance of houses.

A useful notion in this respect is that of the developmental cycle of domestic groups. This notion was
first developed by a group of British anthropologists around Jack Goody.” There are certain regularities
in the stages that a household passes through between its formation and final dissolution. These begin
with a phase of expansion, the period from the marriage of two people to the end of the phase in which

their children are dependent on them.”

It is followed by a period of dispersion, as grown-up children
marry and begin their own household, and a period of replacement, when the children take over the
social positions of their parents in the wider community and the parents pass away. Partly, these phases
are the result of biological givens, such as the period during which a woman can bear children and a per-
son’s life expectancy. Partly too, they are the result of culturally determined factors, such as age of mar-
riage, the occurrence of polygamy, and the average number of children per marital couple. The develop-
mental cycle not only aftects household size and composition, but it is a factor in many of the social and
economic issues of the household. The developmental cycle, for example, has a direct bearing on the
labour potential of a household. This will increase with the number of children, and with their advanc-
ing ages, and this in turn will aftect the possibilities of a household head to take part in competition for

status or social position within the community.”
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There is a good deal of literature on this subject that will
not be discussed here. Examples are the contributions in
Goody 1958; Yanagisako 1979; Netting/Wilk/Arnould
1984.

35



Carsten and Hugh-Jones argue that parallel to the processual nature of domestic groups, houses need
to be approached from a similar processual framework:

Inasmuch as we stress the processual nature of kinship, more radically we would also stress the processual nature of
the house. Buildings themselves are not static [...]. This is not simply the obvious point that houses must be built
and maintained, get modified to fit the needs of their occupants, are extended and rebuilt, and ultimately decay and
fall down. It is also to stress that such architectural processes are made to coincide, in various ways, with important
events and processes in the lives of their occupants and are thought of in terms of them.”

In many societies a structural and dynamic relationship can indeed be distinguished between the domes-
tic cycle of a household and the house it inhabits.”” Among the Marakwet in Kenya, for example, a young
man with plans to marry will build a house for himself.” After marriage, a second building is added, thus
forming a compound with the original structure. Depending on the economic situation, the man will
expand the number of huts and storage facilities as his children grow older or as he takes another wife.
When the oldest daughter approaches the age of eight, a second hut is almost compulsory, as he will not
be allowed to sleep in the same hut as his daughter. Depending on his place with regard to his siblings,
a man may also have to build another house for a widowed parent. The compound thus grows and
‘matures’ with its owner and the developmental cycle of his household. A lack of children or funds to
build more huts, however, may result in a compound that never reaches maturity.

A similar ‘life cycle’ of houses has been described for the Kapsiki of Cameroon.Van Beek, studying a
Kapsiki village, observed that the state of a man’s compound reflects the phase of the domestic cycle that
his household occupies. It simultaneously affects his social standing.” Women in this society have a great
deal of freedom in divorcing and changing husbands. A man’s social standing rests for an important part
on his ability to marry several wives, and to keep them in his household. A household head in his forties
or fifties, who has failed to reach the ideal of several wives and many children, inhabits a compound with
few huts, or with many abandoned huts. As a result, it will be even harder for him to convince women
to marry him. A man’s house will therefore be a symbol of his social success or failure, and will at the
same time determine his chances to be successful in the social arena.

Both examples above described a situation whereby a house is strongly associated with the life cycle
of the head of the household. Most young men in these societies build a house for themselves, and only
a minority takes over the house of their parents. There is a link between the limited single-generation
period of occupation of houses and their physical characteristics. In situations where houses are built of
stone and can be inhabited for multiple generations, this permanence may be an aspect of the social
meaning of the building, for example as a symbol for the continuity of a social group, or for the ances-
tral founder of the house.”

Among the Zafimaniry of Madagascar, the house is not so much a symbol for the head of the house-

hold as for the marriage of the principal couple.*

Marriage is perceived as an ongoing process that con-
tinues as long as the couple lives, and lasts even after death. The house, whose building and inauguration
rituals are inextricably bound up with the wedding rituals, starts off as a flimsy reed and bamboo struc-
ture. As the marriage matures and proves successful by producing offspring, the house is gradually mod-

ified. Little by little parts of the building are replaced by pieces of hardwood — it ‘acquires bones’. The

' Carsten/Hugh-Jones 1995a, 39. »  Cf. Huijjbers in prep. for similar ideas concerning farm-
2 Apart from the examples described here, e.g. Lane 1994, houses in the High Middle Ages.
Cevik 1995. * Bloch 1995.

3 Moore 1986, 91-98.
* Van Beek 1986; idem 1991.
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posts are increasingly decorated with relief carvings. Children, even after they have moved out and have
begun the processes of house building and marriage themselves will continue to work on the beautifi-
cation of their parents’ house. After the couple dies, one of the sons may take over the house, but in effect
the house will still be perceived as belonging to the founding couple, symbolising the success of their
marriage. Some of the houses in a community are thus maintained and even further ‘hardened’ long after
the founding couple has died. These become ‘holy houses’ that are an important focus for the group of
descendants of the couple. It is the place where they come together for rituals and to receive blessings
from the ancestors.

In addition to numerous examples of the construction of a new house coinciding with a person
reaching adulthood or a couple getting married, there are also ethnographic cases where the death of the
principal occupant is followed by the abandonment or destruction of the house.”” One could say that in
a society where there is little functional differentiation between architectural structures, it is not neces-
sarily meaningful that life cycle rituals focus on the house, but this would not do justice to the signifi-
cance of the conceptual link between house and its inhabitants. The examples discussed here indicate that
both inhabitants and the house change, and these changes are often made to coincide with each other.
This is more than a gratuitous remark that has little value for archaeologists who by definition study
houses long after the process of dwelling has ended. It is something that needs to be taken into account
when trying to understand the social and symbolic meanings of houses in a society, but also to under-
stand people’s place within the wider cultural landscape.

3.I.§ THE CULTURAL BIOGRAPHY OF HOUSES

With the rise of social archaeology in the 1960s and 1970s, domestic architecture has featured in many
archaeological studies, based on a variety of theoretical underpinnings, as a key category for the study of
social organisation.™ In most of this work little systematic attention has been paid to temporal aspects,
even though its significance was pointed out by several ethno-archaeological studies.”” Some exceptions
should be mentioned. Noteworthy in this respect are Ruth Tringham’s work on the Neolithic and
Copper Age of southeastern Europe in which she suggests a link between the domestic cycle of house-
holds and the life histories of houses, and that of Douglass Bailey, who pointed out that repetitive phas-
es of rebuilding houses on mounded sites in the same region may have provided a means for legitimis-
ing habitation and social continuity at the site.* Julian Thomas has advocated the introduction of the
element of experienced time to the interpretation of material culture and applied this to
Linearbandkeramik houses in northwestern Europe." Even more recently, Joanna Briick has used the
notion of settlement life cycles to explore the social practices behind British Early and Middle Bronze
Age settlement remains and in particular deposits within settlements.*

In the following chapter on houses and households in the Late Bronze Age and the Iron Age of the
MDS regions, a similar temporally-sensitive approach will be used. Emphasising the temporal aspects of
the social meanings of domestic space implies almost inevitably that less attention is given to the spatial
dimension. This is not to deny its importance: space and time are both fundamental and indissoluble

7 E.g. Riviere 1995; Hugh-Jones 1995; Descola 1996, 126- 0 Tringham 1991; idem 1995; Bailey 1990; idem 1996;
127; Kiichler 1993. Stevanovic 1997.

#  Hodder 1990; Samson 1990; Kent 1990; Parker " J. Thomas 1996, chapter 5.
Pearson/Richards 1994b; Briick/Goodman 1999b. 2 Briick 1999a; idem 1999c.

¥ Moore 1986; Dietler/Herbich 1993, 253; Lane 1994.
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aspects of all human practice and should be part of all archaeological enquiry. But while archaeologists
have spent a great deal of energy on developing methods to investigate the spatial dimensions of ancient
societies, there is still much work to be done on understanding those temporal aspects that are not con-
cerned with chronology but with time as it may have been a meaningful element of material culture in
past societies.

A powerful concept in this respect is that of cultural biography. Introduced by Igor Kopytoff, its basic
supposition holds that the life cycle of an object is culturally specific.” People apply sets of ideas and val-
ues when dealing with objects, and have a mental image of the ideal life cycle of an object. Between the
moment an object is produced to the moment it is discarded or forgotten it passes through several, cul-
turally specific, phases. In each phase the function, role, status and perception of the object may change,
and by being used, possessed or exchanged by specific persons, the object acquires a history. While each
individual object will have its own unique biography, patterning will enable the researcher to discern typ-
ical biographies. Kopytoft mentions as an example the biographies of huts among the Suku of Zaire. A
hut typically begins with housing a conjugal couple or mother with children. In later stages of its life,
the hut can go from being a guesthouse to a kitchen, to end up as a chicken coop before its final col-
lapse. Each phase corresponds to a physical state of the hut.* Turning a kitchen hut or, worse, a chicken
coop, back into a dwelling hut again would constitute a socially unacceptable biographical turn.

Biographies can also be written for prehistoric houses, and can provide insights into the cultural
dynamics of house building, habitation and house abandonment. Changes in typical biographies can
point to wider social and cultural transformations. Of course, for a truly detailed archaeological biogra-
phy a Pompeii situation would be required. Wetland sites can under certain conditions also produce
house remains with detailed evidence about successive phases of use, reconstruction and collapse. This
degree of detail is absent in the sandy landscapes. But this is compensated by the large number of plans
of farmhouses that have been excavated to date, making it possible to go beyond the unique and specif-
ic and to investigate wider patterns, in other words typical rather than unique biographies.

3.1.6 HOUSE, FARMYARD, FARMSTEAD

Several terms will be used frequently in the pages of this chapter that may give rise to confusion if not
properly defined. The term house or farmhouse refers to a building used primarily for habitation by
humans, and in the case of byre-houses by humans and animals together. The farmyard is an often ill-
defined area surrounding the house, containing secondary structures (granaries, storage structures, wells
etc.) and is the place where many of the domestic activities take place. The farmstead consists of both
house and yard, but the arable lands are not considered to be part of a farmstead here. It can have a life
span that covers multiple house phases. When a house is replaced by another on the same site or within
the same farmyard, one can speak of house abandonment even though the farmstead continues to be
inhabited. Moreover, the term farmstead refers to the dwelling place in the wider landscape. It has a more
abstract dimension, therefore, than house and yard.

“  Kopytoft 1986. # Kopytoft 1986, 67.
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3.2 CONSTRUCTING HOUSE AND HOUSEHOLD

3.2.1T INTRODUCTION

In the previous section I proposed that we are warranted in viewing house and household as two sym-
bolically intertwined entities. Here I would like to take the argument one step further, and suggest as a
working hypothesis that — in the case of the prehistoric house types of the sandy landscapes — there was
a temporal relationship between the domestic cycle of a household and the life cycle of its farmhouse.
This is an assumption supported to some degree by estimates of the average life span of post-built hous-
es in sandy and moist conditions.

Such estimates have mostly been based on the durability of wooden posts.” The main factors affecting
the life span are wood species, the diameter of the post and the soil type in which it was placed. For the
Middle and Late Bronze Age houses of West-Friesland that were built largely with alder posts, [Jzereef and
Van Regteren Altena came up with estimates of 16 to 24 years. The use of oak would have increased the
potential life span of a house considerably.” Calculating the average life span of farmhouses from the total
duration of occupation of house sites and the number of ground plans, their estimates pointed to the upper
end of the scale, around 25 years. This suggests that the life span of houses depended not only on rotting
processes but also on other factors. Therkorn reached a similar conclusion, estimating that a much-repaired
house in the Assendelver Polders had been inhabited for about 35 years.” The conditions in the western
Netherlands cannot be compared easily with those of the MDS region. On the one hand, sandy soil con-
ditions are thought to shorten the life span of wooden posts,” but the greater availability of hardwood
trees on the other hand would have made it possible to build houses that lasted rather longer than those
in peat and clay landscapes. Altogether, it appears reasonable to assume an average life span for prehistoric
houses of 20 years or slightly more. Combining this with general demographic averages for the succession
of human generations, a correspondence between domestic cycles and house life cycles can be assumed.

Figure 3.1 indicates the main phases in the cultural biography of Bronze Age and Iron Age houses
and the hypothesised links with phases of the domestic cycle of households. The first stage in the cul-
tural biography of the house comprises its construction, and includes activities such as choosing a loca-
tion for the new house, collecting and preparing building materials, and the actual construction work.
Three issues will be discussed here in the following order: house construction types and building tech-
niques, the choice of location for new farmhouses, and ritualised aspects of house building.

3.2.2 BUILDING THE HOUSE: AN OVERVIEW OF HOUSE CONSTRUCTION TYPES

Once it was decided to build a new house, there was probably little need to think long about how to
build it. Houses were built according to the traditions and principles that were passed from generation
to generation. But throughout the centuries building traditions did change considerably. A Middle
Bronze Age house differs in construction from a Late Iron Age example, even though both belong to a
tradition of post-built byre-houses that lasted into the High Middle Ages.” A short diachronic overview

* Bakels 1978, 79-87; IJzereef/Van Regteren Altena 1991, 7 Therkorn 1987a, 219; See also Van den Broeke 1993.
74-76;Van den Broeke 1993, 73-74. ® IJzereet/Van Regteren Altena 1991, 74.

* IJzereet/Van Regteren Altena 1991, 76. They reckon that *  For the interpretation of these houses as byre-houses
an oak post of 15 cm diameter would have lasted up to (that is, houses that combined a dwelling section and a
60 years. section for stabling animals under one roof), see 3.3.1.
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Fig. 3.1 Diagram showing a potential cultural biography of a single-phase farmstead, based on the assumption that the life span

of a house corresponded to the life cycle of a household.

will be given, therefore, of house building traditions in the MDS region from the Middle Bronze Age to
the beginning of the Roman period. References to specific sites mentioned in the text are mostly omit-

ted; they can be found in the tables.

The Middle Bronze Age

The Middle Bronze Age is the first period which has yielded ground plans of farmhouses in the MDS
region, albeit only a small number (fig. 3.2, table 3.1). Not counting small structures whose dwelling
function is uncertain, published plans come from eight sites. The construction principle of these houses
is fairly uniform (fig. 3.3, 3.4).”" In plan, a house has the appearance of a three-aisled structure with a
broad central aisle flanked by two narrower ones (fig. 3.4). This appearance (they are not true aisles) is

* The three farmhouses found at Boxmeer conform to 132-191), Eigenblok (Jongste 2002). At Boxmeer the
another construction type that is common in the central rafters are supported by trusses and the top of the (sod)
riverine region: Wijk bij Duurstede (Hessing 1991), walls (Hiddink 2000a, 24-29).

Dodewaard, Zijderveld (Hulst 1991; Theunissen 1999,
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site name description reference

1 Oss 3 farmhouses (Ussen), wells, pits, fences; Vasbinder/Fokkens 1987; Fokkens

other possible farmyards without excavated farmhouses 1991a; Schinkel 1998; Jansen/Fokkens
1999

2 Venray 3 farmhouses, secondary structures, pits; 2 houses with interior ~ Stoepker 1997; Krist 2000
partition walls; storage pits in interior houses

3 Boxmeer 3 farmhouses, pits; some storage pits in interior houses Hiddink 2000a

4 Geldrop 2 farmhouses, secondary structures (possibly MBA), pits; Wesdorp 1997
storage pits in interior houses

5 Nijnsel 1 farmhouse, silos, secondary structures Beex/Hulst 1968

6 Loon op Zand 1 farmhouse, pits; storage pit in interior house Roymans/Hiddink 1991a

7 Blerick 1 farmhouse; storage (?) pits in interior house Theunissen 1999

8 Breda-Moskes 1 farmhouse Van den Eynde/Berkvens 2001

9 Den Dungen 1 farmhouse (plan unpublished) Verwers 1991

10 Weelde 1 farmhouse (plan unpublished), pits Annaert 1998

" Sittard 1 farmhouse (GrA-15913: 3080 + 60 BP) Tol in prep.

12 Dodewaard 2 or more farmhouses, granaries, fences Hulst 1991; Theunissen 1999

13 Geldermalsen/Meteren  Eigenblok: 7 farmhouses at 6 locations, secondary structures, Jongste 2002; Meijlink 2001;

14 Zijderveld

Wijk bij Duurstede

pits, fences; several farmhouses at Voetakker and De Bogen
1 farmhouse, fences, granaries and secondary structures;

2 (incomplete) farmyards were distinguished

10 to 12 houses, representing 97 farmsteads,

Meijlink/Kranendonk 2002
Hulst 1991; Theunissen 1999

Hessing 1991

2 secondary structures; pits around 1 house

Table 3.1 Sites with excavated plans of Middle Bronze Age farmhouses in the MDS region. Lower part of the table lists rele-

vant parallels outside the MDS region.

the result of the regularly spaced series of half trusses that constitute the structural frame of the house.*
Each rafter is supported at its base and at about one third of the length by upright posts set into the
ground. In some cases there are additional posts along the central axis of the house, which may have sup-
ported a ridge-pole (from a structural viewpoint there would not have been a need for one), or an attic.
The wall of this house type was located outside the line of outer posts (or in some cases just inside them),
and would have served primarily to close off the interior space; it did not carry the load of the roof.
Evidence for the wall construction is absent, but based on parallels from the central riverine area and the
western Netherlands it can be assumed that it consisted either of a wattle frame with daub or of sods.
Entrances, when recognisable, are located opposite each other in the long sides of the house; sometimes
additional entrances occur in one of the short sides.

Middle Bronze Age houses vary considerably in size. The shortest are around ten metres in length, the
longest over thirty. On average, the houses of the Meuse-Demer-Scheldt region are close to 20 metres
in length. Their width, which without clear evidence for the location of the wall often has to be esti-
mated, lies between five and seven metres.

The Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age

The number of Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age plans available for analysis is slightly larger than for
the preceding period. Houses have been published from a number of sites (fig. 3.5, table 3.2), but usual-
ly in small numbers. At Oss, in a total excavated area of over 50 hectares, only ten plans of farmhouses
have come to light. This is undoubtedly related to the dispersed and unstable nature of occupation with-

' For the reconstructions of farmhouses I rely heavily on

Huijts 1992 and to a lesser extent on Schinkel 1998.
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Fig. 3.2 Sites where Middle Bronze Age farmhouses have been excavated. The numbers correspond to those of table 3.1.

in Urnfield period settlement territories (see 3.2.3), and cannot be taken as a direct representation for
low population densities. Precisely dating Urnfield period farmhouses is somewhat of a problem. The
ceramic finds associated with a ground plan are often indistinct and few in number, while the precision
of radiocarbon dating suffers from the ‘wiggles’ in the calibration curve of this period. Assigning houses
to the Urnfield period on the basis of typo-chronological criteria can be done with some confidence,
but we are still quite poorly informed about the transitions from the Middle Bronze Age to the Late
Bronze Age and from the Early Iron Age to the Middle Iron Age. In other parts of the Netherlands
(Drenthe, West-Friesland) Middle Bronze Age house type continued to be used during the Late Bronze
Age.” This may have been the case in the MDS region as well, but there is at present a lack of data to
confirm this. There are very few houses that can be dated with certainty to the Late Bronze Age, but it
is clear that new building traditions were introduced during that period.

A set of two entrances located opposite each other in the long sides of the house occur now in every
house (fig. 3.6). The way in which the upright posts support the upper structure of the house differs from
the Middle Bronze Age technique. Instead of a structural frame of trusses or half-trusses, there is now an

2 Roymans/Fokkens 1991, 8-9; Huijts 1992, 37-65.
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Fig. 3.3 Examples of Middle Bronze Age house plans. Top to bottom: Oss 128, after Fokkens 1991a, fig. 5; Geldrop 1, after
Wesdorp 1997, fig. 10; Loon op Zand 1, after Roymans/Hiddink 1991a, fig. 4.

internal, horizontal frame of longitudinal and transversal beams at about two-thirds of the height of the
roof (fig. 3.7). This frame is supported by double or triple rows of posts in the interior of the house, and
this frame in turn carries the rafters. This means that the rafters are no longer supported individually by
uprights. The bases of the rafters are supported either individually or collectively by a row of posts out-
side the wall. These outer posts are usually set into the ground relatively deeply, indicating that much of
the weight of the roof rested on them. The wall is sometimes placed in a shallow wall ditch.” Hipped

roofs are the main form of closing off the short ends of a house.

»  Wall-ditch houses are sometimes described as a separate (Bourgeois 1993; Bourgeois et al. 1997), and in the east-
type, the Sint-Oedenrode type (Groenewoudt/Verlinde ern Netherlands: e.g. Colmschate (Groenewoudt/
1989). Examples have been found not only in the MDS Verlinde 1989; Verlinde 1991, 37); Raalte (Terlouw
region, but also in East Flanders: Sint-Gillis-Waas 1996); Wisch (Hulst 1992).
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Fig. 3.4 Reconstruction drawing of Middle Bronze Age farmhouse (Oss type 1A). From Schinkel 1998, fig. 22.

In contrast with the Middle Bronze Age there is a greater amount of variation in building traditions.
The types described here cover the majority of cases, but there are many variations in matters such as
the relative proportion of the weight carried by the internal and external uprights, the function and con-
struction method of the walls. Moreover, there are buildings that appear to have been constructed accord-
ing to altogether different principles.”* It is not certain whether all of these were actual dwellings or
whether they had a function as barn or stable. They do not show the common layout with two entrances
in the long sides, but the presence of a hearth at Echt-Mariahoop, and the presence of storage pits in
Venray indicate that a function as dwellings cannot be ruled out. In view of the relatively small number

*  Echt-Mariahoop: Willems 1983; Venray: Stoepker 1997; posts (representing a construction of trusses with central
Geldrop: Wesdorp 1997; Sittard: Tol personal communi- posts supporting a ridge-pole?).

cation. These constructions have three parallel rows of
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site name description reference

1-2 Oss 9 or 10 farmhouses (Ussen: 6 or 7, Mettegeupel: 3), pits, Fokkens 1991a; Schinkel 1998;
secondary structures; other possible farmyards without Jansen/Fokkens 1999
excavated farmhouses; 1 possible ‘double house’

3 Someren 4 to 6 farmhouses, pits, secondary structures; 1 ‘double house’  Kortlang 1999
with numerous pits in interior

4-5 St.-Oedenrode 6 farmhouses (Everse Akkers: 4, Cathelijne: 2), secondary Van Bodegraven 1991; unpublished,
structures, pits; storage pits in interior houses Roymans pers. comm.

6 Loon op Zand 3 farmhouses, secondary structures, pits; Roymans/Hiddink 1991a
storage pits in interior houses; 1 structure is a ‘double house’

7 Breda-Moskes 3 farmhouses, secondary structures, pits Van den Eynde/Berkvens 2001

8 Den Dungen 3 farmhouses Verwers 1991

9 Riethoven 2 farmhouses; numerous pits in interior houses Slofstra 1991a; Gerritsen 1999b

10 Geldrop 2 farmhouses, pits, secondary structures Wesdorp 1997

1" Mierlo-Hout 1 farmhouse, with annex Tol 1999

12 Beek en Donk 1 farmhouse Huijbers 1990

13 Boxmeer 1 farmhouse (LBA?) Van der Velde 1998

14 Venray 1 farmhouse (EIA or MIA), secondary structures Stoepker 1997; Krist 2000

15 Gassel 1 farmhouse Heidinga/Vreenegoor 1990

16 Grubbenvorst 3 (?) farmhouses (EIA or early MIA), secondary structures Bloemers 1971/1972

(plans unpublished)

17 Echt-Mariahoop 1 two-aisled structure (9x4.3m), dwelling function unclear Willems 1983
18 Sittard 2 farmhouses (1 LBA, 2-aisled (GrN-25442: 2780 + 40 BP), Tol in prep.
1 EIA, 4-aisled)
19 Geleen-Janskamperveld 2 two-aisled structures (8x4m, 13x4m), dwelling function unclear Louwe Kooijmans et al. 1992

20 St. Gillis-Waas 2 or more farmhouses, other possible dwelling structures, pits,

wells

Bourgeois/Van Strydonck 1995;
Bourgeois et al. 1997;
Bourgeois/Hageman 1998
Hulst 1991

Hessing 1991

21 Zijderveld
Wijk bij Duurstede

1 farmhouse, with hearth and partition wall
4 farmhouses

Table 3.2 Sites with excavated plans of Urnfield period farmhouses in the MDS region. Lower part of the table lists relevant

parallels outside the MDS region.

of houses excavated, and the restricted number of sites where houses of the Urnfield period have come
to light to date, it makes sense to assume that new house types will be recognised and that buildings that
appear unusual at present will be better understood in the future.

Another difference from Middle Bronze Age house types is the lower average house length. Houses
over twenty metres are rare (and these all belong to a category of ‘double houses’ that will be discussed
further in section 3.3.3). The average length is around fourteen metres, with the majority between nine
and seventeen metres. The average width of the houses is probably slightly larger than before, about six
to seven metres.

The Middle Iron Age and the earlier Late Iron Age

The predominant house type of the Middle Iron Age and early Late Iron Age, the so-called Haps type,
is well known from the archaeological record of the MDS region (fig. 3.8, table 3.3). At Haps 23 hous-
es of this type were excavated, at Oss (where it is called type 4) around 40, and at Someren over 20. At
other sites the number is lower. The Haps type is characterised by a single row of interior posts along the
central axis and prominent entrances in the long sides. In comparison to the houses of the Urnfield peri-
od a different method is used for supporting the roof-bearing frame of longitudinal and transversal
beams. Instead of two or three rows of uprights under this frame, there is now a single row along the
central axis of the building (fig. 3.9). In section, a central post forms the upright of a T-construction
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Fig. 3.5 Sites where Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age farmhouses have been excavated. The numbers correspond to those
of table 3.2.

(fig. 3.10). As with earlier houses the ridge beam was not an important element of the structural frame.”
The way in which the bases of the rafters were supported, with a row of external posts, remains the same.
As before, the wall was placed somewhat inside the row of external posts and did not significantly con-
tribute to the support of the roof. Hipped roofs close off the short ends of houses.

Average house lengths and widths remain largely the same as in the Urnfield period, a possible dif-
ference being that there are few houses shorter than twelve and longer than twenty metres.
Constructional variations are present within the Haps type, but they are smaller than in the preceding
Urnfield period. There is some variation in the position of the wall posts in relation to the exterior posts.
At Oss (the only site where this could be established) this may represent a chronological difference. In
earlier Haps-type houses wall posts and external posts are paired at an oblique angle to the axis of the

% In this I follow the reconstruction by Huijts (1992). It who assume an important function of a ridge-pole sup-
difters from earlier reconstructions of Haps-type houses ported by the central row of posts.
such as those by Verwers (1972) and Reichmann (1981),
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Fig. 3.6 Examples of Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age house plans. Top to bottom: Oss 112, after Schinkel 1998, fig. 32; Wijk
bij Duurstede, after Hessing 1991, fig. 7c; Beek en Donk, after Huijbers 1990, fig. 13.
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Fig. 3.7 Reconstruction drawing of Early Iron Age farmhouse (Oss type 2B). From Schinkel 1998, fig. 32.

house, creating a zigzag pattern, whereas the later variation has the two posts paired perpendicular to the
axis of the house.

The opposition between two-aisled building styles of the southern Netherlands and three-aisled
house types of the northern Netherlands and northern Germany has been cited as an indication of the
cultural differences between those regions.” The evidence from the MDS region does not support this
contrast. That region demonstrates not only a predominance of three-aisled buildings in the Urnfield
period, but also strong constructional similarities between the Urnfield period houses and Haps-type
houses, both in the support of the roof and in the positioning of the entrances. These similarities suggest
a gradual development rather than an abrupt change in the MDS region, and also that the differences
from the northern Netherlands are smaller than presumed. However, the details of the transition from

% Trier 1969.
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Fig. 3.8 Sites where Haps-type farmhouses (and early examples of Oss-Ussen type houses) have been excavated. The numbers

correspond to those of table 3.3.

the Urnfield period types to Haps-type houses are poorly understood, as there are no plans of houses
that can be dated with certainty to the 5th century BC.” Intuitively it seems easier to assume that Haps-
type houses were introduced at the beginning of the Middle Iron Age or even slightly earlier than to
suppose that they did not appear until the 4th century BC. There is similar uncertainty with regard to
the end of use of the Haps type. Excavations at Oss-Almstein exposed a small cluster of farmsteads of the
Late Iron Age that consisted predominantly of Haps-type houses.” This settlement appears to have been
inhabited until after 150 BC,” indicating that the Haps type remained in use at least until the later part
of the 2nd century BC. Conclusive evidence for 1st century AD examples is absent, but it is possible that
Haps-type houses were still built after new variants had appeared towards the end of the Late Iron Age.

77 personal communication P. van den Broeke. *  Jansen/Fokkens 1999, 75-79. The most recent house in

% Van der Beek 1996. this cluster is dated to Oss phase K or L, 150-1BC.
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site name description reference

1-4 Oss 48 or 49 farmhouses (Ussen: 33 Haps type farmhouses Schinkel 1998; Van der Beek 1996;
(23 MIA and MIA/LIA, 10 LIA), 3 Oss-Ussen type Jansen 1997; Jansen/Fokkens 1999
(MIA or MIA/LIA); Mettegeupel: 3 or 4 Haps type (MIA/LIA),
Almstein: 6 Haps type, 2 other (early LIA); Schalkskamp:
1 Oss-Ussen type (early LIA)); secondary structures, wells,
pits, fences

5 Someren 24 farmhouses (Haps type, MIA/LIA); secondary structures, pits  Kortlang 1999

6 Haps 23 farmhouses (Haps type, MIA/LIA), secondary structures, pits  Verwers 1972

7 Meerhoven 3+ farmhouses (Haps type) Arts pers. comm

8 Mierlo-Hout 2 farmhouses (Haps type, MIA/LIA) Tol 1999

9 Hilvarenbeek 2 farmhouses (1 Haps type, 1 Oss-Ussen type?) Verwers 1975

10 Geldrop 1 farmhouse (Haps type, MIA/LIA) Wesdorp 1997

1" Mierlo-de Loo 1 farmhouse (Haps type, MIA/LIA) Berkers-Romanesco et al. 1995

12 Son en Breugel 1 farmhouse (Haps type); secondary structures, pits Van den Broeke 1980

13 Rosmeer 1 farmhouse De Boe/Van Impe 1979

14 Donk settlement traces with possible dwelling structures, pits Van Impe 1991

15 Nijmegen-Kops Plateau  Haps type houses (plans unpublished) Fontijn pers. comm,;

Fontijn/Cuijpers 1999
16 Nijmegen-Oosterhout 1 farmhouse Van den Broeke 2002a.

Table 3.3 Sites in the MDS region with farmhouses of the Middle Iron Age and the earlier part of the Late Iron Age (Haps
type, early examples of Oss-Ussen type). Lower part of the table lists relevant parallels outside the MDS region.

The later Late Iron Age and the transition to the Roman period

During the Late Iron Age several new variants of the bipartite byre-house were introduced (table 3.4).
[t is not uncommon for examples of more than one type to occur at one site. Although dating evidence
is not precise enough to demonstrate absolute contemporaneity between houses, it cannot be ruled out
that during the Late Iron Age houses of different types occurred together in a single settlement.

One type with a fairly wide distribution in the southern Netherlands and in Belgium is the so-called
‘Oss-Ussen’ type, or type 5A as it is called at Oss itself (fig. 3.11). This is once again a structure with a
single row of interior uprights along the central axis (fig. 3.12). These posts form the vertical part of a T-
construction (fig. 3.13). A difference from the Haps type is that the wall posts and the external posts car-
rying the base of the roof are placed in close pairs. This means that the rafters rest partly on the wall. A
hipped roof usually closes off the short ends of the house. Entrances are less pronounced than in the Haps
type, but when they are recognisable they conform to the tradition that started as far back as the Middle
Bronze Age of two entrances opposite each other in the long sides that divide the house into two parts.
Oss-Ussen type houses were still in use at the very beginning of the Roman period, but probably did
not continue much longer.”

Another construction, usually referred to as the ‘Alphen-Ekeren’ type, has its roots in the Late Iron
Age and became the dominant farmhouse of the Roman period (fig. 3.14).°' The central posts here are
much heavier than in all earlier types and are deeply founded. Saddle roofs are predominant, as indicat-
ed by central posts incorporated in the short walls (fig. 3.15). The wall now became an essential struc-
tural element supporting the roof. The wall probably no longer consisted solely of wattle-and-daub or

60

The two most recent examples at Oss have been dated o Slofstra 1991b, 137-143. The earliest dated examples
to the 1st century AD (Schinkel 1998, 250-251, houses

24 and 53).

come from Oss and date to the second half of the Late
Iron Age (Schinkel 1998, 250-251, houses 56 and 81).
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Fig. 3.9 Examples of Haps-type house plans. Top to bottom: Haps T, after Verwers 1972, fig. 48; Haps C, after Verwers 1972,
fig. 35; Geldrop 5, after Wesdorp 1997, fig. 22.
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Fig. 3.10 Reconstruction drawing of Haps-type farmhouse (Oss type 4A). From Schinkel 1998, fig. 68.

sods but included posts standing on horizontal planks set in a shallow ditch. When external posts are pres-
ent as well, they tend to be shallow and probably did not carry much of the weight of the roof. Even
though typical examples of Alphen-Ekeren type houses clearly differ from Oss-Ussen types, the distinc-
tion is not always as obvious. Some examples combine fairly heavy central posts of the Alphen-Ekeren
type with the characteristic paired wall posts and external posts of the Oss-Ussen type.®” This variation
notwithstanding, all Alphen-Ekeren houses were built in a much sturdier fashion than prehistoric house
types, and there can be little doubt that the builders had a considerably longer life span in mind for their
farmhouses than their predecessors. The use of oak, at least for the central posts, would have contributed
further to the durability of the house.” I will discuss the implications for the cultural biography of this
house type below in section 3.5.
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Examples have been found recently at Lieshout- Beekseweg (Hiddink 2000b, fig.7, house 61), and Goirle
Nieuwenhof (Verwers 1998, 57, fig. 16), Lieshout- (Hendriks/Van Nuenen 1989a, house 5).
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site name description reference
1-4 Oss 58 or 59 farmhouses (Ussen: 10 Haps type (LIA), 31 Oss-Ussen Schinkel 1998; Jansen/Fokkens 1999;
type (LIA), 9 Alphen-Ekeren type or other (LIA or LIA/RP); Wesselingh 2000
Schalkskamp: 2 Alphen-Ekeren type (LIA);, Mettegeupel:
2 or 3 Oss-Ussen type or other (LIA); Horzak: 4 Oss-Ussen
type (LIA)); secondary structures, pits, wells, fences, ditches
5-7 Weert 20+ farmhouses; (Raak: ca. 12 Alphen-Ekeren type, LIA/ERP; Tol 1995; idem 1996b, and 1998b
Kampershoek: 1 3-aisled double house, 1 Alphen-Ekeren type,
LIA/ERP; Laarderweg: 7 Alphen-Ekeren type (LIA/ERP));
secondary structures, pits, wells, ditches
8 Moergestel 14 farmhouses (mostly Oss-Ussen type) Hendriks/Nuenen 1989b; Verwers 1998
9 Ekeren 12 farmhouses (1 plan published, 4-aisled), secondary Verbeek/Maes/Vanwesenbeeck 2001
structures, pits, ditches
10 Neerharen-Rekem 11 farmhouses (10 Alphen-Ekeren type), secondary structures,  De Boe 1985
ditches
1 Wijnegem 4 farmhouses (Oss-Ussen type, LIA/ERP) Cuyt 1991
12 Beegden 4 farmhouses (0ss-Ussen type, LIA/ERP) Roymans 1988
13 Lieshout-Nieuwenhof 4 farmhouses (Oss-Ussen variant, (LIA)/ERP) Verwers 1998
14 Lieshout-Beekseweg 2 or 3 farmhouses (Oss-Ussen variant, ERP) Hiddink 2000b
15 Breda-Emerakker 1 farmhouse (Oss-Ussen type), 1 3-aisled farmhouse (undated)  Van Hoof/Digby/Van den Eynde 1997
16 Den Dungen 1 farmhouse (Oss-Ussen type), ‘double house’ Verwers/Van den Broeke 1985;
Verwers 1991
17 Goirle-Groote Akkers 1 farmhouse (Oss-Ussen type) Hendriks/Nuenen 1989a
18 Boxmeer 1 farmhouse (Oss-Ussen type) Van der Velde 1998
19 Beers 1 farmhouse (Alphen-Ekeren type, LIA), secondary structures Verwers 1991b; idem 1998
Amersfoort 1 farmhouse (Oss-Ussen type), with hearth and annex Snieder 1996

Table 3.4 Sites with farmhouses (Oss-Ussen type, Alphen-Ekeren type) of the later Late Iron Age (including the transition to

the Roman period). Lower part of the table lists relevant parallels outside the MDS region proper.

In several recent excavations Late Iron Age farmhouses have come to light that have two and some-
times three rows of interior uprights, resembling house types of the Urnfield period.” To date not
enough well-preserved examples are known to reconstruct the roof and wall constructions, nor to estab-
lish the distribution of this house type.

The houses of the Late Iron Age show a considerable variation in length. The average lies between
15 and 20 metres. Houses with a length around ten metres occur, and there are a few examples of hous-
es dating to the early 1st century AD that are close to 30 metres and over.The trend towards longer hous-
es continued into the Roman period, where for example at Oss a single-phase farmhouse of 42 metres
was excavated.” These longest houses appear to be more common in the riverine area and at Oss than
in the heart of the sandy plateau of the MDS region.

Wooden stumps at the base of postholes from Late Iron
Age and Roman period house at Oss indicate that thick
oak posts were used: Schinkel 1998, 125, table 14;
Wesselingh 2000, e.g. 75, 77, 82, 92. The width of the
posts ranges from 20 cm to 50 by 30 cm.

Examples (fig. 3.26 bottom, 3.29) have been found at
Weert-Kampershoek (Tol 1996b, house 14/15), Weert-
Klein Leuken (Tol 1998b), Venlo (unpublished, Tol

1996b, 35) and Ekeren (Verbeek/Maes/Vanwesenbeeck
2001). A similar plan, dated to the Late Iron Age, was
found at Zeist in the central Netherlands (Van
Dockum/Van Rooijen 1996).

Wesselingh 2000, 74 (house 98). House 108 measures
33.5 metres and dates to the Late Iron Age or pre-Flavian

Roman period.
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Fig. 3.11 Sites where Oss-Ussen type farmhouses and early examples of Alphen-Ekeren type houses have been excavated. The

numbers correspond to those of table 3.4.

The sequence of house types from the Middle Bronze Age to the Roman period is one of gradual
change but especially of continuity in building traditions. Throughout this period farmhouses are tim-
ber-built, rectangular structures. The great predominance of paired entrances in the long sides that divide
the interior space into two main segments suggests that there was also continuity in the use of space
inside the houses. The evidence for the use of space will be studied in detail in a later section (3.3.1).

Another aspect of the building tradition that remained unchanged throughout the long byre-house
period is that farmhouses were built as complete structures. Of course, houses were sometimes modified
at some stage in their life cycle (see 3.3.3), and secondary structures were replaced or added in the sur-
rounding farmyard. But from its beginning a house always contained a living section and a byre section.
This is a fundamental difference from architectural traditions around the world where a farmstead may
begin as a single small hut to which other buildings are gradually added according to the changing needs
of the inhabitants. It means that the project of the initial construction of the house was done over the
course of weeks or months rather than years, and it must therefore have been a concentrated effort, pre-
sumably involving more people than the future inhabitants alone.
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Fig. 3.12 Examples of Oss-Ussen type house plans. Top to bottom: Oss 18, after Schinkel 1998, fig. 229; Oss 103, after Schinkel
1998, fig. 252; Wijnegem VIII, after Cuyt 1991, fig. 2.
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Fig. 3.13 Reconstruction drawing of Oss-Ussen type farmhouse (Oss type 5A). From Schinkel 1998, fig. 109.

The assumption can be made that households, generally speaking, constructed a farmhouse for them-
selves at the beginning of their domestic cycle rather than towards the end of it. House construction and
the formation of a household may have been intertwined as in the case of the Zafimaniry described in
the introduction, where wedding ceremonies include the construction and initiation of a house, but the
temporal relationship need not have been quite so strict. It is an interesting thought, however, that young
households apparently moved into a house with a full-scale byre. Does this indicate that a newly-wed
couple already possessed a herd of cattle, perhaps given to them as part of marriage payments?

3.2.3 SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS IN THE CHOICE OF FARMSTEAD LOCATION
An important decision that had to be made prior to the building project was the location of the new
farmhouse. While anthropologists are familiar with virilocal, uxorilocal or other postmarital residence

practices following a wedding, archacologists have tended to focus on the ecological and economic fac-
tors affecting locational choices. There is a well-established tradition of locational analyses of hunting
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Fig. 3.14 Examples of Alphen-Ekeren type farmhouses. Top: Oss 81, atter Schinkel 1998, fig. 110; bottom: Weert, after Tol 1998b,
fig. 2.15a.

camps, farmsteads, settlements, market places or urban centres that look at such factors as soil type, the
vicinity of water or other natural resources, the topography of the land or lines of communication.
Without denying that it was important for Bronze Age and Iron Age farmers to choose a location for a
new farmstead in the vicinity of suitable land for cultivation and water, I will turn in this section to a
consideration of the social elements that may have been involved.

When a house was built in the Bronze Age or Iron Age, it did not occupy a spot in a hitherto empty
natural environment. It was a new element in a cultural landscape that was already largely filled up, per-
haps not in a physical sense, but in the sense that the landscape was socialised by centuries of human
activity.” It was claimed by local communities, and parts of it were already used for cultivation, for exist-
ing farmsteads, for pasture, and for burying the dead.The landscape consisted of socially and symbolical-
ly meaningtul localities and contained the histories of past generations. There is no doubt that location-
al choices were affected by this. In this section I will focus on one question: how did people locate their
farmstead in relation to already existing and recently abandoned farmsteads, and did this change over
time? The spatial relationships between farmsteads and other elements of the cultural landscape (ceme-
teries, cult places, arable lands) will be addressed in the following chapter.

“  Fontijn 1996, on the concept of socialising landscape.
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Fig. 3.15 Reconstruction drawing of Alphen-Ekeren type farmhouse (Oss type 8C). From Schinkel 1998, fig. 110.

The small number of Middle Bronze Age houses excavated in the MDS region hardly makes it fea-
sible to say anything about the spatial relationships and the distances between old and new houses.
Farmsteads at Geldrop, Oss and Loon op Zand include a single-phase farmhouse, indicating that new
houses were constructed away from existing or abandoned farmsteads. At Venray on the other hand, a
house was built over the plan of an older one, along the same alignment and with the exterior and inte-
rior partition walls in the same position (fig. 3.16).” The first house is 25 metres long, the second one
32. Even though there is no concrete evidence, there is little reason to doubt that the second house was
built as a successor to the first one, with at most a short period in between. The tradition of building a
house at the same spot or directly alongside an older house is fairly common at other Bronze Age sites

7 Stoepker 1997.

58



)

) N 0 9 b Q.

| R e v R e
: H - ° ° ° . |
R R P TCUU EEPE R DR T S S ‘N T A

O @ * ° .."%,,"’0_7._07.,0,...,‘?"_-70'-0 ------ 000 @ T 0% .. ° °°
° [

Fig. 3.16 Venray-Hoogriebroek. Generalised plan of excavation trench with Middle Bronze Age farmstead (grey postholes) with
rebuilt and enlarged farmhouse (black postholes). After Kris 2000, figs. 8 and 9.

in the Netherlands.® In the Holocene landscape of the central riverine region excavations indicate the
co-existence of practices of single-phase and multiple-phase farmsteads during the Middle Bronze Age.”

The excavations at Oss provide the best information for a discussion of locational practices in the
Urnfield period. About ten Early Iron Age houses have been excavated to date (fig. 3.17), in addition to
which there are a small number of locations with concentrations of Early Iron Age settlement traces that
indicate that there was probably a farmhouse in the near vicinity.”” Almost all of the farmsteads lie at con-
siderable distances from each other (several hundred metres), and considering that these represent sever-
al centuries of occupation, at any particular time the distribution will have been even more dispersed.
This can only be interpreted to mean that new houses were built a considerable distance away from exist-
ing ones. Only two Early Iron Age houses at Oss lie at a distance of about 25 metres from each other.”
We cannot rule out that one of the two was built while the other was still in use or shortly after it had
been abandoned, although the excavator assumes that the two are separated by a period of about 50 to
100 years.” Other excavations in the MDS region have not yielded as many Urnfield-period houses, but
enough to establish that locational practices were similar. The relatively small number of excavated farm-
houses in comparison to the numbers for the Middle and Late Iron Age can be viewed as an argument
supporting the notion of an unstable residence pattern. Had they been more concentrated, their chance
of discovery would be greater, and Urnfield-period farmhouses would have been uncovered in greater

numbers.

% TJzereef/Van Regteren Altena 1991 (Hoogkarspel, 7 Fokkens 1991a, houses 130 and 131. His assumption is
Andijk); Hessing 1991 (Wijk bij Duurstede, houses 4/5, based on the differences in preservation conditions; the
6/7). remains of the older farm may have suffered from tram-

@ Jongste in press. pling when the second one was inhabited.

7 Schinkel 1998, 36-68; Fokkens 1991a; Jansen 1997, 2 Fokkens 1991a, 103.

Jansen/Fokkens 1999. So far, occupation traces dating to

the Late Bronze Age are quite scarce at Oss.
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Fig. 3.17 Oss. Overview of the excavations (until 1999), showing highly dispersed distribution of excavated plans of Early Iron
Age farmhouses. After Wesselingh 2000, fig. 8.

The Middle and earlier part of the Late Iron Age shows a similar picture, but also the beginning of a
new trend. The distribution of farmsteads of this period at Oss is still dispersed, but in a few locations
there are also clusters of houses. For example in the south-western part of the Ussen excavations, six
Middle Tron Age houses occupy an area of about 100 by 100 metres.” Four are Haps-type houses, while
two are among the earliest of the Oss-Ussen type and date to the second half of the Middle Iron Age
(350-250 BC). At Someren there are dispersed farmsteads as well as two locations where it appears not
only that a house was built in the immediate vicinity of an existing or recently abandoned house (fig.
3.18), but that this process was repeated several times.”* This suggests that during the Middle or earlier
part of the Late Iron Age (precise dates for the houses at Someren are unavailable, but the houses are all
of the Haps type) the practice of avoiding existing or recently abandoned farmsteads was no longer the
only option. The site of Haps itself shows this even more clearly (fig. 4.25).” There, 23 houses were exca-
vated of which 20 occurred in a tight cluster covering about 75 by 50 metres. The pottery from this set-
tlement suggests that the total duration of the occupation lasted 200 years, between 400 and 200 BC.”
If we assume an average life of 25 years for each house, then one could well imagine that the 20 houses
represent two or three farmsteads, of which the farmhouses were rebuilt a number of times on the same

7 Schinkel 1998: houses 14, 16, 26, 27 (all Haps type), and 7 Kortlang 1999, 180-182.
houses 15, 28 (Oss-Ussen type). See also Schinkel 1998, ® Verwers 1972.
177, fig. 157, summarising the model for increasing 7 Van den Broeke 1985, 37.
farmstead stability in the Middle and Late Iron Age at
Oss.
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Fig. 3.18 Someren. Segment of the excavated area, showing Middle and Late Iron Age farmsteads to the south of the Early Iron
Age urnfield. After Kortlang 1999, fig. 17.

yard. Instead of a tradition of building new houses away from existing or recently abandoned farmsteads,
the distribution of Middle Iron Age houses at Haps can be interpreted as the result of a practice of choos-
ing a location for a new house in the direct vicinity of existing houses. Clearly, there is no absolute
change in this period in the choice of house location, but we see the beginnings of a trend that gained
in strength during the later part of the Late Iron Age and especially during the Early Roman period.
Houses that can be dated with certainty to the second half of the Late Iron Age are not as common
as those of the Middle and first part of the Late Iron Age. This is primarily because there are no house
types that date exclusively to the Late Iron Age. However, with regard to the choice of location of new
houses, there is enough evidence to suggest that the trend that started in the previous period intensified,
but did not fully replace the older practice of building a new house away from existing or recently aban-
doned ones. There are several examples at Oss of farmyards with two or three generations of buildings
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Fig. 3.19 Oss. Late Iron Age farmstead with three Oss-Ussen type farmhouses, presumably representing three consecutive phas-

es of occupation. Also indicated is the location of a Middle Bronze Age farmhouse. After Schinkel 1998, fig. 102.

(fig. 3.19).” Other sites, such as Moergestel, dating to the last century BC or 1st century AD,” and Weert-
Laarderweg,” show similar patterns. In particular when houses were built according to the principles of
the sturdy Alphen-Ekeren type, this means that a farmstead with a sequence of two or three farms was
potentially inhabited for a century or more.

Another change that took place at the end of the Iron Age is related to this practice of building a
house on an existing farmyard. This was the process of nucleation. True examples of nucleated settlements
— Oss-Westerveld, Weert-Laarderweg, Riethoven and Hoogeloon being prime examples — date to the
beginning of the Roman period and later.*” But it was not a completely new phenomenon in the Roman
period. There are examples which indicate that in the Late Iron Age as well people chose to build their
house in the vicinity of existing houses, Haps possibly being the earliest settlement where this became a
clear pattern. The processes of settlement nucleation will be discussed in more detail in section 4.5.

As was said in the beginning of this section, choosing a site for a new house was a matter of taking
many factors into account. The emphasis was placed here on factors related to the existing social land-

7 At Oss-Ussen for example houses 87, 88, 97, and houses over several generations.
122,123 and 124 (Schinkel 1998), and at Oss-Almstein " Verwers 1998, 66-67, fig. 32.
houses 10, 15, 11 and 17, 13, 14 (Van der Beek 1996; 7 Tol 1995; idem 1996a.
Jansen/Fokkens 1999, 75-79). The houses at Almstein % See 4.5 for references and a discussion of settlement
date to the first half of the Late Iron Age and are proba- nucleation processes.

bly the first examples at Oss of occupation of a farmyard
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scape. Several options can now be distinguished: the construction of a new house in a previously unoc-
cupied area of the settlement territory (in other words avoiding existing occupation), building a house
on an existing farmyard, which itself is still removed from other farmsteads, or building it on an existing
farmstead which is only a short distance from other farmsteads. From a long-term perspective, there are
significant shifts visible in the options selected. In the Middle Bronze Age houses were dispersed,
although it was probably also not uncommon to rebuild a house on an existing farmstead. The prevail-
ing practice during the Urnfield period was that of building a house away from existing houses. In the
archaeological literature the resulting settlement patterns have been described as unsettled settlements,”
or wandering farmsteads.*

In contrast to common interpretations of this pattern as farmhouses that were replaced and relocat-
ed at the end of their life cycle, I would suggest that, in light of the presumed link between house biog-
raphy and domestic cycle, the pattern may also be the result of the formation of new households when
grown-up children moved out their parents’ house (see fig. 3.1). One difference from a notion of farm-
stead relocation is temporal; in this scenario the old house continues to be inhabited. A more important
difference lies in the emphasis that I place on the social dimensions of house-construction and location-
ing practices. A practice of periodic residential mobility may have contributed to strategies for restoring
soil fertility in the field cultivated around a farmhouse, but would have been embedded in social prac-
tices relating to inheritance and the formation and dissolution of new households.

3.2.4 RITUALISED ASPECTS OF HOUSE CONSTRUCTION

The construction of a new house and the formation of a new household must have been a significant
moment for the whole local community, and must have led to a reshuftling of social relations within the
community and possibly between the different communities from which husband and wife originated.
It is therefore to be expected that this phase was marked by ceremonial or ritualised activities. Communal
feasts may have been held, with offerings to the ancestors or to protective spirits.

The ethnographic literature offers a broad range of examples. Among the Zafimaniry, a ritual accom-
panies the inauguration of the house, whereby the woman of the conjugal couple brings kitchen uten-
sils into the house. Taro is cooked with them and shared by all those present. Some of the taro is then
smeared on the house posts by a village elder, who asks God and the ancestors to bless the house and
people who will live in it.” Among the Ara on Sulawesi, many elements of the building process are high-
ly ritualised, and can only be performed under the supervision of a ritual specialist. One of his tasks,
which is carried out in the presence of everyone who has assembled to help with the building, is to cre-
ate a house spirit and to introduce it to the house. The erection of the posts of the house is accompa-
nied by the burial of several types of rice, cooked and raw eggs and a bamboo shoot under the posts.*

Both examples illustrate that the creation of a house concerns the whole community. Inauguration
rituals are carried out in the presence of more than the future inhabitants. This public aspect may be taken
further and continue during the first period of habitation. A newly-built Zafimaniry house is an open
structure; anyone can look inside. Only with the passage of time does this change when the roughly
woven bamboo is replaced by wood.

8 Schinkel 1998. the disadvantage of not distinguishing between dispersed
82 Gerritsen 1999a;idem 1999b. Both terms, ‘unsettled’ and farmsteads and nucleated settlements.
‘wandering’ farmsteads translate a Dutch term, zwervende % Bloch 1995, 75-76.

erven. The German term Wandersiedlung is similar but has % Gibson 1995, 139-142.
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Fig. 3.20 Haps. Plan of house M with location of ceramic vessel (scale 1:4) that had been placed in posthole, presumably a foun-
dation offering. After Verwers 1972, figs. 41 (right) and 51m.

When the building rituals include the deposition of material in the ground in such a way that there
is a clear association with the building phase of the house, there is a chance for archaeologists to recog-
nise these rituals from the archaeological record. Generally they are interpreted as foundation deposits.
This is rarely the case in the MDS region in Bronze Age and Iron Age contexts, but somewhat more
common in the Roman period. There is one example of a probable foundation deposit from the Middle
or beginning of the Late Iron Age at Haps (fig. 3.20).* A small ceramic vessel was placed at the base of
a post in the western wall of house M. Other examples of pottery deposits at the bottom of postholes
are known from Roman period Oss (fig. 3.21), Tiel, Nijmegen-Oosterhout and other sites in the river-
ine region (table 3.5).

One of the reasons for the small number of foundation deposits that have been recognised may be
that they tended to consist of organic material, which has a poor chance of survival in the sandy soils of
the MDS region. A comparison with other parts of the Netherlands shows that this could partly explain
the low numbers. In wetland regions that have been investigated in the last decades, such as the Midden-
Delfland area and the Assendelver Polders, foundation deposits dating to the Iron Age and Roman peri-
od are more common. The record shows considerable diversity, both in the location of the deposit with-
in the building and the items deposited. Ceramic containers are most numerous, presumably represent-
ing the deposition of liquids or foodstufts. In one case barley grains were found in a pot in a wall ditch,
and there is an example of cattle skull parts. A well-known deposit containing animal parts came to light
in the early part of the 20th century in the lowest level of the mounded settlement of Ezinge in the
province of Groningen. Along the wattle core of the wall of what is presumed to be the oldest house in
the settlement, probably in the 4th century BC, skeletal parts of a horse, a bovine, and a dog were placed.
This would have been covered by sods that were part of the structure of the house.® If this is indeed a
deposit that was placed inside the wall at the time of the construction of the house, and not during a
phase of wall-repair, then it demonstrates that foundation deposits may not necessarily have been placed
below ground. Other examples that are still unique but show a glimpse of the rich nature of ritual
deposits in a domestic context include an iron plough-shoe, a flint core from the Mesolithic on a ceram-
ic lid, and a wreath woven of twigs (see table 3.5).

% Verwers 1972, 71-72; Van den Broeke 1977. Capelle % Van Giffen 1963.

1987 for Iron Age examples from Germany.
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Fig. 3.21 Oss. House 74 with location of ceramic vessel in posthole, presumably a foundation offering. After Wesselingh 2000,
79.

Common locations for foundation deposits are the base of postholes, wall ditches and the area around
the entrance. There are also deposits in small pits under the floor, but it can not always be established
whether these are related to the phase of building the house, or whether they belong to the phase of
occupation or even later. In the Roman period the practice of foundation deposits under the corner of
a house appears to be new. Of course, this spatial information has to be treated with some caution. We
can only recognise foundation deposits when there is a clear association with the house, in such a way
that it is reasonable to assume that the moment of deposition coincided with the building activities.
Foundation deposits in other locations will not be recognised as such.

All this suggests that the record for the MDS region is probably severely affected by the poor preser-
vation of organic material. However, in wetland areas organic material makes up only part of the recov-
ered foundation deposits, and, more importantly, the majority of the houses that have been excavated in
the wetlands do not show any evidence of foundation deposits. This means either that foundation
deposits were the rule but mostly took a form that is not recognisable for archaeologists, or that the prac-
tice of placing foundation deposits in the ground was uncommon. I will return to the issue of deposits
in settlement contexts in section 3.3.4.
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house description date reference

Haps M complete small bowl at the bottom of the central post in the MIA/LIA Verwers 1972
western wall
Ekeren iron knife with whetstone (?) in posthole of entrance farmhouse LIA Verbeek/Maes/
Vanwesenbeeck 2001
Oss-Ussen 74 complete vessel (Hofheim 50/51, 40-80 AD) on floor central RP (mid 1stc.) Wesselingh 2000
of posthole
Oss-Ussen 9 complete tephrite rotary quern (top and bottom) on floor RP (100-150)  Wesselingh 2000
of central posthole
Oss-Ussen 3 complete Belgic beaker in posthole of central upright RP (150-200) Wesselingh 2000
Oss-Horzak Middle/Late Neolithic stone axe in posthole of farmhouse (?) RP Fokkens/Jansen 1999
Oss-Horzak beaker placed over bronze coin in central upright in short wall RP Fokkens/Jansen 2000
farmhouse
Hoogkarspel site F, 2a/2b 2 miniature ceramic vessels in the posthole of an internal upright. LBA/EIA Bakker et al. 1968;
In a later rebuilding phase a miniature vessel in an entrance post Van den Broeke 1977
Raalte-de Zegge bowl with ear in base of posthole of upright, pot with fingernail EIA Terlouw 1996
impressed decoration in base of central post of house
Assendelft Q ceramic vessel buried under the floor of the living compartment. EIA Therkorn 1987, 179,
In a later phase the pot had been covered by some lengths of wood 215
Ezinge skeletal remains of a horse, a bovine and a dog placed against the MIA Van Giffen 1963

outside of wattle wall. Skulls of at least the first two animals
were present. State of preservation suggests that they were not
exposed to the air, indicating that there was a sod covering
of the wattle wall. Presumably the oldest house of the settlement

Nijmegen-Oosterhout 3 farmhouses with an imported cup in posthole RP Van den Broeke
(2in posthole on central axis) 2002a.
Assendelft F5 pot in wall ditch of small wall-ditch structure with hearth. RIA (1stc.) Therkorn 1987, 203,
Foundation or house offering 215
Assendelft N1 human femur in posthole of house. Wooden post still present RIA (1stc.?)  Van Gijn 1987, 101
Midden-Delfland, site 21.23 3 foundation deposits in the northeastern corners of a sequence RP (20-120) Van London 1995, 380

of 3 houses at the same site. A wreath of woven twigs together
with an iron knife in the first two phases, a ceramic lid with a
Mesolithic flint core on it in the third phase.
Midden-Delfland, site 1.23 Iron plough-shoe in northern wall ditch of house RP (2nd c.) Van London 1994, 430

Table 3.5 Foundation deposits in prehistoric and Roman period houses in the Netherlands, in chronological order. Lower part

of the table lists relevant parallels outside the MDS region.

3.3 INHABITING THE HOUSE

3.3.I THE USE AND ORDERING OF SPACE INSIDE HOUSES

One of the defining characteristics of farmhouses from the Middle Bronze Age onwards is the division
of the internal space into two main segments by a lateral passage created by two opposite entrances in
the long sides of a house.” Entrances are usually between one and a half and three metres wide. They are
clearly recognisable in many house types, either as a break in the wall ditch or by extra flanking posts
that were necessary to carry the roof load. The entrance passage is usually located slightly off-centre, thus
creating a bipartite interior with a smaller and a larger section. The presence of a third entrance in one
of the short sides is rare in the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age. The phenomenon of bipartite houses has
a much larger distribution than the MDS region itself; in fact the MDS region represents the southern
extension of this Hauslandschaft, which spreads through the western, central and northern Netherlands,

northern Germany and into Scandinavia.*
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There is consequently little doubt that the architectural traditions of the MDS region belong to the
byre-house tradition, and that the division of houses into two parts corresponds to an internal division
into a living and a byre section. In the absence of unambiguous evidence for keeping cattle within the
house in the form of individual stalls in the byre, there are three arguments that support this assump-
tion.” First, the absence of clear stable compartments in Late Bronze Age and Iron Age plans can be
understood as the result of post-depositional transformations, in particular ploughing and pedological
processes. Generally only the deepest house posts are preserved, and shallow features such as ditches for
planks of stalls can only be recorded under unusually good preservation conditions. Second, even though
farmhouses of the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age are relatively short in comparison to some Middle
Bronze Age and Roman period houses, there would still be space for four to eight head of cattle in hous-
es of around ten metres long. This is clear from Danish examples such as the farmhouses from pre-
Roman Iron Age Grontoft, where stable compartments are clearly recognisable.” Third, the houses of the
Late Bronze Age and Iron Age belong to a continuous tradition of bipartite house types that begins in
the Middle Bronze Age and continues well into the Roman period. This tradition differs clearly from
architectural traditions in the loess regions to the east and south, where there appears to have been a
stronger emphasis on arable cultivation.” For the Middle Bronze Age as well as for the end of the Late
Iron Age and Roman period there is some evidence of individual stalls in the byre section (cf. fig. 3.34).”
In the Roman period, moreover, the introduction of sunken byres makes the byre section archaeologi-
cally recognisable and indicates that cattle were kept indoors during at least part of the year.” Seen from
a long-term perspective there may not be positive evidence for in-house byres for each single period,
but the continuity in the bipartite layout strongly suggests that Bronze Age and Iron Age farmhouses
were byre-houses. I do not wish to claim that each and every house formed the dwelling of both peo-
ple and cattle, but that this was the predominant trend.

[t was mentioned in the previous section that farmhouses of the Northwest-European architectural
tradition were built as fully-fledged houses. This means that at the time of construction the builders had
to give thought to the changing number of people that would live in the house in future times. The size
of dwelling sections in houses thus reflects the perception of the amount of space that would be need-
ed. This observation supports an assumption that is often made for the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age,
that domestic units consisted of single household groups, nuclear families or small extended families. A
married couple and their pre-adult children would have formed the core of such a unit, in addition to

87 91

Among Middle Bronze Age houses entrances in the Roymans 1996b, 52-58. House types in the loess regions

short sides of the house are more common than in the are beginning to emerge through recent excavations, for
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89

90

later period (Roymans/Fokkens 1991, 9; Roymans/
Hiddink 1991a), but in the MDS region there is no pre-
dominance of entrances in the short sides as for exam-
ple in West-Friesland (IJzereef/Van Regteren Altena
1991).

Trier 1969; Huijts 1992; Hvass 1993; Roymans 1996b,
52-53, fig. 17; Harsema 1996; Zimmermann 1999a; idem
1999b; Olauson 1999.

There have been some attempts in the MDS region to
identify byres through phosphate testing, but this has not
produced the results that it has in other regions (Van de
Wetering/ Wansleeben 1987).

Becker 1965; idem 1968 and 1971; Rindel 1999.

example at Sittard (unpublished, Tol pers. comm.).
Somewhat further afield, excavations in the German
Lower Rhine loess region have yielded separate dwelling
and stabling structures (Simons 1989; Gobel 1992). A
similar  picture from northern France
(Haselgrove 1996, 147-161).

Middle Bronze Age: Venray houses F and G (Stoepker
1997); Loon op Zand house 1 (Roymans/Hiddink
1991a); Late Iron Age/Roman period: Oss houses 54
(Schinkel 1994, part 2, 78, Late Iron Age) and 105
(Wesselingh 2000, 99-103).

Slofstra 1991b, 143; Verwers 1998, 123-124, fig. 69;

Roymans/Gerritsen 2002.

emerges
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Fig. 3.22 Examples of farmhouses with interior partitionings and hearths. Top to bottom: Oss 130, after Fokkens 1991a, fig. 8;
Zijderveld, after Hulst 1975; Amersfoort, after Snieder 1996, 21; Assendelft Q, after Therkorn et al. 1984, fig. 3.

68




which there may have been widowed parents, unmarried brothers or sisters, and possibly adopted chil-
dren. There is always variation in house lengths, but houses longer than 20 metres are rare in the Late
Bronze Age and Iron Age, and the average 1s around 15 metres. Given that house widths do not vary
much and are on average around five metres in the interior, this means that the surface area of the
dwelling space generally covers between 25 and 30 square metres. Although exceptions are always pos-
sible, this makes it hard to imagine that houses were built with the intention of housing multiple domes-
tic groups.”

The entrance passage was not the only ordering element of the internal space. There are some exam-
ples of relatively well-preserved houses, where the dwelling part of the house is partitioned off by a wat-
tle-and-daub wall (fig. 3.22). In the case of an Early Iron Age house from Zijderveld it appears that the
entrances gave access to the byre and that one had to pass through it to reach the living section.” In Oss-
Ussen house 130, the entrance passage led into the larger section of the house, with an entrance leading
from there into the smaller section.” Whereas it is generally assumed that the larger section is the byre,
it is not certain that this is the case here, as there is a third door in the short side of the house, giving
access to the smaller part of the house. An entrance in the short side of a house is often taken as an indi-
cation of the presence of the byre on that side.”

The occurrence of hearths in excavated houses in the MDS region is not very common. No doubt,
this is a matter of post-depositional transformations, i.e. the disappearance of the original floor levels,
and it can be assumed that a hearth was a standard feature of all houses. This is the case in regions with
better preservation conditions such as the western part of the Netherlands.” A tentative description
based on the small number of hearths that have been found in the MDS region can be given. In sever-
al cases, the hearth consists of a rounded pit with a diameter of 60 to 80 centimetres. In the pit there
are sometimes cobbles that do or do not show traces of exposure to fire.” In another example, from
Oss-Almstein, the pit had a loam lining that had been exposed to fire.'” At Zijderveld, the hearth con-
sists of a group of rocks covered by large pottery fragments. These do not show traces of secondary
burning, suggesting that they may have been covered by a layer of loam or clay."" Most hearths are locat-
ed on the central axis of the house, roughly at a midway point between the entrance bay and one of
the short walls of the house. In one case, Sint-Oedenrode house 1, a possible hearth borders immedi-
ately on the entrance bay,'"” while in others the hearth is located off-centre in one of the aisles."” The
interpretation of the latter as hearths must remain somewhat tentative, as the publications do not speak
of burnt loam or stones.

* This need not necessarily have been the case for the with a byre flanked by possible dwelling areas (Huijts
Middle Bronze Age and the Roman period, when aver- 1992, 36-49).
age house lengths were significantly higher (22,6 and % Hulst 1975; Theunissen 1999, 162-163.
23,1 metres respectively). In the Roman period there % Fokkens 1991a.
was a house type that occurred in the northern part of 77 Waterbolk 1975, 384-385.
the MDS region and the riverine area with a three-aisled % Therkorn 1987a; idem 1987b;Van Trierum 1992.
byre section with two-aisled sections on both sides (Van » Zijderveld (Hulst 1975); Amerstoort (Snieder 1996);
Es 1982; Wesselingh 2000, 90-94). The two-aisled parts Echt-Mariahoop (Willems 1983).
may both have been used as dwelling areas, and one 1% Van der Beek 1996, house 10.
could envisage a multiple household dwelling for these " Hulst 1975, 106.
cases. The evidence for the Middle Bronze Age is less "2 Van Bodegraven 1991.
clear as far as the MDS region is concerned. In the sandy 1% Weert, house 14/15 (Tol 1996b); Goirle-Groote Akkers:
landscapes in the northern Netherlands, at Bronze Age Hendriks/Van Nuenen 1989a.

sites such as Emmerhout and Dalen, there are houses
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The accessibility of indoor spaces in farmhouses may have been socially differentiated. In the case of
Late Bronze Age and Iron Age houses, it is likely that the entrance passage was the most public part of
the house, and that access to it was open to a fairly large group of people. It is hard to say whether the
same can be said about the byre. Possibly the byre was accessible to only a small group of people outside
the household itself. The living area was probably an area of relatively private space, one that only a small
group of non-household members could enter uninvited.

Partitioning walls would have strengthened the private nature of the living area. In the well-preserved
Early Iron Age house Q in the Assendelver Polders, a corner of the area behind the hearth was parti-
tioned off (fig. 3.22)."" The excavators interpreted this as a sleeping area. In Roman Iron Age Feddersen
Wierde, partition walls in the living area were common. Usually a dividing wall is connected to one of
the last pair of internal uprights, and one can well imagine that these spaces were used as sleeping areas.'”
There are several examples of ground plans in the MDS region that include a row of three or four post-
holes parallel to and near one of the short walls of the house.'” These do not appear to have been part
of the structural construction of the house and they may represent the remains of partition walls. In a
2nd or 3rd century AD byre-house in Weert (house 6) an area of 5.5 by 3.5 metres was sectioned oft by
a wall with a narrow wall ditch between the short side of the house and the first internal upright.'”

Even without evidence for partitions in the living area, there may have been physically or symboli-
cally demarcated areas. The hearth in the centre would have divided the living space into an area in front
of' it and an area behind it, and one could postulate that this marked a division into relatively public space
in front of the hearth and private spaces behind it. Some non-household members may have been
allowed to enter uninvited into the area in front of the hearth and guests may have been entertained
there, but sleeping areas would have been towards the back wall.

3.3.2 THE FARMYARD

While the emphasis so far has been on the central feature of farmsteads — the house — a significant pro-
portion of daily life will have taken place in the yard around the house. This can be loosely defined in
an archaeological sense as the area in which secondary structures are located. These structures — both
above and in the ground — were used for storage, water collection, keeping animals, food preparation,
craft activities, ritual etc. In many cases the precise function of pits or small buildings cannot be deter-
mined, but a bigger problem lies in the palimpsest nature of most sites. An Early Iron Age house can be
accompanied by some Middle Iron Age granaries and a Late Iron Age well, but where there are not
enough datable finds associated with these features, it is easy to assume mistakenly that they were con-
temporaneous. When features of different periods are present in a single area, it becomes almost impos-
sible to assign the undatable features of the cluster to a particular phase. Moreover, given the resolution
of the pottery chronology, a feature can be assigned at best to a 75 to 100 year phase. In other words,
even structures with the same archaeological dating need not have been contemporaneous. While this
calls for caution in the identification of farmyard elements, the data set contains valuable information on
the spatial organisation of farmyards.

" Therkorn 1987a, 214. 17 Tol 1996b, 33.
"% Haarnagel 1979, e.g. figs, 21, 26 27, 32.
" E.g. Someren (Kortlang 1999, 181, fig. 22); Oss houses

27, 47 (Schinkel 1998, 213, 218); Geldrop house 5

(Wesdorp 1997).
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Fig. 3.23 Someren. Middle Iron Age farmstead with four Haps-type houses (A-D), presumably representing a stable farmstead

with three of four consecutive phases of occupation. After Kortlang 1999, fig. 21.

Secondary structures and storage facilities

The most common secondary structures on farmyards are small square or rectangular constructions of
four to nine posts (fig. 3.23). They occur on all farmyards, and represent the remains of storage structures
with elevated floors, used for storing goods in such a way to prevent moisture or vermin from rising up
from the ground. Often four-posters or six-posters are assumed to have been for the storage of threshed
or unthreshed grain or hay, but there is no reason to assume that other foodstuffs and non-edible goods
or implements were stored elsewhere. In order to be able to support a raised floor, and presumably a roof
as well, a sturdy construction was required. This explains the often considerable depth of the postholes
of these structures. There is evidence that separate storage structures of this type were in use as early as
the Middle Bronze Age,'" and they occurred throughout the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age. Their use
diminished in the Roman period, at least in some of the rural settlements of that period. During this last
period a larger type of storage structure appeared alongside four and six-posters. These have a raised floor,
usually on nine or twelve posts, surrounded by wall posts.'"” The reconstructed floor surface of datable
Iron Age granaries (only a minority of them yield datable finds) at the site of Oss ranges between two
and 19 square metres, with an average around six and a half square metres. The average during the Roman

1% R oymans/Fokkens 1991, 10; Theunissen 1999, 124, 145, 1 Wesselingh 2000, 30, 58-59, 112-114.
163.
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period was around 28 square metres, the largest being over 80 square metres. This suggests either an
increase in the amount of grain grown and stored or a change in storage strategies, whereby storage was
concentrated in fewer granaries.

Another way of storing grain and other foodstuffs is in underground storage pits. Storage pits can be
divided into two categories, both of which occur on Late Bronze Age and Iron Age farmyards. There are
silos, in which bulk grain is stored under an airtight cover of soil or dung, and there are storage pits or
cellars in which vessels, sacks or boxes were placed. While the former is more suitable for long-term stor-
age, the advantage of the latter is that the goods are readily accessible. It is not always easy to determine
the storage technique on the basis of the shape and diameter of pits. Ideally, silos have a roughly conical
shape, with a narrow diameter at the mouth and a broader diameter at the base. These have been found
mainly at sites bordering on or in the loess regions, such as Rosmeer."" The sandy soils to the north may
not have allowed for such a shape without extra support from a wattle lining. Traces of wattle have been
reported from a Middle Bronze Age pit at Nijnsel.""!

It is not uncommon for a layer of charred grain to be preserved on the bottom of a silo. Botanical
analyses give an impression of the types of grain cultivated and consumed. Barley, emmer and millet are
dominant, while oats and chess occur less frequently.'? The nature and origin of these charred grain lay-
ers is uncertain. Sometimes it is clear that the material was burnt in situ, while in other cases the grain
appears to have been deposited after being charred somewhere else. In paragraph 3.3.4 I will return to
this topic and discuss possible interpretations.

There is little that can be said about the location of storage structures on farmyards. Farmyards appear
to be loosely structured, with granaries occurring individually or in small groups. In some cases there are
larger clusters that appear to stand along a visible or invisible boundary of the yard (fig. 3.23)."" The dis-
tance from the farmhouse varies, and some authors have suggested that storage structures also occurred
in isolation in the fields."* The number of storage structures per farmyard shows a great deal of variation,
from one or two to over twenty in some cases. Presumably, storage structures needed replacement more
frequently than the house itself, and at any point in time only a small number would have stood and
functioned near a farmhouse. The number of storage structures on a farmyard may thus give a rough
indication of the duration of occupation of the yard and the house or houses on it.

There does not seem to have been a consistent choice made for either storage in pits or in Above-
ground granaries. There are sites that do not show any evidence of storage pits, but that do have four-
posters, such as the Middle Bronze Age sites in the Holocene riverine regions and at Oss, where the water
table may have been too high for storage underground. On the other hand, sites that have storage pits
always have granaries as well. This could, of course, be related to the fact that some of the grain would
have been stored for use within the following months, whereas the remainder would have been stored
for longer periods of time, for consumption or as seed grain. There is also a diachronic development.
Storage pits and silos are more frequent in Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age contexts than in the
Middle and Late Iron Age.

0 Roosens/Lux 1969. 4 Verlinde 1997, 159;Van der Beek 1996, 35-40; M. Kok,
"' Beex/Hulst 1968. pers. comm.
"2 Roymans 1985b; 1990, 103-108; Vanderhoeven 1991;
Bakels 1998; Stoepker 1991a, 260 (chess: Bromus secali-
nus); De Hingh 2000, 123-127.
' Kortlang 1999, fig. 21.
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Fig. 3.24 Oss-Mettegeupel. Overview of excavation trenches, with farmsteads dating to the Early, Middle and Late Iron Age.
The farmyard of a Middle Iron Age house in the northern section is surrounded by a fence. In the centre of the northern sec-
tion lies a square ditched structure, probably a Middle or Late Iron Age isolated grave monument associated with one of the

farmyards. After Fokkens 1996, fig. 5.

Wells

Wells are not a frequent occurrence at Bronze Age and Iron Age excavations on the higher sandy areas.
Until recently, it appeared that they were largely restricted to regions bordering on the riverine zones to
the north."® Recent large-scale excavations, however, have shown that wells were more widespread, with
finds from Someren, Weert, Mierlo-Hout and Kontich."® Several techniques were used to keep the pit
from collapsing. Hollowed-out trees are known from the Middle Bronze Age, and continue into later
periods. Other common constructions include wickerwork of twigs and circular settings of vertical posts
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or planks."” This last technique was used in an Early or Middle Bronze Age well at Oss-Schalkskamp.

> Roymans/Fokkens 1991, 10-11. "7 Schinkel 1998, 267-268.
"¢ Someren: Kortlang 1999, 182-184; Weert: Tol 1998b, 26- 8 Fokkens 1992, 159-160. “C dates date the well to ca.
27; Mierlo-Hout: Tol 1999, 116-119, fig. 18; Kontich: 1850 BC (Jansen/Fokkens 1999, 64).

Annaert 1996a.
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Combinations of techniques, especially a hollow tree trunk in combination with a square or circular set-
ting of posts or wickerwork, are fairly frequent.

The fact that wells are not a frequent find on excavations of prehistoric settlements is probably
because of the distance between farmyards and wells, which means that they tend to be missed in small-
scale excavations. At Someren depressions in the terrain were chosen as the location for wells. These con-
sisted of basin-shaped pits with a diameter of four to six metres, dug to about two metres below the exca-
vation level."” Even when wells further away from the farmsteads are taken into account, however, wells
are often rare when compared to the number of nearby farmsteads and years of occupation.

Farmyard boundaries

The social and cultural significance of the construction and use of physical boundaries in settlement con-
texts has been noted by a number of authors.” In addition to the obvious functional uses of ditches or
fences, aspects of social exclusion, status, and ritual have been stressed. Much of this literature, however,
deals primarily with enclosures of larger settlement units rather than individual farmsteads. In the MDS
region, when there is good evidence for boundaries, it usually consists of ditch systems surrounding small
nucleated settlements, and the matter will therefore be treated in more detail in chapter 4.5.3.

At the level of individual farmsteads, evidence for a practice of bounding oft the farmyard is scarce,
but not wholly absent. At the site of Oss, linear features of small posts set close together indicate the loca-
tion of wickerwork fences.” Due to the often fragmentary nature and the lack of finds from them, it is
often impossible to relate fences to other settlement features. Short stretches of fencing sometimes occur
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around wells — perhaps to keep animals away from the water."” In a few other cases they may have
marked a farmyard boundary. Examples come from the Middle Bronze Age and the Urnfield period at
Oss-Mikkeldonk, and from the Middle Iron Age at Oss-Mettegeupel (fig. 3.24).”* In this last case, a
fence made of posts with a 20 cm diameter set 50 cm apart appeared to the north and east of a Haps-
type house. In both sides there was an entrance giving access to the farmyard, which also included seven
granaries and possibly a well. The total area of the farmyard cannot be reconstructed, but that part (half?)
of it that lies to the north of the house measures approximately 45 by 20 metres. While this fence appears
to represent a relatively sturdy and permanent farmyard boundary, excavations at the Middle Bronze Age
site of Zijderveld in the riverine area to the north of the MDS region have yielded a house that was sur-
rounded by a multitude of fences.”” They continue outside the farmyard and may also have functioned
as field boundaries. The large number of fences suggests that they had a temporary nature and were
replaced frequently.

It is clear that features such as fences that were not dug or driven deeply into the ground are only found
when soil traces are preserved close to the level of the original surface. Given the rarity of this situation
in the MDS region, one has to question whether farmyard boundaries were uncommon in the Bronze
Age and Iron Age, or whether the evidence from Zijderveld and Oss can be extrapolated to other parts
of the region, and that the use of fences to close off farmyard space was a widespread practice. Ditches sur-

rounding individual farmyards do not appear until the Roman period, and even then they are rare.™

" Kortlang 1999, 184. % Theunissen 1999, 167-169.

2 E.g. Bowden/McOmish 1987; Hingley 1990, R.Thomas 2 At Oss-Westerveld (Wesselingh 2000, 165). In the
1997. Roman period (as well as at the end of the Late Iron

2t Schinkel 1998, 298-305. Age, see 4.5.3) a ditch enclosing a cluster of several farm-

22 Jansen/Fokkens 1999, 92. steads is more common (e.g., Hoogeloon, Oss-

12 Fokkens 1991a, houses 128 and 132. Westerveld; Verwers 1998, 62-77).

2+ Fokkens 1996, 207-208.
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There is a certain degree of variation in the spatial organisation of farmyards, caused by the presence or
absence of pits and the number of secondary structures. But a look at long-term patterns indicates a
remarkable continuity when it comes to the elements of farmsteads. A farmstead of the Urnfield period
consisted of roughly the same basic elements as one in the Late Iron Age: a byre-house with one or more
granaries and/or silos, occasionally a small barn, and possibly a well and other, less well definable, struc-
tures. Throughout the Bronze Age and Iron Age, there do not appear to have been fixed notions relating
to the proper ordering of these elements. On the whole, farmyards appear to be diffuse and loosely struc-
tured.

One element that may have occurred on Late Iron Age farmyards but that would not have been com-
mon on earlier ones is an abandoned house or house ruin. In a situation of increasing stability in the
location of houses, recently abandoned houses may have been re-used secondarily for storage, stabling
animals, as a source of building materials, and as a symbolic link to former inhabitants and ancestors. This
will be treated in more detail in section 3.4.3.

3.3.3 FARMSTEAD AND HOUSEHOLD DYNAMICS

The importance of time and the temporal dynamics of houses and settlement spaces were discussed in
the introduction to this chapter and they underlie its organisation. The background to this is the theo-
retical notion that houses are dynamic. Both the physical construction and the social and symbolic mean-
ings change over the course of the life cycle of a house. In section 3.2 the creation of houses and house-
holds was discussed; this section is concerned with the ‘growing’ and ‘ageing’ house and the concurrent
and embedded domestic cycle of the household (fig. 3.1).

Given the lack of stratigraphic build-up and the general scarcity of intersecting postholes, it is a mat-
ter of informed guesswork to distinguish which features of the ground plan were part of the original
construction and which were later additions or replacements (‘informed’ because enough examples of
the main house types have been excavated to be able to identify those elements that formed part of the
basic construction of a farmhouse). Other postholes and wall ditches, especially when they appear to
duplicate original features, can be assumed to represent later additions. In this way, a kind of biography
can be written for the better preserved plans, which describes its history of repairs, replacements, and
modifications. Of course, this is a very incomplete biography; it does not say anything about the relative
chronology of changes, nor does it include any of the changes that did not leave traces in the soil. The
value of this analysis lies mainly in the overall patterns that it brings out, the information it provides
regarding questions about the average or typical biography of a house in a given period, and the light it
sheds on the possibilities that were open to a household for adjusting their house to changing needs and
desires, and those that for technical or cultural reasons were deemed impossible. The evidence for house
biographies can be divided into several categories: repairs and replacements that did not modify the basic
plan; extensions and modifications that did change the plan but not the bipartite character of a byre-
house; and extensions in which a second unit of roughly the same size and layout was built against an
existing house, thereby doubling the plan.

Table 3.6 shows for different periods the number of houses for each of these categories. While in
every period there is a sizeable group of houses that do not seem to have undergone major repairs, over
40% of the plans indicate that repairs and minor reconstructions took place somewhere during the peri-
od that the house was inhabited. These include replacements of wall sections, the replacement or addi-
tion of posts that were part of the entrance, or of posts that belonged to the carrying frame of the house
(fig. 3.25). These are the kind of changes that were not uncommon (given the high percentage of hous-
es that show evidence of them), but that probably did not form part of the periodic maintenance of a
house. Periodic maintenance would have included activities such as renewing the floor, replastering the
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Fig. 3.25 Examples of farmhouses with traces of repairs and replacements (indicated in grey). Top to bottom: Den Dungen 1,

after Verwers 1991a, fig. 3; Oss 27, after Schinkel 1998, fig. 68; Weert, after Tol 1995, fig. 9c.

walls with loam, and mending the thatched roof. In fact, (apart from the replacement of wall posts in
those house types where the wall did not constitute a structural element of the roof construction) repairs
and reconstructions would have required a significant effort, and may well have involved help from out-
side the household itself.

A second category represents more drastic modifications and occurs less frequently. In about 10% of
the cases the house was modified to such an extent that the original plan changed (fig. 3.26). Usually this
means that an extension was built to one or both of the short sides of a house. In some cases, such an
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MBA/LBA/EIA MiA/early LIA later LIA (including examples per

(n=42) (Haps-type houses; first half 1stc. AD;  category
n=32) n="58)

clear absence of repairs 3 3 1 7
probable repairs 12 10 23 45
repairs without modifications to the plan 19 17 25 61
modifications that altered the plan 6 1 5 (+2 uncertain) 12-14
double(d) houses 4 0 5 (+2 uncertain) 9-11
secondary use of house after dwelling phase 5 1 (uncertain) 0 5-6

Table 3.6 Frequencies of repairs, major renovations and secondary uses of houses per period. Only those houses have been
included that were preserved well enough to show the presence or absence of changes to the original plan. The numbers in the

table do not match the totals per period, as more than one type of modification may have occurred in a single plan.

extension may not have been more than a small room or shed which was entered from the outside, but
in other cases it is more likely that the original short wall was partially or completely removed to increase
the total interior space. Both extensions on the side of the living area and on the side of the byre occur.
A house from Den Dungen that was tentatively dated to the Early Iron Age was extended in both direc-
tions, increasing the total length of the house from twelve to nineteen metres (fig. 3.26).'” There are no
indications that new entrances were built to give access to the new parts of the house.

A final category of houses, from the Urnfield period and the Late Iron Age and Early Roman peri-
od, belongs to a third category (table 3.7). These are houses of above-average length that consist of two
units, separated by a partition wall, and entrances into both parts (fig. 3.27). In some cases both units may
have been constructed at the same time as one ‘double’ house, while in others it is clear that one of the
units formed a later addition to an already existing house. The question is whether these double houses
formed a single unit with a very large byre and a very large dwelling area, or whether they included two
domestic units. The fact that both segments of double houses have their own entrance passage suggests
the latter. In an Urnfield-period double house at the site of Loon op Zand, a large, rectangular storage
pit was located to the left of the southern entrance in both units (fig. 3.27). This also suggests that we
may be dealing with a house that was inhabited by two households. It is a matter of speculation how we
should envisage the composition of the group of inhabitants of a double house. Are we dealing with one
household head with two wives (this appears to fit the cases where a second unit was added later, but not
the assumption that there were two byre sections), or are we dealing with two household heads who for
some reason decided to combine their houses (two brothers, a father and grown-up son)?

If the house was prone to change during its life cycle, this was certainly true of the farmyard. Changes
in the composition and layout of the farmyard occur more frequently than major adjustments to the
house. It is not uncommon, for example, for there to be ten or more four or six-post storage structures
associated with a single house. Even when none of these overlap each other, it is unlikely that they all
stood at the same time. The storage capacity of a single two-by-two metre granary would have been suf-
ficiently large to hold the yearly grain consumption of a six-person household.” Since there is no rea-
son to surmise a surplus production of ten times the necessary grain supplies, it is likely that, on average,
a farmyard contained two or three storage structures that were periodically replaced.

Given the intertwined nature of household and house, one can expect the physical appearance of the
house and farmstead to carry symbolic messages about the household."” To someone acquainted with the

27 Verwers 1991a, 166-167. 122 Gerritsen 1999a; idem 1999b.
125 Slofstra 1991a, 146.
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Fig. 3.26 Examples of farmhouses with traces of enlargements and extensions. Top to bottom: Den Dungen 3, after Verwers

1991a, fig. 5; Mierlo-Hout, after Tol 1999, fig. 20; Weert 14/15, after Tol 1996b, fig. 4.4.
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house description date reference
Loon op Zand 3 house (24 x 8 m), divided into 2 similar parts by a dividing wall. EIA Roymans/Hiddink
Both parts have two opposite entrances and a rectangular storage 1991a
pit next to the southern entrances.
Someren D-E house (28 x 8.5 m), with two parts of unequal length, separated by EIA Kortlang 1999
posts of possible dividing wall. Large pits in both sections.
Entrances unclear
Breda-Moskes 3 house (25 x 7 m), with two parts divided by a partly preserved EIA Van den Eynde/
wall-ditch. Double entrances into both parts. Berkvens 2001
Oss-Mettegeupel possible double house, with interior dividing walls EIA Fokkens 1996
Hilvarenbeek possible double house (Oss-Ussen type) MIA/LIA Verwers 1975
Den Dungen 1 house (28.5 x 6.2 m), divided into two sections by wall. LIA Verwers/Van den
Entrances unclear Broeke 1985
0Oss-Ussen 102 house (29.5 x 6 m), Oss-Ussen type LIA Schinkel 1998
Oss-Ussen 20/21, 53 2 possible double houses (0Oss-Ussen type) LIA Schinkel 1998
Weert 14-15 house (c. 31 x 8.5 m), consisting of 2 segments. LIA/ERP Tol 1996b

One part with double wall ditches.

Probably entrances into both segments.

house (c. 28 x 6.5 m) divided into two segments by (partial?) ERP
wall ditch. Double entrances into both segments.

Both segments have a two-aisled and a three aisled section

house (24 x 9,1 m) extended to house of >35,7 m, ERP
with new segment with opposite entrances in long sides

Oss-Schalkskamp 134 Wesselingh 2000

Oss-Ussen 72A/72B Wesselingh 2000

Wisch-Silvolde house (26 x 6.5 m), divided into to parts by a wall ditch. EIA Hulst 1989
Double entrances into both parts
Raalte-Raan house (27 x 6.5 m), with two-aisled and three-aisled section ERP Verlinde 1997,

divided by wall. Entrances into both segments Groenewoudt et al. 1998

Table 3.7 Double byre-houses. Lower part of the table lists relevant parallels outside the MDS region.

signs, the farmstead would presented a rich source of information on the history of the household. It
would have been immediately visible, from the repairs and additions, from the remains of abandoned sec-
ondary structures, or the lack thereof, whether it was a household at the beginning of its domestic cycle
or one whose cycle was coming to a close. Moreover, the farmstead would probably show how the house-
hold fared socially, and how it had in the past. Ethnographic studies mentioned in section 3.1 indicate that
domestic architecture is not just a reflection of the history of the household. It also aftects the way the
inhabitants define themselves as individuals and as a household group. Moreover, it may be a factor in the
potential of a household to engage in social relationships with other groups. In order to be able to attract
suitable marriage partners, or to entertain guests, it may have been important to inhabit a farmstead with
the right kind of appearance and history. Perhaps ideas about the ideal biography of a house and social
strategies lie behind the fact that some houses appear to have been abandoned before any repairs or
changes were carried out, whereas others clearly underwent several major phases of renovations.

3.3.4 DEPOSITIONAL PRACTICES ASSOCIATED WITH THE PHASE OF
HABITATION

In the section on the construction phase of the house a paragraph was dedicated to foundation deposits
(3.2.4). In this section several forms of deposits are discussed that may well belong to the phase of habi-
tation of a farmstead, although positive evidence for such a temporal association is not always present.
One type of deposit that appears to be related to the phase of house abandonment will be discussed in
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Fig. 3.27 Examples of ‘double’ houses. Top: Loon op Zand 3, after Roymans/Hiddink 1991a, fig. 8; middle: Oss 102, after
Schinkel 1998, 251; bottom Oss-Schalkskamp 134, after Wesselingh 2000, fig. 194.

section 3.4. Depositions — practices involving the deliberate placement of cultural materials in the ground
or in wet contexts — in settlement contexts have been the subject of some debate in the recent literature,
a major question focusing on their social meanings and in particular on whether some depositions are to
be interpreted as the remains of ritual actions. In order to clarify my own aims in discussing deposition-
al practices I will briefly mention some of the elements of the debate.

Archaeologists have little hesitation in using the term ‘ritual’ when writing about the treatment of the
dead, megalithic monuments or sanctuaries. Where settlements, subsistence practices or technological
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aspects of ancient societies are concerned, however, ‘ritual’ quickly becomes a charged notion, and one
that has primarily negative connotations for many. It is often seen as relating to those aspects of ancient
societies that will always be beyond the reach of the interpretative powers of the archaeologist (the high-

est rungs of Hawkes’ ladder of inference)."

Others reject it as being a convenient but meaningless label
for those phenomena that an excavator comes across but can not explain. A common attitude, therefore,
has long been to treat settlement data in functionalist, rational terms, and to restrict any statements about
symbolic matters to the domain of burials and cult places. But this dichotomisation disregards two impor-
tant notions in anthropological thinking: that the division between sacred and profane is particular to

1

modern western societies and cannot be assumed for the societies we study;"" and that rituals in small-

scale, illiterate societies are essential elements in the structuring of many aspects of social, religious, and

economic life.'?

In other words, one cannot relegate ritual to a marginal area of life, and treat it as some-
thing separate from daily, secular practices. Depositional practices have been singled out in recent years
as archaeologically accessible forms of social practice for studying rituals in settlement contexts.

A major problem, one probably underlying the hesitation of archaeologists to interpret finds as ‘ritu-
al’, is posed by the difficulties of defining ritual and distinguishing it from non-ritual. A cursory reading
of some of the recent anthropological literature on ritual is enough to conclude that an attempt to pro-
duce a definite, cross-culturally applicable definition is futile.” But there are still valuable points to be
made about the nature of ritual and its relations to non-ritual activities. What distinguishes ritual from
mundane practices is not the presence or absence of symbolic meaning.” Cultural ideas and values struc-
ture people’s every action, whether they are participating in an elaborate wedding ceremony, or dispos-
ing of rubbish in a ditch. If ritual is not distinguished by its symbolic character, nor does it difter from
mundane activities in that it lacks a practical purpose. A tendency in archaeo