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Chaptet 6

Ideology and material
culture i an archaeological
perspective
K stian Kristiansen

In this ariicle it will be argued that a Matxist apptoach

to archaeology offers a convincing theoretical alternative to

currenl approäches, and thai iis perception of ideologv opens

up a deeper undeßtandins ofthe r€lationship between

maierial culture and society
Belore startinS, however, it may be useful brieflv to dis'

cuss some of the major theoretical approaches which have

been st.ugghng tor doninance thtoughout the last two

decades, as this represents the framework against which the

application of a Marxist approach in ärchaeologv should be

Recent theoretical tr€nds in .rchaeoloev
Two trends are easily dßcernible: one concerned with

l räc inS rnd erp la in ing Ihe major  evolut ionarv stages in  pre-

history, another with the explanation ofthe structure and

inielnaldynamid of specific sociai systens.
The evolutionary irend has been closely associated with

various fo.ms of neo€volutionisn in soclal anthropologv
(Fried 1960: sa ins and Senice 1960; Service 1962)' whose

broad evolutionary stag€s have serued as general interpretative

frameworks for much archaeological research ihroughout ihe

1960s and early 1970s. Much of this research has been aimed

at correlating certain types of seitiement svstems (such as

Renfrewt 'Ea.ly State Module'), patterns of exchange

(Renfrew l97s), or Erave soods diversification (Brown 19? I I

Taint€r l9?8) with certain levels ofsocial orSanization on alt

evolutionary scale ofe.g. bands, tribes, chiefdoms and states

Alihoush such a franework serves important heuristic fi-jnc-

rion( ir is not ädequale tor erplaining ejlher change or vari-

äbility in the archaeological record On the contrary it tends

to lead to a kind of'checllist' archaeologv Guch as Renfrew

l9?3bt Peebles and Kus 19?7), where static, getetalized evol-

u l ionary lyp€s are imPosed upon speci f ic  nr€his lor ic  sequences

with the dangei of obscuing ihe characteristics of local evol"

utionary tlajectories (cf Kohl, thisvolume). Furthernore the

interaction ofsocial sysiems, lvhich have characterized all pre-

hisioric periods, a.e not accounted for bv such fral}reworks.

Thus instead of serv$s as a corective fo! the arbitrarilv

constncted evolutionary ivpologv of social anthropolosv the

interpretalion of prehistoric social evolution has 'ather tended

io be .tete.mined by this framework, leading into a dangerous

cjicular argumett. Recent developmenis, however, have to

some extent inproved on this situstion (Senice 1975 For

critical discussions see also Ameti&h Antiquitt 1980: 601-

13jBinford 19?5;Dunnel l  1980;Flannery l9?2;F iedman

1 9 8 2 ) .
ln order to overcome some of the exptanatory limi-

tatioN of neo€volutionism the 'N€w Archaeologv' of the late

sixties adopted ihe sysiemic fßmework of cvbernetics coupled

with a range ofnew theoretical(and methodolosical)
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aplroaches borowed mainly ho1n ecoloey, information
theory and seography, amplified by quantitative and statistical
iecnniques (early examples in Bnford 1968; Clarke 1968:
Chäpteß 3 and 1 l ;F lannery l968ajHi  l977a;and st inulat -
ins articles and discüssions in HiI 1977b). The systenic frame-
work is often dominated by an ecological approach, especialy
when dealine with 'primitive' or marginal societies (Binford
1968:  1977;Jochim 1976;Zubrow 1975iseveralar t ic l$ in

Schiffer 1978-81), and by a more elaborate informatior

theory of decision naking when dealing with'compler'
societies (Flannery 1972;Johnson 1978). Ecosystemlc
approaches, however, are ako nolv invadins this field of
research (Athens 1977;hbel l  1978;King 1978;  Redman 1978;

Sanders and Webster 1978).
One ofthe m ajo. limitations inhercnt in a systems

framework is that it cannot account for either the gen$is or
the transformation of social systems in systemic teüns (cf.

Bender 19?siSalrnon 1978; i i l tey l981ai  1981b),  and the
same is true of inteFsystemic dynanics, e.g, irade and
exch:nge (see the examples and discussions in Flarle and Eric-
son 1977, especially Plog's article). Thus Xhe sophisticaied
melhods ol spatial analysis bonowed frorn geogräphy (Hodd€r

and Orton 1976) have not yet been theoreticdlly integrated
wiihin a sysiems framework. This is even more true of so-
call€d'nornrtive'datä, although much has been done sinoe
Binford (1965) and Clarke ( 1968: Chapter 9) discussed ihj!
problem, cspecially with r€spect to the analysis and expla-
nation of stylistic variation (Blackmore et dl l9?9;Ensel"
brecht  1978t  Hodder l9?8ai  Plos 1978 ;  Renfrew 1978 ;
Shcnnan 1978;WhalLon 1968;Wobst  1976).

'I hus when kying to iniegrat€ the evolutionary per-
spective with a systems frsmework, explanations have tended
io fall back upon lingle, causative factors, or so-called 'prim€

movers', usually popu lation pressur€ ( Carneiro I 97 0 ; Dumond
l96siSmi lh 19?2;Spooner 1970).  The ro le of  t rade and
exchanse has been tinked mole exctNively to th€ formatjon of
highly developed and integäted social systerrs (Flannery

l968bj 19 72; Frankenstein and Rowlands 1978; Hedeager
I  9?8 i  Kohl  I  978 ;  Renfreqr  1969:  W.bb I  975 ;Wr ishl  1972).
In addition so'called selective adaptive mechanisms referring
to the functional compatibility between a social system and
its environnent have played a najor role within the eco-
loeically o.iented school of Binford and his followers (see

recent examples in Binford 1977: Kirch 1980i Schiffer 1978
8l ). Recently an attempt has been made to solve the problem
of ämlysing iransformations within a systemic framework
(Renfrew and Cooke 1979), but we stil await convincing

Underlying these theoretical developments we find a
strong emphasis on a neo-positivist perception ofscience,
originally introduced by Binford in several articles (collected
in Binford 1972) ard later generally acc€lted änd applied by a
whole sene i r ion ot  Arer icar  a 'chaeoloeis,s  rsee a . ieorous
presentation in Watson, LeBlanc and Redman 1971 ; dis-
cussions in Fritz and PIoe 1970; Morgan 1973; l9?4).
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Althougl it would be interesting to dls.uss why this approach
won acceptance in archaeoiogy at a time when it had already
been modified or €ven abandoned as a dominant philosophy of
science, ny point here is thrt such an approach is now severely
hampering ihe theoretical development of archaeology by
presüibing a rieorous one{imensional pe.ception of how to
g.ive neaning to and how to explain aichaeological data. What
at one time could be regarded as a n€cessary step in the pro-

cess of developing and applying some scientific standdds to
archaeoloey h6 now turned into a paradiSmatic theoretical
exe.cise, ignoring the still many ursolved problems of
interpretation and explanation and of afchaeologcal represen-
tativity. Despite a solhisticated perception ofthe compli-
cated formalion proc$ses of the archaeological record such
sophisticaiion is abandoned when it comes to explaining the
relationship b€tween the invisible social stiuctures of p!e-

histofc societies and then vjrible material remains, althoush
som€ aspects of this problen have been recently touched upon
by Binford in a (somewhat extreme) oriticism of Schiffer
(Binfod 1981).

The basic problen j! that structures and tBnsformations
are neither reducible io th6ir empirical content nor thei con-
text, as I shall ilustrate later in this article (cf. Tiley 1981a
and 1981b),

Thus, in archaeology, the analytical and empirical gulf

between separate levels of information - e.g. site catch-
ment and analy8es of region x, distributional änalyse.r ot
different commodities and ihe analysis of 'princely

graves' of the sane region '. has to be crossed by än
explanatoly bddge dependent on cultural and theoreti-
cal insighh räther than on analytical and deductive
lechniqu€s in order to lead us towards an und€rstanding
of the structural reality that explains what happened
,€rtr€en lhese levels. (Klistiansen 1981a: 240)

From this it follows that the estab[shment of stable and pre-

diciable relationships between observable ph€nomenä in the

archaeological record and ihe emplovment of such va.iables in

hypothesis iesting repres€nt necessary but not sufficient

€mpirical steps on th€ ladd€r towards explanation

Desrite this criticism one should not lorgei that the

theoretical and methodological renewal of the 1960s snd

1970s represents a major breakthroush in the developmeni or

archaeology as a cultural science, comparable perhaps to the

development of a chronological meihodology in late-

nineteenth-century archaeology in Europe. Probablv ihe most

importänt outcome of this process up lo now hss been the

e.adual application of a body of conrmon methodological

standards, ihich has been accompanied bv hcreasing theoret!

crl diversifiaaiion. Thus one vear will see the propagation of
'behavioural archaeology'as the key concept, another vear
'stnctulal archa€ology' or \patial archaeoloev' com petmg

with 'social archaeolosy' atrd 'economic archaeologv" In

addition the morphogenesis of catastrophe and anastrophe in
p,e5isro4,  wj th robu\r  middle{ange lheory a sFr inJ:



alternatiye, offer striking new solutions foi the piosressive

Althoush diversification and new developments should
be welconed in a period oftransition, the present situation
seems to reilect the impact oI passive theoreti@l and method-
ological borowing (plus talented management and lromotioa)
and the lack of a general theoretical framewolk to filter,
balance and restructu.e such boEowing. After the first stase of
New Archaeotogy, mainly dealiry with seneral problems and
smmdized in six major pubücations (Binford and Binfoid
1968;Clarke 1972;  Lee and de Vore 1968;  Renfrew 1973c:
Ucko and Dimbleby 1969; Ucko, Iringham and Dimbleby
1972), the late 1970s have seen mole attempts to explore and
link together interdiscipürary'subsysiem' research (see
Burnham and Kinesbury 1979;E rle and Ericson 1977;Green,
Haselsrove and Sprisss I 9 78 ; Redman €t a/, I 9 7 8 ; Sheridan
and Bailey l98l;Sprisss 1977), reflecting both the poteniial
and the problems of the present situation, As siated by Tilley
in one such recent publidtionr 'The centlal difficulty is that
archaeolo8y lacks a coinmon problemrtic .letermining the
types of problems that are posed, the forrn in which these
probl€ms are täckl€d and what b soen as being $ifficient and
necessary for their solutlon' (Tiley l98l b: 363). whdt we
should aim at, then, is the construction of a g€neral theoretical
framework which maintains an evolutionary perspective and a
systemic framework, and whioh is able io accouflt for the
explanation of socictios i, their siructural and culturat totality
with regard to thcügcnesis, reproduction and kandformation.
Wh.n looking fo! such a framework we nced not rurn .o
biology, catastrophe theory or any other mechanical theory,
Instead it will be suggested that Merxist theory, whose poini
of deparlure is society itself, holds a potential for developing

Mrrxlst theory rnd lrchoeology
It i! ternpting to ask, ul rctrosp€ct, why earlier att€mpts

lo explain arohaeoloEj€al evidence in evolutionary and Marxist
terms failed to exert ary significant implct on the gen€ral
trend of archa€ological roasoning and tesearch. Going back to
the later nineteenth century. the Darwinian dec.d6 of evol-
utionary breakiluoügh where one should have expected such
an inteeration to occur for th6 füst tim€, it is easy to s€e todäy
thai archaeology simply was noi ready.' At thst tiare the pri-
maiy concern was the devclopment of an explicit a.chae-
ological method of chronolosical classification in order to
cope with ihe quickly accurnulatiry evidence (Krirtiansen

l9?6: Fig. 1). Culture-historicll inierpreiaiions, however, w€{e
conshained not only by incompl€te drta and dating, but also
by the clos ielätionship between aichaeology, bourgeoi! cul-
tüe and nationalism (Kristidsen l98lb;Mob€rg l98l;
Trigger l98l ) which favoüed hißtorical ad ethnic int€rpr€t-
ations. In this period the potential of prehißtory foi con-
tlibuting to social evolution was however exclwively .ecog-
nized among anttuopologists, such as Morgan (1877), and
Maftist hirtorians, such as Engels ( 1 884).

Aftei th€ tum of the century most antuopologicat and

culture-histoiical discipünes adopted a diffurionist and etlnic

flamework. which natum y supported the alteady ptevailing

trends in alchaeoloeical research (the classical presentation is

Jacob-Friesen 1928). Thtu meant that when childe, as one oi
th€ frst Westem echaeologßts to adopt a materialßt per-

spective, published Socizl rrolarrcn in 1951, his interPret-
ations and explanations wei€ extremely constrained by the
structure of th€ dchaeologicäl €vidence. This coßirted manny

of typologica y and chronologicsly ordered culture goups

with little or no bea.ins üpon social and economi€ phenomena.

Childe had tried to overcom€ some of these difficultie! by
applyirg his framework to the more tractable Scottilh evi-
dence (Childe 1946). Thir attempt was later wed by Pisaott to
show that new eddence had proven most ofChildet hterpret-
ations wrong, which in Piggott's opinion thcreby demonstrated
the failure of evolütionary theory (Piggott 1960: 9s).
Alihough this conchsion mther dämonstrated the failure of itg
auihor to distin8irish betw€en hi! o'rn (thooretical) Iimitations
and the ümix&tions ofscience, it undoubtedly rcflected a
gener&l and wideslread perupective among archa€ololFts at
that tim€. who fear€d any theoretical schemq after the politi"

cal misuse of othnic iüterpretrtions during the Second World

This gen€ral anti-theoretica.I approach is perhaps b$t
denonstrated in Piggott's own'flotk Anclent Ewope wlth its
lrck of any oonshtent theoretical framework, except human
nature and thc natüe of ihe evidence (Pigsott 1965: l-23).
InterpretationB and explanationr are €onsequently just as
inoonsistent as the chanSing properti$ ofthe evidcncc - from
the techrological framework of the lat€ Glacial huntets and
early fäüne$ to the diffwionist and €thni€ framowork of l4ter
prehistory, Where,toc&l Svolurro, appea too simplbtic
bocause of its r&orou3 application of g€neral evolutionary
srage theorylAncient Eufop€ app€ars too kaleiddcopic
because ofits lack of explanatory consistency.In thb way
Ancient Ewope ajnd Social t olrtio, mry be said to reflect
th€ contradictory situaiion of Buropean arohacoloSy dudng
the 1950s and 1960s. Her€ was a dch and fairly represertative
archaeolosicat r€cord - the result of I 50 years of r$earch -

but analytically unsuited to zupport a more conshtent theor
eticäl approach such as social ovolutron, which was therefore
wroncly refuied.4 This further prevented necessary method-
ological re-orientations ard dovelopnents (with the exccption
of ecolosical research). Out of this stalemat€ aiose ihe
'Sceptical Tmdition', är it lus b€en appiopnately labeled by
Klejn ( I 977 : 3). When these theoretical and nethodological
consiraints were finally transcended by the developmetrt of
the New Archaeology the key to explanatory status rnd
scientiJic prominence had b€come neo-posiiivism because of
scientific traditions a1ld political cotrditioG in North Amedca.

The potential application of a Maixtut framework for the
explanation of prehistolic societies came up against the prob-
bm tnat Marxist th€ory has not yet dev€loped an adequate
th€oretical basis for o(plaining th€ long-term charyes of pre-
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capitalist societies. s Ths implies that the sciertific potential

of a wedding between Matxism ard üchaeologv is largelv

uüecoedzed and renaiß to be explor€d. Yet r€c€nt work has

stronely indicated that müch pievious discusion about pre-

capitaltst societis has been unneces$rily limited in scope,
both enpiricaüy and (consequ€ntly) theoreticaly, by tdgely

omitting the dats of social anthropology and archaeology. This
situation hasto some extent been remedied by the develop-
ment of F.ench Structural Marxism with its efforts to re_

define bäsic theoretical concepts. It has applied a framewo.k

to the explanation of pre-capitalst societies based on ettuo_

Faphic eviderce, the.eby escaping the thooretioal dead€nds of

much Marxology (for tferences see Spriggs! this volume).

Althoügn thtu direction of sttuctural Matxiem has been rather

successful in its application in social anthiopology it has
become increasingly cl€ar that it suffers seriow drawbacks
when applied to th€ explanation of prehistoric long-term tiane
formaiions operatiag in a wider social lpac€ than the local
environmcnt of hadrtional €thnograph.ic cas€ 3tudi6 (for a
general critique, see Ekhotm and Friedman 1980).0

Recent arohaeological applications ofsuch a theoretical
framework have made it apparcnt, first, thai the long{erm
transformstions found in prchbtory and early htutory form a
necessary basis for any sodous futürc didcu$ionG about prc-

capitalist societies, if ihi! conc€pt shall be giv€n any general

signiflo6nce beyond that of sccounting for th€ g€nesis of
capitallsm ; secondly that such applicäiions necessitate oertain
refornulations of th€ pr$ent theor€tical concepts of struc-
tural Marxbm and the subsequent developmcnt of now €on-
copts, cspeoially with respect io th€ spatial dimen3rons of
structunl interaction and with rc8p€ct to tranrforrnaiions (cf,

Spriggs, thb volume). Such att€mpts have already beer und€r-
taken in !€v€ral  s iudies (B€nder 1978;  l98 l ;Bndley l98l ;
Frankenstoin I 9? 9; Frankenstein and Rowlands l9?8;Fried.
man and Rowlan& l9?8iKohl l9? 8; Krirtiansen 1978a;
l98la: 1982; Rowhnds 1980t Rowlan&, krs€n and
Krbtiansen in pre$).In addition, works such as Rat[je ( 1973),
and the papers in Hodd€r ( 1982) are movins alons sonewhat
simllar hnes, although m a morc purcly structur4l groove with
lcss emphastu on material aspects of social rcproduction.

By continuing iheoretical elaboration end arohaeological
applications along these lines, Manist th€ory may be able to
offer a long-needed theorctical and explamtory tupe$truo-
tu.e' that can mpe with the impressive methodoloeioal devel-
opmenh of the Last two decades in neady all fields of data
Änalysis. It seems to me, therefore, tlnt at the present momeni
two thinss are needed for a succesful applicatjon of Marxist
theory to archaeology:

I More .ase studies along the lires refeüed to above.
Th€ succ€ss of any totaLizing theoretical system
which claims seneml applicability ültimately depends
on its ability to account for and explain the evidence
in mor€ 'convincing' ways tlan previou research. This
is done by sub3urning earlier theories as veiants of a
mole comprehensive general theory, as did rco-

evolutiorism with .€spect to fur|ctionalism, ecologv

and history (White 1945), or structural Marxisd with

respect to structuralism, histoncar nate.ialism and

cultural ecology (Friedm$ 1974). Naturaly this pro-

cess is modified by numerous subjective facio$ oper-

ating to maintain research traditions .lreadv estab-

lßhed, e.e. through uniyersity teachins, conttol of

research funding, peßonal and pohtical .elationahips

etc. There have been iwo decades of €ompeting

theoretical approaches and i general oriertation
towards endosenous development as an eaplanatorv
pomt of departure. combined with the local ar€a o.

the region as dominant units of research lt now seeDs

that an evolutiordy situcturat Müxism is in a
position to offer a system of theoretical concepts

which lirks the spatial and normative dimensiots of

archreological dat. with the prevailing, ofxen eco-

logicel framework oflocal and regional studies to give

a singl€ model of social reproduction that accounts
for both.

Thus ifwe want to transcend the explanatory

limiiations of much present r$earch we need to ttudy

thc interaction beiween social systems in theü local,

regionäland even 'global' setting, in order to deteF

mine the structure of such interaction with respect to

local and supralocal levek of orgatization. How sre

they dependent? Who controls production and its

distribution/cxchrnge and at what levels in the sys-

tem? lt i! only by rnalysing th€ relationships beiween

local systems and the larg€r structuro by which th€y

are rcproducsd thrt one can definc and explain cul'

iural boundari$ in & me.rungful way, and define whrt

is 'botwccn' and what is 'within' at varioN levek ln

the system. Thue ifw€ want to determine tho locus of
evolutionary change w€ must be rble to delin€at€ the
cultural boundaries and the structural lramework
within which these processes a& operating, by con_
sid€rins the ful scale and complexity ofsuch pro'

cesses. Th; implies that local and tegional studies in

arohaeology can only be fuly comprehended and
explained by considering them against th€ structure
of the larger system on which they dep€nd. As Fried-
rnan and Rowlands have written ( l9?8 | 205)r 'A

complete evolutionary model would have to be a
time/sDace model in which tra$formations oyer time
are related to vdiations in space. Thüs the specific
evolution of social formations depends on the intemal
properties of local systens, upon the local coßtraints
and upon their place in the latger systems.'

2 We further need ä tnuch more systenatic explontion
of the retationship between the mture of the archae-
ological €vidence and its interpretation and expla-
nation. The cultural and structural properties of
extinct societies de obscured by two p{o€esss:

a) Ttlrough the ideological representation of pßt
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social systems inherent in majoi pdts of the mate.ial
rccord. This is displayed in the synbobc fotn a"d

functionins ofobjecß (e.s. prestige goods, ritual gear
and more seneraly in swl;ii€ desicr), in the izt?n
tionol .leposition of such orteclr (votive offerings,
hoards, grave goods) and in the coßtuction ofsrn-
bolic sttuctwet (ofte monumentar constructioft,
bdows, temples, cult places etc.).
b) Throush ihe subsequent transfomation of the evi-
dence after it8 deposition/abandoninent/1oss. This is
depende t on phlsical factol,i, ihat is the interplay
betweef, extemal physical facton such as soik,
climate etc. and the physical nature ofthe objects
(e.s. stone, iron, wood etc.) which detegnires then
rate of d ecay/conservation t eco nomic fuctotß , that rs
the later [ansformation of the landscaDe whioh has
either preserved) destroyed or broüghi forth archae-
ologi€al evidence ; and r€fearch ldctort, thgl ß the hß-
tory of r$earch (K.btirruen 19?6; l9?8b).

These factors respectively mystify ard modify ihe infor-
mation velue and representativeness of the data and therefore
constitute important analytical and interpretative links
between theory and data. Whereas tho ideological mystification
ofthe evidence has b€en given littlo systematic attention, the
tra$formation of archaeological data after deposition/äban-
donrnent/loss has been subject to more sustain€d analysb both
at the general level of post-dcpositional formstion proce$es
(Bee $pecially Schiffer ( 1976), also Danicls (1972) and Clarke
( I9?3)) and wlth rcspect to spocific asp€cts of such processes
(Foley l98l  ;Groube l98l ;Wood and Johnson 1978).  Not
untypically, how€ver, this work has neglected or been unaware
of previous European research within a more truditional frame-
work, less theoretically pretentious, but nonetheless of gr€at
value (especlally the cl&sslcäl works of Ess€rs ( I 9 5 I I I ff;
1959: Chapter 5);and alro Torbnisse (1965 i 1970-l) and
Gei$linser (1967)).

While fhe impact of postdepositional forrnation prc-
cftses has been dealt with rsther systematically in recent years,
those pre{€positional and depositional processes determining
the formaiion and the nature of the archaeological record are
much more conplicated, $pecially those that are intentional.
In the fo[owins l sh0ll therefore deal specifically with the
impact ofid€ology on such proc$ses.

Ideology and mat€ri|l culture
It is a widely accepted assumption underlying the eco-

syst€mic approach in ärchaeology that whe. the distortiom of
archaeological post{epositioßl formation processes have been
subtracted, there exists a rather direct relatioruhip between
the archaeological record and past cultDral systems when
approached with relevant hypotheses and methods. Such u
appmach has been esp€cially apparent in siudies of mortudy
practic$, whose ideological manifestations are regdded as
merely passive rellections of social Eatity. Ako inhereni itr
this tradition ß the idea that sociew can be brcketr down into

functional blocks or sub{ystens such d reLigious, econonic
or social sub-systems and that the daia can be cla$ified
accordinely (Binford 1962; 1965).

This functionalist approach arose as a necesary reaction
against the t.aditional culiure-historical p€rception of ideology
as an ifldependetrt Eriable that could b€ used to 'explain'

othesise in€nplicable changes in the alchaeological recoid
(such as in stylistic desisn o. budai practicet. It was betieved
that ffitertu soveming such changes frst of alt should be
'explained'with reference to r€ügious ideas that might spread
ove.larse areas independently of social and economic differ-
enc€s. ldeolosical chanses we.e th€leby .€lesäted fron the
o4anization of society to the isolated slhere of religion.
Relisious behaviour was consequently thought to act accord-
ins to hidden, irational (individual) preferences distributed
more or less at mndoft.

According to this approach, which reflected a twentieth-
c€ntury Western percepiion of religion, ideological factors
imposed healv limitations on the information value of major
parts ofthe archaeological record, perhaps most completely
represented rn the traditional archaeological textbook of
Eggeß (1959r Chapter 5), The New Archaeology tded to over
come this scepticism by re$tablishing the functional rclätion"
ship between soci€ty and ideolosy, a mqjor step forward in
undersianding such lhenomena. Having realized ihis we are in
a position to take a rnore balanced view and reassess the
rclatiofthip between ideology and material culturc. Thi! ig
necessary fo! at least two reasons. which will be further db-
cussed in this articler fi$t, a pu$ly functjonal approach
accounts only for a linited parl ofth€ ideological variation in
the record. Secondly, and coruequently, the functional
approach has primadly been applied in areas wher€ it seens to
work best, mainly on ecologioal and setUement data,l€aving a
mqior part of the archaeological record unexplained.

Thus, ihe purely functionalßt approach, which charac-
terizes rnost New Archaeoloeioat research, represents a severe
obsiacle to the further development of archeeological interprct'
ations and €xplanations. The main rcason fot this is its failure
to distingnish between crhunl categoriesahd mdtetal fune-
tiiorr. Thus: 'we should be lrepared to accept the possibilüy
ihat reügious cat€gories can have directly economic functions,
jusi as "wealth objects" can be bui mere ideolosical symbok.
ln teims of cultural content we can easily distinguish between
religion and money, but in tenns of their functioning in
material r€production we havö io ask a new set of questiony
(Fdedmar 1975b). This implies that ihe st$ctures, or the
doninant social relations, which organize production and
reproduction may also orpnize othei activities in a way that
tro cuttural distinction con be drawn between the economic
md the non€conomic. In tlis way dominant social relationg
may cross-cut tndiiional instüutional bounda.ies or the sub-
systens of functional and eco-€ystemic models. Accordingly,
'there is no oltxrally d€fin€d ecommy, nor is there a cul-
turally defined relieion. As nstitutional catesorier these
belong to our own and perhaps a few other kinds of society.



Ideolo4y and nateritl cultwe

If we are to explair ihe functioning and evolution of social
systems, it ß necessaJy io dlscover the specificity oftheü
internal struciures' (Friedman I 9 7 5 b). When tltis has been
grasped,'a vast new field of investigation opens up, namely
the seaich for the reasons and the conditions which, in history,
haye brought about rhifts in the locus and hence changesin
forfts of relations of production' (Godelie. i 9 78: 765).

I beLieve that the principle of dominut social lelations
and the distinction between cultural form and matenal func-
tion also opens up a new field of ilvcstigation in archaeology,
namety the search for the condiaions that sovern the cultural
manifestations of material functions and hence determine the
interpretation and explanation of a major part ofthe archae-
olosical record, whose explanatory lotenlial has hjtheito been
much neglected. Thus ideology is not considered to be a
passiye reflection ofsociety, but, on the contrary, an active
factor lhät can be used by competing individuals and social

sloups to establish and legitimize their dominance through äa
ideology bearing upor society as a whole and expressed in
symbols, social norms, rules and rituals. This inpues that
ideology may enrai lboth conrrasr  and harmony on var ious
levels.'lhis dynamic piinciple nay be marifested either as a
reinforcement or a r€pression ofvalious aspects ofsociety,
ihereby further complicating the relrtionship between matelial
functions and cuitural form.

For example, with respecr ro mortuary practices,
wealthy persons ofhish rank may be buried nodestly with but
ä few synbols of lheir wealth and position, whereas members
of rising and compeiing social groups may be buried with great
symbolio manifestation of iheit social position, trequently
only a singl€ social group or segment ol society expresses its
status in burials, wh€reas in softe periods qujte the opposite is
the case: r considerably larger part olth€ population i! buried
and internal differ€nces are equalized rather than emphasjzed.

At present we know vely little regarding the socio-
econo!iic and ideological factoß which cause these valiations
jn mortuary pract icc\ .  nor  wherher  Ceneral  ru les govehins
ihese variations can be established (bui see Pea'son 1982). In
studying mortuary pmctices it is therefore essential to clarify
the relationship between social realiiy and its ideological
inte.pretaijon. Thh can only be done by considerins nortuary
praciices and wealth consumltion within a lä.9€r fnmework
of material produotion ard relroduciion, in order to deter-
mine how such ideological/cultura1 forns and norms co|]e,
spond to their naterial functions of.elroduction. Althoueh
such an apptoach has been employed in a few works (Bradley
l98l  j  E l l ison l98l  ;  Kr is i iansen 1978a;  1981a;  Randsborg
19?4j  1981i  Raih je 19?3),  i t  has been conmon to select  a
sinsle period and ! single region or even burial place which
displays chaücteiistic features of status (Brown I 9I I ; Cold-
s le jn 1981;  Hedeager 1978;  Kine 1978;  Shennan 1975).  Those
peiiods and regions which do noi conform very well to such
analysis are neglected.

ln the fißi place ihis has laid not only particular expla-
nalions, but also their basic premisses, open to criticbm (Biaun
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1981 ;Leach 197?;Ucko 1969).  Se@ndly,studies of  mortuary
praclices will never contribute sienificanuy to the explanation

of social evolution if we do not try to analys€ md explan
theü full ranee of variation in time and space and consider
them against the lareei framework of socla1 reproductiot. We
füther have to accelt that there exists no shgle method_
ological päümetei that coveß atl such va]]ation, not ov€n
within a siqle reeion. The otly unifyng framework is theory.
Therefole we wül have to proceed from the rather seneül
theoretical principies lresented above and by subjective con-
frontation wüh the data deduce interpretations and expla-
nations from w}ich mole specific hypotheses may be form'r-

I shall try to demonstrate this in the followins by two
examples. As a startins point, however, I have tiied to s'im-
marize the main theoreiical concepts and ptincipl€s,.r two
diagrams (Figs. I and 2). The tust fisuie shows the basic con"
celts and in the second figuie I have tried to integrate them
into a more comprehensive model ofsocial reproduction (cf.

Fr iedman 1975a:  l is .  l ; lnsold l98l :  F ie.  10.1) .

Cultural representrtion and material funclion
Monumenß and society in Neolithic Denmark
Why do some societies produce monumental burials and

oihers noi? And what is the relationship betw€en monunents
and society? We have been preserted with several elesant
answers jn  reoent  years (Chap'nan l98l  iF lemins l9?3:
Renfrew 1973a; l9?3b), However, the prehiltory or northern
Europe reveals a sucoession ofdifferent grave monuments
from wooden constructions to megaliths and impressive tumuli

which may help to throw some mor€ light on these ques-

tions. ln the followirg I shall therefore contrast iwo iypes of
monunents in Neolithic Denmark - mesaliths and earthen
.ound barrows . in an attempt to ouiline end explain ihe
naterial functions ol th.se culturäl manifesiations.

lhe premiss fo. doins so is the proposition that ihese
nonumenis also represent two conträsting tribal structuresl
the te iiorial chiefdoms otthe Megalithic Culture (approxi-

maiely 4000 2800 BC, with a climax peiiod approxinaiely
3500 3200 Bc), and the segnentary tribes ofthe single
crave or Battle ̂ xe Culture (approximätely 2800 2400 BC).?
They furth€r ptesent us with very different cultural manifes-
tations ot rather similar material functions of production, at
least at the level ofiechnolosy and subsistenc€.

Thus,I shall consider the cultural and structural toiality
of these societies, disregarding spatial and temporal variation
at the expense of construciing a general model which is able

Fis. 1. Basic theor€tic.l concepb a static lr€sentalion
(dmwn by cathüila Olescn).
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to account for such variation. By doing so, an attemPt will be
mad€ to compare and confro.t the 'subjective' ideoloeical
evidenc€ of ritual and rcl8ion with the 'objectiye' evidence of
setilements, subsbtence and te€hnology.

The Megalithic Cultte
Settlement, lubsittence and technology. S.ttlem.nB we.e
based on local cycles of slash and bu , evidenced in pollen
diasrams, obenins up mther larse arcas which were culti'sted
and Siassed for several centuries. In addition, ar€as with sec-
ondary foiest were'culiivated' by cutting for leaf fodder,
building rnaterials, etc. Broken polished flint axes resularly
found around Bettlement areas indicate the primary import'
ance of these xools for clesring forest for new fiel& througlt-
oüt the period. Only a few seitlement sites have be€n er(ca-
cated. They seem io indicrte a patiern of (1) haintets of small
U-shap€d huts, dispeded at good fishing gJounds and cloee to
fields, (2) local central settlcrnents, sometimes with long
houses, and (3) fortified r€gional centül places (c.usewayed
camps) of seasonal meetings for ritual, alliances and exchang€.
Settlements cluster 6long waterways (the coast, fiords, sinall
inland rivers and läkee) that repr$enteal thc main communl-
cätion system in an oiherwise forcsted lÄndscapc. Subslctencc
was bascd on r mixed economy dominated by wheat pro"
duction in cl€ar€d fields tilled by simple ard ploughing, crttle
hording for milk, mcat and traction, free-roaming pigs in th€
forcsi and some fishing. Although thfu could be described ae
a broad spectrum cconomy,I believe that thir farming iystem
should rathcr bochancterizod as intensive shifting culiivrtion
with hiell productivity in relatively smal opon areas due to a
complex cycle of cultivation! grassing, secondary forest growth
and recultivation, supplemented by fishing (Tauber 1981).

The basic tools for production known to us wore the

78

polished ftini ai.e for cleding forest, heavy timber work etc.,
the ard for piepding the fi€lds, ca'oes of ho[owed tree
trunks, lraps aud nets for fi!hin8, hand quems for prepanrg
flour, a wide va.iet of pottery contain€.s for holding milk
p.oducts, erain etc., plus a variety of $nal Aint toors for
scraptng hid$, cuttmg 8rd so on. Well'worked wooden axe
handles, spoons and dishes give a glimpse of a highly dev€loped
tradüion in carp€nt.y. Both pottery production and flint pro'
duction reyeal a hshly organiz€d and skiüed tradition of
manufacture. Flint was exhacied by mining in a few areas and
distribut€d somi-fimshed (without polbhing) as seen in several
'trade'hoards. The time-consulning final prcparation of the
long poli.hed axes, taken far beyond pEctical needr, was done
localy. ExtraordinErtly long nturl axeq were also produced,
but basicaly working and dtual axes v/ere simila y manu-
faotured, Laier a whole tool kit for specidized timb€r worktns
was developed (chtuels,8mall flat ax6, hollow ax$, and so
on), A160 in pottery productlon a distinction between fino
omamented (mainly dtual) pott€ry and settlement pottery
quiokly dcveloped and ä wide varicty of spcoiälized types were
produced. The same artirtic qudlity 3ho chürctenzed ihe
maflufrcture of the v6ry few battle axe8 (originally imitating
Bast Fxrop€an copper äxe!), mace-heads and the rath€r
flumerous amber omsmlnts (which also included minilture
battlc axes and imiiations of lmall East Europe.$ copper
ornam€nh). Ambd w.s used in exchang€ for coppor tools
during the 6srly phale, but thb iatemaiional exchang€ lat.r

Rltual and rewon. The .arli$t rnonuments wete healy
timber-constructed €arthon long banows, sunounded by pali-
sados. Thc buriab i$ide th€m were meant to hold. slngl€
chief and his family, typlcally . woman and one or two chil-

Iis. 2. sasic iheorciical .oncepts - a dynanic presentltion (dravn by &thdtna Olcscn),
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dren or very young people. Within the franewo.k of the lons

büroe, one chielly family-bwlal could be placed along side the

othei, and ihe later megairths iound or iong dolnens with

small stone cllambers continued this tradition. The mega-

lühs typicaily cluste. in groups, showine continued use of th.

sane burial area for several centunes, often ending with the
final staeer the big passage g.ave. These were constructed
during th€ climax period and are virtually stone houses with an
entrance (passage) into the chanbei. After that the buildins of
new megalith ceased. The consiruction of the thousands of
meealiths took llace within a short time-spln of 200 300
years, but they w€re in continued use during ihe foilowine
cenluries. They were nornally rarsed or agricultural land,
evidenced by ploueh marks beneaih them, and settlement
material was ofxen used in their construction.

The passage sraves presented a change in burial rites, as
ihey were meant to hold only the bones ofthe d€ceased, and
on€ passag€ grave would often servo as'temple'ofthe ances-
toß of several families, teins divided into sections by stone
dabs. This development towards laue! conmunal burials
(from dolmen to'sross dolmen'to pa$age graves) was accom'
panied by the construction of the firut ieriiodal cau8ewayed
carnls and later ofcult"houses close to ihe passage graves. The
causewayed camp! did not sene settlemert functions, but
mainly ritual (and dofensive?) functions, evidenced by heavy
concentrations of offerinss, includins !ottery, moals (boncs

and grain), r few prestlge goods and also human offerings.
These new ritual praciices, which repr$ent the climax period,

seem to show a regional sysi€m ofintercommunal ritual. Both
in dolmen and passase sraves a variety of soo& aooompani€d
the doad: pots, flint axes and more raroly batile axes and

'Ih€ megalithic monuments were quite clearly meant to
hold only a ver./ r€stricted number of peßons, and buial iook
place;n them raiher rarely, once or twice in aseneration. A
compl.icated rilual seems to h.ve täken plaoe both before their
construction and lometihes after. Offerings of pots ctc. are
sonetimes documented in connection with thd ereclion ol
eärly long balrows, and Lom the period of passage graves
deposition of large anounts oI riiual pottery took place at ihe

Paralei ro the buriÄl rites w€ find a separate religio'rs
tradition with two archaeolosical manifestations: the rifual
hoarding or votive offerins in wet places mainly of long
potished axes (both singly and sev€ral together) and cornmunäl
feastins. This is sometimes evidenced by large nurnbe$ of ox
bones. Also single batile axes, rnace heads and anber orna-
ments can be found as votive offerinss. The tradiiion of ritual
hoarding änd feasting can be folowed ihroughout the period.
The @lt places of votive offerines de nomally located in the
vicinity of megaliths and settlements, but durins the later
phäse ihey seem to be more aitached to ihe negalithr and the

Srnthesis: the tocial sJ,rtelr. A close connection tetw€el

ritual, subsistence and exchange is demonst.ated by the central

role played by the po-lished llint axe in all three arcas. As the

basic tool ir subsisterce, the basic nedium of exchanse md

the p.imdy medium of ritual hoarding, the axe links together
production, exchange a.d.itual consumptior/feastug. This

clearly r€sembles the production feast aliance €ycle
desc.ibed by Friedman for swiddening Kachin tribes in Burma
(Friednan 1975a), while axes piayed a similü role in New
cuinea(Liep 1983;Hdj lund 1979i in  press)(Fig.  3) .  Asin
these societies, the combination and €ventual control of prc-

ductior. exchanse ard rituiil nust also have represented the

basic souice oflocal lrestise in Neoüthic Denmatk and, if
maintained. lankinB. This was especialy so as flint had to be
dist.ibuted frcm a few source treäs. Thü participation in
aliances was crucial for obtainine lxes (normaly semi-finished
products), and when finirhed they served both asa medium of
social exchange/ritual coffumption and were a precondition

for incieasing production by cleaiine new forest. This a8äin
might produce enough surplüs for giving feasts, participating

in alliances and diuäl hoarding thus increasine prestiSe and
ritual (- social) control. The longesl and most beautiful dtual
axes weie undoubtedly highly va.lued and widely renowned,
and probably had namcs and myths attached to them, as in
New Guinea.

Thus the ritualized extension of productior and prestige

througb fcasting and ritual hoarding oflolished axes !€veals
the primary maieria.l furction ofthese cultural institutions. It
further gives a clue as to how surplus production entered the
local oy€le of plestige buildins, embedded in aliances and
exchange. Bur if ax$ were th€ commor medium in pro-

duction, ritual and €xchang6, then lenk had to be expre$od in
more specific forms, as in th€ rare battle axes or mace heads
for the living,s and for the dead in megalithic monuments. In
order to deep€n our undetstanding of the social lystem it il

necessary io consider the lrave monuments and their mat€rial
function in social relroduction.

It is evident ihat the construction of monuments reveait
importani aspects ofsubsistence in such a way ihat one might
even speat ofa dfect functional relationship. Thus ir the
early phase of forest clearance the basic material for the con-
struction of the ldse monuments was ihe timbet of big sPlit
trunks. These early structurd revea.l all the basic features of
later megalrths ard i! fact bring the plan of long barrows müch
closer to that of the longhoüses. Th€ latter may have pie€eded

them for ritual communal pur!G€8, läter taken over by
speciälized cult-hous€s when stones replaced iimber in monu"
m€nt building. This chanse itr building matedal msy be seen as
Ieflectiry the consolidaiion of the settlement pattem with lels
forest clearance and with repeated cultivation ln the cleded
lmd. Consequ€ndy clearins the fields of stones becane a
major activity ud they.ould be enployed in the building of
monuments for som€ generatio$. Thus in the fiist place the
motruments symbolize the cr€ation of agiculiural land - the
nost valued and labour-intensive factor in slash and bum
cultivation.e Secondly, th€ir construction rellects the same



type of social mobilizatio., co-operation and leadeßllip as
was needed for clearing the forest.

We inay conclude, tlen, that the emergence of the first
monum€ntal burials, the creation dd consoüdation of pema-
neni agricultural land and the development ofleadeßhi! weie
closely lelated phenomena, spured ofl by the mechanisms of
fedtine, ritual hoa.ding dd exchange just described- We may
also, wüh Renfrew (1973b). see ihe negaliths a! social teüi-
todar marke$ of astabilized setrlement system, mobilizing an
increasing population in big intercommunsl building projects

Gather than in settlement expansion onto poo.soils),r0
thereby regulating the exploitation ofland atrd forest
resources, prevenling destructive competition while sustaining
the evolving hierarchical nature of society by ritual means. The
culnination ofth$e proc€sses was reached with the construc-
tion of regionai centres ofinter'tribal rttual, the large cause-

Thus we see that megalithic monuments rep.esent a
ritualized ortension of the organization ofproductior. Let us,
however, take a closerlook at the chaücter of monuments and
budal pmctices in o!d6r to ituow some more light, if possible,
on the nature of religion and social orgarization

The idea of the long barrow - presunably planned to
contsin the succersive burials ofa single chiefly lineage -

8A

strongiy indicates ascribed rank and ieadership. This is cleaily
the case with the passage grave whose function presupposes
long and repmted use by sevelal chiefly lineases. Such chiefly
co{peration night fürther suggest stronger integration and
stability ofleadership, as opposed to the frequent grouping of
several dolnens in one piace rather sussesting stronger
autonomy and competition between chiefly lineaees. Durine
the lasi centuries ofthe Megalithic Clilture,long tres of stone-
packed flat graves, sometines exiending 1 2 kilomeires lrom
the passase g.ave, appeared in some areas in Juiland. In other
areas th€ bones in the chambers were constantly reananged
and even liled. Thus the pa$age grave seems to hare served as
a centrar rerieious focus foi a wider settlernent area ofseveral
chiefly lineages, probably descendants of the founding ances-
tors buried in the dolmer.

The ritualized chiefly orsanization ofland and linease
through ancestor worshi! in megalithic tombs has been a
recurreni phenomenon in many different parts ofihe world,
in small{cale and morc develoled societies such as Madagasca!
(Bloch 1971 ; also sood examlles in Renfrew 1973a).
Alihoush not directiy comparable with Neolithic Dennark
such examples offerinsighh into the functioml and olganiz-
ational franework ofthese monunents, Quite clearly the
megaliths do not r€present burials in oür sense ofthe wo!d.

Fis.3. Grccnstone !x€ bldd*, sh€ll neckhce! and Spordrlrr shellhoncy ('dap) tn a mortuary payneni on Rossl Ishnd, Papu! New
Guine!. Row I isa solicjtory sift from tho rravcdiggeß, who reccivo row 2 fron thc dcccascd\ f01l1cr'B rehlives. TlEy th em selves receive
row 3 and necklüce (a) from tho decelsed'! own lclatjves. Rows 4-9 and thevaluables(b)-(i) ore ftoft thc dcccascd'sspouse'srelltivcs to
the deccdscd's relillves. D$ccn!on Ro$el js näbilinedl. The transaction iUushotes thc kind of litual and so.ialfranlewotk thdi produce
an accumulalion of priflitive valüable!. Iibuded it would rcsomblc nlost neollthtc horids of wfftern Europe. o lohn l,iep.
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The dead were not separated from the living, but lived as
ancestoß in their houses among the living and could be
approached when opening the chamber or contacted throush
dtes and offerings. Thus the anc$toß ofthe chiefly tif,eage
resied in a stone-built longhouse, eyidence for the clearing of
forest and fields in their teriitory (Fie. 4). In this way the
megalith symbolized both th€ coUective efforts ofthe com-
munity and the heroic leadeßhip ol ancestor chiefs, legitimiz,
ine and sustaining the power of thei! succesoß- This dtual
practice of mcestor woiship came to its ful development in
the passage gnve (Fie. 5), now only holdire the bones of the
deceased, which were arranged after havirg been throush a
conplicated dtual extraciion ofthe flesh in the cult houses
and causewayed camps. Sku s seem to have played a special
role, and they wele sometimes ananged in srouls- In some
cases breaking into the grave and stealing of skulls ofancestoß
by an enemy is stronsly suggested. Thus the ancestors were
present in the life of the comnunity (not sepamted from it in
the land ofthe dead) and they could be mobilized when
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Megalithic rituat is thus seen to rcpreseni a ritualized
extension of the comlnunal lineage structure, the chiefly
lineaees being direct descendants of foünding ancestors, inier-
ceding with them on the communityt behatf. According to
this interlretation cultural institutions of feasting, ritual
hoardins and ancestor worship are intricately linked with the
o.eanization of production in such a way that no clear dis-
tinction can be dram beiween relision and economy. Ritual
and religion sened clearly natedal functions in the social
organizaiion of production. By iraffforming surplus pro-
duction into ritual feasting, auiances and prestige, a ritualized
hieiarchical system .volved that served for nore than harf a
nillennium to orearize the successful relroduction or a dis-
peßed settlement system of intensive slash and burn aericul-

The Single Gruve Cultwe
Settlenent, subsistence and technology. The Sinele C.ale C.u]-
tu.e represents an adaplation to the light soils of central and
westem Jutland, areas that had formerly been very scarcely

|ig,4, Mcgdlithic lon8 bd(os front Hdskov Veenso, southcastün Dennrdk reconstructed afterexcalaljon (photosrath:1he Anclcnt
Monument Directorate),

t
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setiled. These aieas wete characteiized bv a rather ljeltt open

forest thai could easily b€ transfoimed into grasland. Polen

diag.ams indicaie that permanent lastures and heathland.

naintained righi up io the ptesent dav, were created bv a

nassive'landnam' (fotest cledance, litelauv'land-läke').

They further indicate ihat lastures and heathlands were domi

nant (as distinct frorn the Megalithic Culture), bnr w h

scatlered secondary forest of oak and hazel and closed forests

on ihe heavy rnoraines. Agriculture is demonstrated bv grains

of barley, the dominant crop, but stockbreeding was indis'
puiably the basis of the economy leaving or v scarce settle'

ment traces. Settlements and baäows cluster along ecological

boundaries moraine and flat heath sand, ot.iver'vallevs md

agricultural land ofien In long lines kilometre after kilo_

metre (lis. 6). Such a settlenent Pattern secured access to

lastures, forest and asricultunl land. A few excavated (late)

settlements indicate smau hamlets of three to four verv lightlv

constnrcied änd rather small houses. Thev aie normaliv close

to barrows and no large cenlral settlenents have been found

Settlemeni material is scarce, but inctudes the usual snall ilint

lools and polished axes for folest clearance (now thick

butted). SmaU querns wete also found in the later phases

Sulrsisterce was based on stockbreeditg oi free€razing cattle

and sheep on extensiv€ pastures and heathland, combined with

some barley growing in small fields that were titled wiih the

ard. The heavy forest on the moraines and the scattered sec-

ondary lorcsts were €xploiled for leaf fodder. Thus the

economy should be.haracterized äs pastoral with some asn_

Anong the basic lools for production known to us, the
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polished flini axe is stiu the mosl imlortant, plus stone wedges

to help cleave tiee+runks. The ard was still used for prepaars

the fields, as shown by traces of ploughing beneath manv

bariows. For the fnst time wheels and wagons are introduced,

evidenced both in actual finds and in trackwavs under or close

io baüows. a response to the new open envnonnent connect-

ing iarge areas of tempetate Europe ai this time (Sheratt

l98li. We also gei glimpses of a tradition ln wood and bark

working -. lenains of dishes and boxes ln contrast to the

Mesalithic Cultule the nanufacture ofihe polished flint axe

is rather careles and taken no furthei than needed for plac'

tical purposes. Howeve!, no efforts were spared to produce the

beautiful and numerous battle axes, so characterisiic ofthis

cultur€- ?ottery is also iather poor conpded to the Meealiihic

Culture, consisiine of alimited number of ivpes dominated bv

the beaker. As in the Megaliihic Culture we find both globular

amlhorae and olen flat-based bowls, p.obablv ior holding and

lrelaring milk. Ambei was used for ornaments and is quite

connon (but becomes rare with the appearance of copler

tools in the Late Neolithic).

Ritudland religion. The.arliest burials w.re pläced in the
ground in a circula! pit. At the bottom a single individual was

buried ir a timber colfin, covered rith a small mound of srass
or hcath turf approximately 1 metre high. A wooden l nce

olten surounded the buriäl llaoe. Later, coffins were con"

slrucled dnectly on the ground and asäin covered with a small

turf mound. Wilh repeated us€ new burials were added on top

of th€ mound and covered with a new layer ofturi or sänd

Thus the bu.ial practice often reveals a fämi1y succession from

l l i c '5 ' ' fh leed inens ion . lv icqo fapassagcs lsve i roü . Io rd l rd j ,Ju t la ld (d f l c lN ie lsc l lgS l :S3,d lavnbyF lan lD ingBlu :sesanDdnnrks
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the earliest to the latest burials . . one upon the other but
always respecting the former buriais (Fig.7). Around the
periphery of the nound smau child burials werc dug into the
balrow, comlleting the picture ofthe family mound. The
rather 1ow barows typicaly cluster in long lines oi groups of
l0 20. Some ritual is eyidenced in the early phase lreceding
the constiuction of the mound in the form of ctcular eooden
constructions (cult-houses) standing for some time and buined
down before the construction ofthe nound.

Both men and women are buried, sometimes in double
sraves oi side by side. On the basis of erave eoods only 25%
aie women, but in smail w€ll-excavated goups ofbarows th.
female representation is seen to be higher. The evidence indi
cates monogamy. The position of ihe dead is always flexed.
The nales on iheir rieht side and the females on thei left side,
both looking to the south. Doubie male burials le!rcsent a
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Buiial equipment is rather standa.dized r for fhe man a
battie axe in front ofthe face, sornetines a beäkei holding

sone liquor (lrobably mead. as in the Early Btonze Äee), and
also a flint axe, a few stone flak$ and two round disks of
amber at the belt. The latter seem to be a special distinction
not found too often (perhals symbolizing the two wheels of
the wagon?). The female would noimally have tmbet oma-
ments (in their hundreds) and a beakei. Children arc normally
without equipment but are also buried fl€xed.

We have v€ry little evidence of rüual hoarding and feast-
ins, so little that we cannot speak of a rituai tradition.

Synthesß: the social systen. The connection between itual,
exchanse and subsistence noted for the Megalithic Culturc is
dissolved. Poiished {1int axes are siill found as grave soods it
the early phase of 'landnam'but then gradually disaplear,
becoming smaler and more carelessly flanufactured over time.

tis.6, crcup ol single bürows neu Viborg in Ccntral Jutland, photograph€d around the tuln of the ceniury, $hen the landscape slil

reünred so'nc of its orisinal, opcn treeles cldactcr (photosraph: thc Nauonal Museurn),

l:ig, 7. Cro${cciion old typical single grave (auq Niclscn 1981: 118, drawn by Flennjns Bau: Sesam, Dannrarkshistorien)



Instead we witness an €normous local p.oduction ofbatue
axes, the standard equipment in nale burials. ln the eatly

lhase the axes ee ratler similar throughout westem Euiope,

but are then sradually subject to local development, ieflecting

increasiqly closed cycles of exchange and inte.-marriage, with
amber circulatins for creater distances. The prine motive fot

nainta$ing aUianc$ was the exchange of women and prestise
goods (ambe. md battle axes). Th€ open lan&cape, once
created, was mäintained by free-gmzing cattle and the cutting

of secondary forest for leaffodder. Consequently land was not

a sca.ce resource that needed to be created and maintained by

anc$tor spirits and th€it living d*cendants by ritual mea

Productive w€alth was mainly stored in cattle and sheep, need_
ine large pastures, not in the products ofihe soil. Thus control

of länd was difficult but not imponant as long as it was Plenti-
ful. The decisive resource was water. Each hamlet could be

self-sufficient and comlete for prostige and cattle,
According to this interlretation the prime morer of

lead€rshi! wa6 exclEnge of prestigc goods thrcugh aliances
ard inier-maniÄee, probably with cattle .s a common m€dium
of exohange and acculnulation. The competitive and wallik€
naiure of the system is shown by the hundreds ofbattle axes
in burials. Ii soems, how.ver, that certain areas were able io
achieve a favoured pdition in the exchange system änd
developed slightly more hierarchical social siructur$, refleoted
in the diltribution ofrmber. The status of f€males increased
in areas ofgood soils, perhaps du€ to their rclc in.gricultural
production. Basically, howeve!, ihe butial evidence reflects the
auionomy of loc5l lin€ages with the monogamou! family as its
smallest unlt. Above this level ihe participation in mlrriagc
allianc$ created a wid€r tenitorial pattefi of inter-communal
tribal bonds. This is reflected ir the localized distribution of
certain ceramic typ$ and battle ax$, and slso in a settlenent
patlern which shows rcgional cluste$. Abovo that, wid€t and
looser inte!-resional sroups are found. AI in all this is a
paitern very much resembling that ofthe segmcntary lineages

of African partonlilts (Sahlins l96l), although this prop'

osiiion needs further testing.
These interpretations do not imply thÄt we ar€ dealing

with a comlletely egaltarian system. The sinele erav$ must
reflect onty an upper se8ment ofsociety. Since the Megalithic
Culture. inh€rited rank and leadership had b€come funda-
mental prope{ies of social consciousne$, }ut larger segments
of local lineag€s werc receiving a burial in th€ Single Grate

Culture. We arc tltüs dealing with a ianked syst€n ofcampet-
ing local lineages preventme hieher levels of political hier-
ärchization from beine maintäined. Hierarchization could

lrobably be trigeered ifpopulation orherds inciea8ed beyond
the productive potential of land, or if grestige €oods were
introduced from outside the system which would also affect
the processes ofproduction, as happened later in the Bronze

In ordet to deepen our undeßtandine of the rehtionship
between religion and social oryanization let us take a closer
look at the grave nonuments. The tens ofthousands of
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bar:rows ieilect an i.version of the megaüths in neelv all

iespects. Now the individual and his propertv are the foos of

burial ntes. Equipped with his pe$onat items of rank, with

liquor fol feasting, he is once and fot aI sePeated flom the

worid of the livins. Leaving for anothei world he is sociallv

and ritually equipped to re-occupy his place there and even

brings land with him, symbolized by the half to one ha. of turf

covering him. This furthei indicates that land was plentiful and

couid be taken away by and for the dead, in contrast to the

rnegalithic monüments that rellected the oPenins up of new

aericültural land. tater, in the luerarchic.l pastoml economv

ofthe Bronze Age, monumental barows coüld contain üp to

five ha. ofland, reflectine a greater control ofland bv chieflv

families in an increasingly dense settlement latten But in

cont.ast to both mesalitls and Bronze Age larows, th€

ba ows of the Single Gnve Culture reflect no monumentai

ideology and wer6 often situated on low land.
Tho barow itself may be said to reflect important

elements ofsubsistence and €oolo8y, However, w€ can easüy

disirnguish r€ligion from economy at they üe not otherwise

linked up with each other by riiual means. Thus ihe ideology

of bunrt rües almost exclusively r€flect3 aspocts of social

organizationr the trtnsmission of p€$onal stltus and property

and the autonomy ofth€ local lineage, Naturally feasting muet

have takon place, bui a3 it was not linked to ritual comump-

tion and wider intcr"communal aciivities it is not archae-
ologically tfsoeable, Th€ subordhation ofrcUgion to serve

mainly social purposes end ih cotcomitant sopärailon from

the prccesses of (agriculiural) production seem to indicate that
participation in allilnces for exchange of women, cattle and
prestig€ objects was ihe main pr€tequisite for increasing local
prestige and production (accumulation of cattle).

This interpretation of singl€ Grave Culture sooial orgsn-
ization does not represent a unique hbtoricäI case. On tho
contrary it €ntails many of the bäsic features of present day or
hißtorically known pastoral societies (Bonie l9?8j Gold-
schmidt 19?9;lnsold 1980). It should be stressed that pastoral

societies exhibit a wide range of variation, and the Single
Grave Cültule is not purcly pasiorel Yet cert4in elenenis

saem to b€ more geneial, among them the autonomy ofihe
household and the local linease in production, Also an
aggessive and warlike behaviou is ofien chaiacteristic of a
pastoial lif€style. At maniage and d€ath tl€ irämmission of
pdvate livestock, as disiinct from land, a a decßive factor
affecting both kimhip systems and relieion. Finaly the feature
of nale partnership or alsistant- rtrd sssociäteship is genenlly

found to be linked to herdins, as dilcussed by Insold (1980),
perhaps accounting for double male budal in the Sinel€ Grave
Cultue. As we have seen. a]l of these elements chatacterize the

Sinele Grave Cultute but they need to be more closely

amtysed in future reseech.
AlthouS} ihe Single Graye Culture repiesents a Ether

specialized adaptation to the ligll 8oils of central and w$tern

Jutland, a pasto.ql ecommy in an open envitoment of large
permanent pastures and small rotating fields was later to domi_
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nate thoughout southem Scanalill.a\aa atrd .ame to iepresed
the basis of the Bronze Age economy.It may thus be regard€d
es a model of later developmentu (see Krtutiansen 1 9 82).
Duiine some 400 years,local cycles of expasiotr ard
resiession, a[jances aad wdfa]e, iD a delicate enviionm€nt
with a low ecological threshold, kept the system in a state of
equilibrium. The system's evol'rtiomry lotentiar was not
ieleased un the introdüction of bronze.

Conctusion. By conttastlns the €vidence of the Mesa-
lithic Culture and the Sinßle Gr3ve cultu.e r have tried to
demonstrat€ how two tdbal system with a sirnilar technology,
but a different socid organ€ation of production, may oxpr*s
identical cirltural instituiiom yery differently in the archa€-
ological recoid. Thus an axe ir not just an axe, and a bu.ial
not just a burial. Signtfioance is determined by their material
functions, which can only be fully conprehonded by consider"
ing ihe cultural and structural totality of the ovidence. The
Megdltthic Culture linked subsistence, social organization and
rcligion very cldely to one anothff in a ritualized vertical
structure ofreproduction. Thc Slngle Crave Cultuie on the
other hand seprrdtod these instituüoN, being dominated by a
competitiv€ hori?ontal social siructure of alliances and
exchange, based on locsl oconomic aütonony, and with llttlo
evidonce ofcommunal ritual, We ihus h6vo rn 'agricultural'

vordus 'plstoral'tdbal €oonomy. The fi$t caie Foduc€d a
vadod and 'rioh' intontional matedll rccord, oross-outting .ub-
sistence,soclal organization and religion, wheres! the s€cond
casc produced s much na.rrower and 'pooi intentional material
rccold. nainly of burials, I have tried to summariz€ the differ-
ent social dynamics of the two systems ln a simplified model
(Ftg. 8).

These variants of tribrl structure, which char&cterlzod
temperat€ Eurasi! during tho fourth and thiral ftillennia BC
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respectively, must certainly hav€ exhibited different rules of
kinship, marriage, transission of propeity and so on, aspects
that de not easily r€co€rized in the ar€haeotogical record. The
best way of approachins this problem is probably by structural
analosy with similar sysiens known to us, llistoricaly or
etlmosraplicaly (exarnples and discu"siotr in Hodder 1978b).
By doitrc so we may add these featues as explanatory com-
ponents to our models (cf. Rowlands I 980). In the folowinc
example the material maniJestations of some of these phenom-
ena and their ternporal variation will be consid€red.

Consümption and tet in Bronze Ase Dentflslk
During the Bronze Ase (c. 1800-s00 BC) soße rernark-

able variations in pattems of wealth oonsumption can b€
observed, eccompanied by changed rules of deposition (from

burials to hoardt, of burjal rites (from inhumation to cre-
mation) and of male/female dep$itions (relative increase of
fenale rvealth), As the tasic cultural and organizational fiame'
work of Btonzc Age society remained siable why then did ihe
consumption of wealth chrngc so markedly? In order to
änswer the8e qüestloft, it h nec$sary to iraffcend the
explanatory limitaiions of prevailing r€sea.ch traditions, deal-
ing either with burials or hoards. and consider cncuhtion and
consurnption within the larger cultural and structurat framc-
work ofthe Nordic Bronze Age Culturc. Hopcfuly, this may
elucidate rome of the generat processes responsible for vari-
ations in burial practice and in pattcrns of weslth conslmption
(see also Bradley 1982). tu a starttng point I shall give a short
account ofBronze Age socid orgenization,Ir

Tho introduction of bronze finrlly rcloascd the €yol-
utionary potontial ofthe segmentary tdb€s that had dcveloped
in the preceding period, baeed on a pastordl .conomy (cilman
1981; Krtutiansen 1982; for compar&tive pastoral evidence see
Burnham 1979;Irons l9?9), During the filst period ofthe
Bronze Age (1800-1500 BC) Iin€s oflonsdistance exchanse
with cent$l Bulope wore €stabLished, channelling bronze to
Scandinavia, Here a sfock ofb.onz€ was eladualy built up ard
by the end of th€ pedod a lo€al tradition of metalwork dcvel-
oped, soon providing a wide variety of omaments, weapons,
tools and ritual gear. Thir tradition of Nordic metalwork con-
tinued until suppli€s of bronze ceaied, and finaly disspleared
with the br€akdown of longdiltance €xchange around 500 BC.
Thw, the period from approximately I 500-600 Bc rcpresents
the florcscenoe of the origin&l Nordic Bronze Ase culture (for
a popular ouflin€ see Glob 1 974).

With respect io social and political orgänization we are
dealing with a hieiarchicat chiefdom structure with unequal
access to prestige goods, €haracierized by intensiv€ consu:np-
tion of persoral wealth in burials and hoqids (Levy 1979;
1982j Radsborg 1974). chiefly lineaees werc buried in
imlressive b€rrows of gä3s- and heathlurf, normally in an
oak coffin. Exceptional conditions of presewation also.€veal
a high lovel of textile nanufacturc, sometimes deposited with
the deceaied i| laree quantities, and of carpetrby, e.g. cups
and stools(Fig.9a, b md c).

Fi8. 8. Mod€l! ofli.nrchrlatiotr in ihe Meeluihic Cxltule (aeri
@ltußl) and tho Siryle Glavc Cxlture (!a!to$l) (dnwn by
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Recent studies of nate social oryanization (Kristiansen,
ill piess) have demonstrated a lather conplex system of runk
On top was the chief, also Pedoroing ritual and pn€stlv func-
tionsl'z (plus oxher occupatioMl specializations), and belo,t
him a dependänt group of chiefly wanio witlrcut dtual
functioff. Chiefs were in control of lonsdistance exchange,
thereby controlling both communal litu€I and the dtutribution
of prestige goods. The rather oomp€titive and warlik€ natute
of th€ system is demonstrated not only by the numercus
swords, but €spocially by the fact dut sword blades show
hea\y traces of astual use and sh&pening, with the €xc€ptior
ot many chieny swo.ds. Felnale mombeß of the chiofly
lineage can also be divided into those who performod pri$tly
functioß and those who did not, r€flected both ü clothing
and in ornamelt typ$,

Large quaniiti$ of bro$ze and gold were stored in a
wide variety of cornnunal itual g€{r, mainly found in hoards:
iüfr, shlelü, helmet!, ax€s, golden drinting cups and so on
(Fk. l0). Tog€ther with the ritual scenery exprsssed ln rock
oarvings and bronze figur€s (Fig. 1 I ), they indicrte a highly
organized sFtem of communal and inter-communtl dtu.l and
f.asting. The leLigious syst6m wss heavily lnflucncod by
Myoonacrn .nd central Europesn mythology and symbolism
and thrcuglout the Bronze Age new roligious el6m.nts were
oonstanUy sdded. Thus, an chborato roliglo$ system cvolved,
rcpantcd from th. communrl line8ge structuio, whoso
manipulatlon was an essentisl pr€requbite of chiofly pow.r.

The Nordic Bronze Ag€ Culture ir seen, th€n, to €xhibit
thc ba8ic featur$ of a theocraiic pr$tig€-goods syst€m, as
known in Polyresia (Fdodmen I 982 ; Coldman I 9 5 5 ), lnclud-
ing relisiouy'politicat dualtum, stdtur rivalry and lnter-€hilfly
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competition over tlade (Goldnan's 'open societiet'). Priestlv
IuncrioN were an extension üd mvstificalion of chieflv
powers that wer€ based, in reality, on the political monopoliz-
ation of production, a]liances and iong-distarce exchange
Naturatly such a system €xhibit€d considerable looal ard
regional variation in consumPtion whi€h can be shown to be
linted to different reeional trqjectoti€s of prod'tction, popu-
lation d€nsity and exchanse (Krißtiansen I 978a; 198 la). In the
folowing, however, we wil concentrate on the more general
ternporal trends in wealth consumption, especially the
relationship between male/female Festige goods, to which we

Mate-fendb tel4tionship|. Fig. I 2 shows tho relatioßhip
between male and female presiige goo& deposited in gaves
and hoatds.r3 A! csn be seen, ihe genelal trond is very signift
cant I from male dominanoe to femsle dominanoe. In period I
female ornam€nts were hardly prodtrc€d, but thi! situation
dnstically changed in pcrlod Il. It should bc sddcd, however,
that the absolute nrmber of female dopositions does not
increrse much aft6r period II. Ihus, th€ v€ry mffk€d diffc!-
€nc6 b mainly du€ to a doct.ale in the deposition of swords,
As the number of male buri.ls without swords (indicat.d by
the presence oI razors or tw6ezers) leftained more or less
stable throughout the Bronze Age, the decrea66 m sword
depositions reflects a ohangod attitude towards the d6mon-
stration of mal€ status (seo Kristiatrs.n 1978.: Fig. 9 for
sword-grsve ratio). Beforo Fying to exphin thie pstt€m, let
us consldersome ofthe shangcs whlch accompany it.

Statuß diveßity.lI w..ofilder next the d.monstratlon of

Fi8. 9a. c.oup or Eaiy Blonro Ase bürovs flom Dorthvelt.m Jutbntl, liluäled !t t nütow slrait Uil$nd in th. Lln{otd $er (photo-

Ertpn: üe Ancidt Monum.nr Dlteclonre).
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Fig. 9t. Eüly Bro@e Ase r,eior burid from Muldljerg in wesielr Juuaid with oak coffin and clothing fuüy preen€d-
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social positiotr as reflected in numbe.s of different prestige

soods or Bumptuary goo& in buriab and hoards, a rnarked
trend can be obs€fl/ed. According to Lery (1982: 69fO male
deposition reveals a maximum diversity in leriod II, then a
decline, and again d optimum in period V (but lower than
II), fouowed by a steep decline in p€riod VL Fem0le
depositions, however, which are more numerous, steadily
increase fiom pedod II to V, and then also decline. Although
these obseNations are .ather crude, th€y co(espond quite
well to more detailed anatyses of both Early-Bronz€'Age male
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Ianlins (KrjstianseD, in press) and of I?te-Bronze-Ase hoards
(K.istiansen I 974a).

Tll€ d€creasing diyersity index of social dirtincüoru in
oal€ equipment is ako accompanied by a blendins of formerly
dißtinct types of swords for chiefs md warriois iespectively. In
the l,ate Bronze Age such typological dirtinctions disappear,
together with other diagnostic features of chief and warrior. ln
gen€ml, swords disphy much les dtistic skill in thei manu-
facture during the Late Bronze Age.

Quite an opposite development cheacteiizes female

t'is. 9c. Chiony hdle lurial fron Culdhdj in southeln Jtrrtand, the foldine stool, or(sjnaüv witl a seal or otter 3krn, the tooden cup
decodted with tin splags rrb, and '.) äfter Boye l89b)
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olnaments. They maintain their dtistic quality and ieach a
climax with rcslect to exaggeiated and extremely impracticai
design in period V. The decline in diveßity in period VI is due
to the int.oduction ofa new tradition of depositine panpise
neckrings, atready apparent in pedod v, but now donirdt.
This is accompanied by a stylistic break with the oid Nordic
tradition and the introduction of a new tradition of mdu-
faclu.e strongly injluenced by the Halstalt Culture. The
reduction in diversity is, however, to some extent compen-
sated for by the quantity of bronze stored in each päir ol
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iincs. It shouid be noiiced that period I reveals yery simitar
cha.raciedstics, but in male equipment: few and healy forms,
nosuy imports or 1ocal imitations.

Let xs now consider some of the accompanying changes
in ritual and religion.

Ritualdnd relisian- Dül g pe.iod I only a few bronzes occur
in burials, the ereater part ale found in hoards, due to the
scarcity of bronze. By the end of period I the situaiion is
gradually chansins and duling pedod II the Nordic ßronze Age

Fig l0 somc examrres ofLatclronze Age dtuar sed: (!) lus, (b) homed nclnets and (c) scrofsolden d.inking opshoüd€d in anjirtorted biouc ye$el probably for holdire the ljquoi.



Fig, I 1 , Ritual eerely !s present€d in b!o@e ligurines and lock csines: (a) nale wario! chief with lomed helnet and ritüal axe

iorigin.Iy a paü): (h) fenale priellin a lnort cold€d skiit doins ritüal acrobatjcs: (c) diawing llon 1779 of the complete set ofbroüe
fieure! ofrhict (a) and (b) de tle o y swivi.e; (il) rock cailes fron Bonusun, sweden, of a ritual weddssj 4d (e) luFbloving men
with loraed heb.ets and a stiD with a life flee (d) and (e) are from Glob 19?4).
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reaches its peak. The najor pait o-f the tens of thousands of
imp.€ssiye barrom was constructed duiing tllis period and the
inhumation burials of both lnen and women were accom-
panied by rich sumptudy goods. The tradition of ritual hoed-
ing, however, still ran pdallel, nainly consisths of female
oinamenh, ofteh with two or tkee individual sets in each
hoard. But we also find a few hoeds with communal ritual

serr, such aB double votivr axes, not to forget rhe unique sun

Päiod III repr$enh a coniinuation of the ritual prac-

tic€ß of psriod lI, although cremation ir adopted. Thi!, hov-
ever, does not otherwise aflect bürial rites. Ritual hoarding is
rare. Period III still seeß the coßtruction of qüite a lirge num'
ber of chiefly bairows, but it becomes more common to use
exiiting bsnows for new burials, adding oae or two metres to

ln periods IV and V most budab are deposited in oarlier
barrows. The urn i! now commonly employed to hold the
bü t bones, and glev€ Eoods arc reduoed to small perconal
items and finally minhtufcs of swords. A fow big chiefly
barows with rich gavo goods wer€ built drüing th$e periods.
They are situated in th€ centre of deßely settled a.:e$ with
many dtual hoards (JenBen, in pr€ss).In üeis ofsettlement
expsnsion, small uln b0rrows ar€ construct€d. Sumptudry
goods ar6 mrinly d€posited by dtual hoarding, often ropresenh
ing thc cquipmcnt of scvüal püsons (Kristiamen 1974b). The
m6nufacture and d€posltion of rltuäl gear re.ches a olimax.
N6w types are employed ruch as horned helmets and shiolds,

Fis. 12. Rolatiomiip bcie@n nd./fonal. consumpüon of
pleltlse soods bascd on !wo!& (mire) and ohamenis (f.mal€)
florn burtlk (rnahly Eerly BloEc Ase) and ltou& (mlirly
L!t! Btonz€ Age). Eady Blonze A8o (!ftet Btoholn (1943-4)
Late Bro@e As. Bftd Ttuano (1968) ud authof! data. The
fisuld of pdiod I Bhould b€ regdded a! an appioxirn.tiot
(dtawn by Caltcrira Ok!er).

golden cups and equlpment for ho$e{nwn vagons, just as

earlier types such as the lr teach theA dtimate development

Period V represents the climrx of these processes.

In religion ihe Early Bronze Age double-axe svmbolism

of wanior eods and sun symboltum of f€rtilitv is added to with

new snake symbols of the centüt Frropean mother eoddess.
wdior symbolism is rcinforced by the pairwise emplovmBnt

of dtuar heknets witl double ox horns, and shiel&. Ritual

f€astins is shown by d.inl<ing sets h bronze and gold (düring

the Early B.onze Age represented by elabonte wooden cu?s

omamented with tin sPrass). Ritual arlilnar svmbols aho

includ€ the ho e. ox and swan/duck.
We rnay sümmarize the main trends 3s follov,/s: tJle Late

Bronze Age i5 chancterized by 1nsreased ritual hoarding of
prestige goods and of costly ritüal gear accompani€d by
inseased dtüal and roligious complexity, at loast as eladenced

in bronz€ and gold work. Much of this was probably ptes€nt in

the Errly B.onze Ag€ in organic material, although not all. At
the sam. tlrn€ we witn€ss a marked decrease in mound build-
ing and tn the deposition of prcsti8e toods in burials. Thus, thc
hoardlng ftcquency n€arly reprqents an inyersion of the fre-
qucncy of building baffows. Perlod VI seems to reflect a
prrtial reorgaruzation of religious practices with its dominance

ofdouble neck ngs and its scarce ritual cvidcnce. Sone of thc

conmüml ritusl Sear of p€riod V, however, may hlvc becn
deposltcd in this period.

Whcn looking for factors that miSht hav€ äffcctcd thc
sbov. changes rn ritual and consumption wc should cotlidcr
boih thc aupply litustion of bronzc and tho tubirtenc€

The supplr ol brcnze. The supply situation h difficult to osti-
msto without entering into a oircular algument. As we.re
analyslng fluctuations and overall changes in con3umption, we
can hardly then w€ that paramoter to infor the quantity of
bronze supplied by long"distanc€ exchange from central
B\rrope. However, the rclationship between consumption and
the quantiiy ofbronze circulating above the Eround may be
tested by analysing the wear of pr€stige bronzes ar än indi-
cation of how long they cmulated bcfore deposition. Such an
analysis haE shown that tncrershg circulatiot time r€flected
decreasing supplies of bronze, although th€ relationshig is
rather cornplex (Kdstians€n l9?8a). According to thb, pcdod

II (especialy its lat€r part) and the beginnlng of period III,
relreseni a climax in bronze supplies. Then folows a period of
v€ry scaroe suppli$ in the twelfth century, until supplies are
resurn€d in lat€ p€riod III (late twelfth, earty eleventh cen-
tur./). The b€giüring of p€nod IV witn$ses anothei decline in
supplies, and they do not increase significanfly again until
late period V/early period VI (800-600 BC). This is fo[owed
by a steep decline in late period Vl until supplies €re finaly
cut off with the sdvent of the Pre-Roman lron Age, when irotr
gadually makes its appedmce (c. 500 BC). However, con-
sumption of double neckrings @ntinues into the beginning of
the Pre-Roman Iron Äge, but all these.irgs are beavily wom.

v.
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Th€ genelsl pictüe of the supply situation througlput tle
Broüe Age is summarized in Fig. 13. It ca! be supported by
ind€pend€nt evid€nc€ - for instance the quantity of bronze
invested in 6ting piestige obj€cts. By period III we see an
initial tretrd towards saving bronze (many more swords with
pommels ißtead of full hilts), but especialy in period IV we
witness an expücit concem with bronze{aving castings (ho ow
neck'in$, thin armrjnss instead of nassive ones and 3o on). It
is not until late pedod v that prestige bronzes cenerally regEin
theii weight.

Finaly the relationship between the number of imlorts
and circulation time düring the Late Bronze Age was tested in
three reglons to see how thtu conformed to the abov€ Pictüre
(Fk. l4). As can be seen, circulation iime and number of
imports are inversely related io each other, that b, the more
imports the shoiter tho circulation time. This wotrld seem to
confirm our hypothesis that rncreasing circulation time reflects
pedods of declining supplies of bronze. Again we should leave
both period I and VI out of con6idelation as they represent
specific cas$ of foreign influence characteristic of the begin-
ning and the end of the Bronze As6, Wh€n doins 3o, it tu wel
known thst both perlod II and period V repres6nt cllrnax
periods wiih respect to the number of for€igr imports and
imitations,

All in all w€ hav€ substanti0l €videncc to support the
picture presentod in Fig. 13,

Subtittehce economy. Changcs ln the exploitoüon oftho land-
soape as reflected in pollen analys€s are rathor b.dly docu-
mented for thc Bronze A8e in Denmark. However, recent
analyses both in Denmsrk and Sweden have shown th.t e
renarkablo €xpansion of open land and pasture! took plaoo
froft around 2400 BC. Tho pormanent nature of op€n land i3
confürned by analysos of pollen and plant rctnains from well-
preserved BaÜ-Bronz6-Ago buridls. Th$e indicate extensive
hard{rassed pastures and ho&thlands, teflecting a pastoral
economy d€pendent on crttle (nilk, neat and hid$) and
sh€ep (wool production), aadey was tlle dominant crcp.
Generally some 30 40% of the länd wss settl€d according to
the distribütion of slave! (Kristiansen 1978!r Fig. 13).The
s€ttled arear s€em to have been heavily d€forest€d, cspeciaüy
centr.l &nd western Jutland, ihe Thy region and northwsstem
Zealand.In the two latt6resions, peüapB the mosi densely
settled, this is even ieie€ted in a dominance of stone cists for

It. 13. Craph sleisestins rhe quanlily olbronze süpllied ro
northern Enrop€ during the Broüe Age (leriods I-IV) (dnwn
bv Caüedoa Oksen).
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burials ißtead of ihe noimal oak coffin, probablv due to the

scarcity of oak-müed foiestsln the settled areas
In accordance with the dominance of a pastorar

economy in an open enlironm€nt, light or aveiage soils rather
than heaw soils were prefelred foi settlements throughout
the Broaze Ase (Kiistiansen 19?8a: Fis. 1l). Peiiod III sees a
trend towards heavier so 5, but this was reveised again from
peliod lV onwards. By the Late Bronze Age some changes,
both in settl€ment and subsistence, can be obs€raed. The
settled areas are redüced due to settlement concentiation' and
the exploitation of the landscaPe oonsequently incieased. This
is reflected in po en analysq by a further inoiease of open
land, iI1 the collecting ofyreeds from falowed äelds and in the
now rapid expansion ofbeech on former Pastues. At the same
time tempenture gradually declined and hunidity incröased,
re.ching a climax around 600 BC. Th€se ecologtcal ch.nges, it
s6em3, were accomlanied by agricultural intensification.
Duri g the Late Bronze Age small bronze sickles are numer-
ous. as distinct from the Barly Bronze Age, and thcy are
rnainly found in fenale burials and hoards. Also plougling is
msde more efficient by th€ introduction of the compound
bow-ard.ln periods V--Vl wooden double€padd occur in
no*hern Juthnd, also reflecting iniensificd alrrcultural
cxploitation.

Thus, the Late Bronzc Age is chalacterized by agncul-
tural intensifioation .nd settlement ooncentntion within th€
light soils ofthe old settl€ment ateas. At that timc, or perha!8
a little later, agricultural production w$ !€otganized, .nd
settlomenb becam€ moro stsblo, reflecied in the appcsrance of
'Celtic flelds' aI over south€m Scandinavi&. Thi! was accom-
panied by the adoption of iron technology (for s discusslon,
see Kriltiänsen 1978a; 1981s; Stumsnn 1979;Windelhed
t977).

Fig. 14. Rebriomhtp betw€en tumbcr oi irnpolis (mjnug
imitattono atd cü@laiiot tine duri4 tho t"rte EroEe Ago
(pcriod Iv-D or zealand (zorc 1), Fuen (zone 2) lnd no h-
ern lutlaDd (ZoD€ 3). Cilcul6|lon tine deG.sses from left to
rlcht. hpons aftor Thrare (197s) (tbaM by Cath€rim Oksen)

imports a per. lV
O per V

100 %
circulation time
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Interryet,tions and explonattorr. As s/illbe cle€r from the

above outline, no simple answer can te giv€n to our otiginal
question: what d€t€rmine! chanees ir ritual and wealth con-
sumption in an otheNtue stable social org.anization character-
ized by cultural contiouity? lt can also be seen th8t sode
marked cha.ges oc@r in the Final Bronze Age, period VI,
which Link this period closely to the fint penod of the Pie-
Roman l.on Aee. But let lr3 fi$t consider the unbroken
tradition of the Nordic Bronze Age do$ar to period VI.

Äs no sinsle hypothesis accounts for the variation in the
evidence,let us start by rejecting th€ more sim?l€ and obvious

interpretations, one by on€, and then in the ond piece togethei

I lt is clear that tho ohang€ in bürial practices from
inhumation to cremation does not acoount for the
rcduction of m.le ptestige goods, alihough it Inay
explain why !rcstige goods in gen€rrl are oonsumed
by ntusl hoarding rather than in burfuls from period
IV onwards. Yet, cause and effect are not easy to
determine. How6ver, occasional ritual hoarding is r
much cheaper method of coffumption than tho !egu-
larity of budal consumltion, and that rnay be the
more significant poijrt (Kristiameh, in p!eds),

2 This raises tlle question of the effect! of the $!ply
situation, ibr many yeaß it was b€Iieved thot the frc-
quent hoarding dnd the d.cline ln burial co umption
durins th6 Latc Btontc Ag! reflected a situation of
abundance, bronzc bcing so common that it was no
longer employ€d for peGonal prestige itemr that w€re
thcreforo flequently hoarded and remelted. As har
been demonstrated, howovor, thls ß not the case,
rather the oppositc. The decrcasing suppli$ do seem
to conform quite well with the s,\ift from burial oon-
sumltion to rihral hoardins, as a means of maintain-
ing chiefly oonsunption and displ&y in a pe.lod of
scarcity (since leriod Iv), Hosrdlng during periods
II-III on the other hand was a complem€ntary prao-
tioc to bürial consumption (Randstorg 1974: Fig, 6).
\vhen suppll$ increased during late period V, the
ritual systern had adopted riiual hoarding and um
burals without prestige goods &s consisient features.
But again, we are still left with the decreaso in n.le
consumption unexplained. Perhaps w€ shoutd look
more closely at the ielation between decreasing social
attdbutes and increase of ritual sear and ritual hoatd-
ing. Do ihese chanses reflect a 'real' change in male
social st cture or an ideological change of represen-

3 It ha8 been shown that the decrease in male status
diversity and in th€ consumption of prestrge goods

had already begun with the advent of leriod III, that
is shortly ,e/o/, the supply situation woisened. At
the same time the numbq of female budais incr€ased
and they also witnessed o hciease h status diversüy.
It would seem, then, that the need to sie.al nale

weatth and status in büialt had decieased, due to a

stabilizatior of the hierarchical social structüe which

had $olved duriry late period I and flourished during
period IL This egument is supported by the fact that

male buriab in northern Gemany (Mecklenbuts)

reach a climax both with respect to consumption and

status direnity in peiiod IU, at the same time ar this

area was int€sated into the alliaffe and exchange syF

ten oftle Nordic BroMe Age.
Thus, the decline in male staius dive$ity and

prestige consumption did not in the fißt plaoe reflect

a real decline in social conplexity, but rather a change

in the ideologicar rnanif€station of wealth and statüs.
This can be interpr€ted as rcflecting a stabilizatlor of

maie social siructure. The coniinuity of chtefly burials

is further testified by the unbroken erdployment of

razor and tv/eezer in büial equipment throughout the
Lüe Bfi ze ABe,

At the same time, however, the investment in
rltual gear was h€avily incrersed, a! wa! its consump-
tion by ritual hoarding. lvherea3, in the Eady Bronze

Age, ritual sear, such as double axes or early l!u,
were rarely deposited, we are suddenly Ptesented with

a wid$pread hoarding ofsuch implements, In the

Esrly Bronz€ Agc they might just as often haYe
occurred in male burials, they are now almost exclus-
ively deposited in an ilolated ritu.l context of hoard-
ing, lt should b€ noted thrt most of these tather
elabor.te and extremeiy valuable sumptuary Soods
were attribut$ of male priestly and chi€fly functions
- 1!/r. shields. homed h.1mei6, and probably also lhe
golden ddnking cups. It would seem ihen thst tho
focus of msle dftplay and competition did shift from
peßovl atttibutet of .hr.fly, mairly waüior func-

tions, to chiefly, mainly pÄestly, more commundl

l nctions.-lhe rcijnfotcement of priestly functions
would conform vell with a situation ofscarce supplies
ofbronze leading to increased competition of
elliahces on the one hand and to comrnunal display,
rather than personal display, on the oiher. Also thc
continuous accümulation of new reliSious irnPulscs
from central Burope can be seen to be part of chietly,
priestly control and ritual conpetition. Such com-
munal dtual cornpetition and disllay seryed to regu-
late and compensäte for d€structive inter-communal
warfare in a peiiod of declitins sulplies of bronze.
(otheiwise, personal weapons should have been rel-
egated from status displ-ay and consmption due to

Havins now shed sone üghL on the chang€ in
male strtus display we are still left with the increase
of female consumption unexplärned. Let us, however,
bddee oui daiyses by first considering the construc-
tion of chielly balrows änd their implications foi our
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4 The decline in the construction of chi€flv büows

during penod III, and the employment of existing

barrows for secondarv buritls during ihe Late Bronze

Ase would seem to conform quite well with the pro-

posed explanation of incieasing sociel stabilization

with less need to oxasisent€ and legitinate chieAv

supedority. The need was €ther to €mphasize the

unbrcken mle of chiefly lineages !y emplovins the

baßows of lhe chiefly ancestors fot theirsuccessoß
Later the rise of regionsl politicsl centres and new

ruting €h1efly lineages düdng th€ Late Bionze Age

resulted in the construction of a few mon'imental

chiefty barrows, whereas subordinate local lineages in

new settlement aieas employed small um b6rro*s.

Such centralization processes and the concomitent

employm€nt or revival of old haditions of disphv

would conform well with ihe abovo propdition lhat

wealth consumption and monumental bdnows are

closely lintcd to the legitlmrtion of dsing elites, based

on the polltical and milltary succ$s of male chieflv
tines. That might also account for the pronounoed

male dominance ln the eady phases of social stratifi-

caiion (Period II and III).
5 Although thfu i! probably true, there i5 more to rt

thsn socldl dynami$. Banows, it should be
rem€mbered, also relate very closely to the exploi'

tation and control ofl.nd, and ultimatcly to sub_

sisience, by tho rcpo&ted removdl ofthe fertile upper
layers of soil for their con8truotion,In fsct, th€
40,000-50,000 or so Bronze Age barrows ßpt*ent
the devastation of sevoral hundred thousand hectares

of good soil in a period of a few centüri.s. In a situ-

ation o, oontinuous expaßlon thb would lcuoely
harm production, However, thc sottlement terdtorics

of the Bärly Bronze A8€ had for the gt*ter p8rt been

oontinuously cxploited since the Single Grave Cultu&
(in Jutland) snd the Late Neolithic (in eastem Dsn'

rnark). Although ihie exploitation fomed part of a
gradual cyolical tnovenent of fiolds &nd pastures, the

overall productive potential of the s€ttled areäs musi

have docreased. Owins to increasing loil de€radation,
marrinat lands were given up and fton ihe Late
Bronze Age settl€ments clustded. Th€ pr€ssure on
land was further increased, loading to an intensifi-
cation of production. Co$eqüently, the finar declino
in mound büildine (frcn pedod IV) can be explained
as a function of incieasinS contmdiction between
ritual/political and economic demands, demo$tating
the intricate hteEction between sociar, economic and
ecoloe;ical factors in the decline of mound building
and the stabilization of social hieidchies.

The development of chiefly, cornmunal ritual
and ritual hoüding woutd aho seem to .epresert a
rituar/political reslonse to a sitution of inqeasing
social and economic cortradictions the reinforce-

ment of the myihical and teligious powers of ohieflv
lines sefled to l€gitimize and stabiliz€ th€ political

supeßrruclure of an increasirely deeraded economic

base, iefl€cted in among othei things the declhe of

the construction ofmonumertal barows we are led

finaUy (owards lhe sphere ot produclion and lhe
questior of its impact on changes in male/female
status consumPtrcn.
As demonstrated earlier, the Late Bronz€ Age is
charactedzed by gradual chanses in settlem€nts,
climate and ecology,leading to intensification of pro-

duction and increased exploitation of the landscape.
The chaßcter of thi! intensification is rnor€ preoisely

indicated by technological innoyatro , such as the
compound boward, and by the incrcase of cereals in
pollen diaEdms. All in all a hoavier dependency on

agricultüal ptodüction i! evident. Th€ giving üp of

some marginal lands and the spresd of the beech
point in the same dlectlon - pasture land was given

üp. This trend would gradurlly lead to a more stable
and p€rmanent sottlemcnt pattem, and a rogulation
of fields 6nd paltures. In th€ ond thc t&n3mi$ion of
land. üther thafl livestook, woüld become s m4or

With thb background the wile3prcld occur-
renc€ of smsll bronze 3ickles in both hoards anc
burids nakes s€nse. Harvcating 8nd the pr€paraiion of
fields now b€€amc a majolactlvity which, acootding
to thr find context of sickl*, ws3 malnly calried out
by womon. It would seem th.n that the changed
positon of women should al6o be lelated to a gsdud

shift frorn a pastoral.conomy towarde a more agri-
cultutal economy - or &t least that sglicultural pro-

duction became moreimportent in a poflod ofeco-
logical degadation and the lowcrirg of productive
po&ntral of the settled areas. The dependenc€ on
agltcultural lsnd rsther th&n pastur$ also changed the
fo€us of male prestlge from llianc€s/warfarc and t]e
accumulation of livestock towards th€ pr€sorvation

and mairlenance of productivo land.
Thus, the ds€ of fenal€ ranking and wealth dß-

play should probably be related both to the stabiliz'
ation of male mrkirlg, allowing wealth to bo invest€d
in wives and d{urItcü, änd to the increasod import-
ance of femal$ in production and a[ianc$.

Tte exchange of femalet in resional alrianc€
politics can be demonstrated already ftom late petiod

I b€tween northem Germetry ad Zealand and such
allialce politics seems to have been an impodant
aspect of political expaNion and control of th€
exchanse ofbronze (Krjstiansen r9814: 2s4ff). This
would account fo! the development of female ranking
and wealth dilplay, but not for the decline in male
wealth display fmm period IV onwards. How€v€r, in
a period of declmins supplies of bronze, fernsles
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nieüi have incieased then importance as a medium
for establi6hing allirnces and maintaining the flow of
broüe. Thus, the increase in female rankins and
w@lth display and the concomitant decl1ne in male
dßplay can be explained as a lunction of decreasing
supplies of bronze.

I thnr propose that the decline in nale dtuplay
- or rather the Jonve$ion fton social to comnunal
iitsal wealth and the increase of female display of
wealth fron late poriod III onwar& should be s€en as
a combinen reiult of declinins 6uppli$ ofbronz€,
intensification of agdculture and increased import-
ance of femalos in alianc€ politics and rn agric'itural
production.It may fürthBr be suggested that these
changos were accompani€d by changed rules of
inheritance and transmission of lalld through both
rnale and f€male lines. Th€ details of tho ultimate
consequences of this development, l€adiag to ihe
final collapde of the theooratic ptestigc{oods Bystcm
ofthe Bronz€ Age and the reorganization ofboth
s€ttlem.nt! and eoonomy during the Pr6-Roman lron
Age, are beyond the scope of thi! article Goe
Kri6tiansen 1980 ! Peanon, this volun.)

7 As will b€ clear from the above analysi6, w€ are deal-
ing wlth a complex ihterphy betwecn proccsscs ot
locial, €conomic and ritual change, some ofthem
general snd som€ of th€m moft specific. I havo tried
- by scientific trial and oror (falsificstion) - to con-
struct a processual chain of€vont8 (1-6 abovc). As
gencral procc$cs I hav€ co id€red ihe concomttant
dse of rulins elites/monumental barrows/dilplay of
mslo wöelth, follow€d by consolidation, dftline of
monumental barow buildlng/of malo wcalth dtsplay
and increaee of fernrle woalth disphy. These pro-
c€ss$, however, ar€ accompanied by changed con"
dltions of production (ecologlcal dogradation and rgrl-
cultural lnteffification), leading to decrcaslng supplies
of bronze and further chanses in wealth coruümption
frorn burid to hosrdins, and en incleale of communal
ritüal lnd of female wedth display. lt may further be
sugEested that thb sequ€nce should b€ regard€d as
iiroversible, trissered by the social end loriticat
dynami.s ofthe Bronze Age prestige-goods system,
and constrained by the ecological and technolocical
coditions of a small{cale economy rn a temperat€

With rcspcct to the proposed genenl processes
of the rise and consolidation of rulins elites and their
archa€olosical correlates, we find a rather similar
patte during the holl Age. Thus, after the r€organiz-
ation of s€ttlements and economy during the Pre-
Roman kon Ase (500-100 BC) accoripanied by
settlem€nt expansion into previoNly for*ted heavy
soils, we Euddenly find a horizon of rich nale weapon
burials fmtn 100 BC, reilecting long distauoe @trtacts

with the Celtic world. Dutins the followins Eatlv
Ronan peiiod (0 200 AD) rich fenare büiak also
mak€ their appedance, together with Rom.n imPoits,
atrd ftom 200 400 AD, the Late Roman period, male
weapon budals disappear and rich fenale butials
doninate (Hedeager 1978; 1980;Hedeager and
Kristiansen, in presi cf. Pearson, this Yolüme). Huge
depositions of weapons in mools demofftrate conflict
and war between competing regional kiflgdons. Fioln
400-800 AD, aftei the collaps€ of the Roman
Bmpiie, wealth disappears from budars and i! hoarded
instead. At the same tinre, pollen diagrams r€flect
marked changes in the exploitation ofthe landscape -
pastures are given up and aedcullüral production is
probably intensified, a d€velopmeni that had begün
bv 200 AD.

This sequence - altlough taking place within a
different social snd economic framework has much
in common with the Bronz€ Age sequence and might
indloetc thot we are dealing with a more general
pattern, The rile of Viking kingdoms during ihe ninth
and tenth ceniuries also reveds an initiat sequencc of
mele warrior burials as well as runic rnonunenls
(Randeborg l98l  ) .

Thus,I bclieve that the Bronze Age of northem
Europe highlights some of the general conditioru and
dovelopmental processes that govem thc relationship
botw€en materisl function and cultural fonn in
rankcd dnd stratified societies.t4

Some questions have been posed, some answaß pro-
posed änd the reader lnry now deliver hls or her judgement.
When doing so, however, ihe ultimate purlose ofthb a.tlcle
should be remembered - to derromtrat€ the ne€essity of dis-
tinguishing b€tween material function and cultural forn as a
pr€requisite for lnterpr€ting and explaining social organization
in archeeological terrns. Thtu can only be dore by considerins
cultural form within a larger framework of production and
rcproduction in order to dotermine its matcrul functions. I
have iriod to ilunfnato th€ potential and the necessity of su€h
an approach by examples from later European prehistory
(4000-500 BC). It is sü€€€sted that archaeololis$ should be
searchrne more oons$tenuy for the condüions that Sovem
cultural manif€8tations of mat€rial functions in societies at
various levels of social conplexity and in various stag€s of
their dev€lopment. This determines the interpretatiom and
€xplaration of a major pari of the archaeolosical record.

The gerdal ih@r.hcal positon adopted in this dticl€ is derived
nlirly fron sttuclual Marxl@ äs it has been developed and
alplied in .e@nt vork !y Jonatnan Friedmd and Mil€
Rowlalds elpeci,Iy, havily iiilüenced, how€ver, by Maüice
Godetier's E6ion of stnclunl Mdxism and the World Systm
theory ol Eamuuel Valerstein. I have not .onsidered otlet
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Mdxist direction!, p,Jtly beense ofny ignordce of then antl
pady b€caüse I hare lot found ften usfü1in d echaeologicil
mftex1, This is the case, for exuple, rvitü respeci to the
Germln 'Frankfuri Sclool'. as it is mostly concerned with
sociology, althoueh a Gathq primitive) tustorical and evolutrotr-
dy perQective nas tuen tak€n üp in ftcent y€3 (Ed€r 19?6;
Habemas 19 76 i discüsFd in Gttze md von Thienen 19 8l ).
Also I hay€ not mnsid€red lhe aplli@tion of Maxßt thcory io
dcnaeology in the conmunist countli€s (discüssd in Klejn
1977), in lan due 10 my lack of kno*ledge of the Rusut
lilerature. bul €specraly due to the fact that in nost East
Enrop€n countri€s ssü€d MMist explandtions nomally con-
6ist of . fav nechanical slatemeflts at the end of a otnerwise
tladitionrl echa&losi.al analysis, To ny knowledge it is ody in
trast Cdnany that one finds an explicit concern to cohbine
Mnist theory with archa€oiosicll n€thod 0{emann 1965 ;
19?9r Eannann and Sellno* l973rOtto ald Dnckndn 19?5)
and rcciA1 lnlhopolosy (e€, tb. jounal Ethnösophß.h-
A t htio Io Ei s c h e zeit cc hn ft ).

1 One of the basic ?roblerns in a mllhematical approach lo tan&
loEnations is n.fiodolosicavenpirical. ln most cn$s of najor
social tJansfornattons i! prehittory and eady hhtory thc friur€
of the emplical evidence changs drastic6ly jusi as w€ witness
m.jor brcrks in oultu!6! conrinuity. This impli€s thtt i! b raiely
possiblc ro apply nethodological püamele$ thal covd 'both
qd€a of$rh tlanlformatrons. One maj appiy specific päF
ameteß designed for,let us say, the evidcnco of tl€ BtoEe Ag€
or lhe lron Age, lul noi for loth periods. This €npiri.al ud
nethodological rncornpaiibrlity implid that expl2nalioruremlin
withh the rcaltn of intellig€nt rnteryrer.tion dnd theorelrodl
deducrlonr. Mathematical approach$ ro lrandonnerions conse.
quenuy remaln . heurbtrc deyice - a rool for thinking rathor
thon for conclole lnalysis. This is dpparenuy a&o 1h€ postion
talen in Renfrew'r luggestive rnrloductory üticl€ (Rcnfi€w
1979).Withresp€ct to rhe scienlific framework oi Now
Alcha.ology - geno$lly inoic lisorously ple3cdb€d than p€r
folncd - I sliU find thlt sne of thc l.st dtttoal dilcusion! of
the timitalion! oi luch a flancwolk ue e handful oi €dli€r
lrltcles by Adarns (19?4), Flännery (1972r 1973), Fleomsn
(196E), and (ushnd (r9?0), soltts far !€yond tho tiviaülid of
tdeogaphic/nomoth.tic aDd lnaluctlor/d€duction dcbat4.

? I considerC.J. Thom.D\ Stonc, Bronz€,lron Ase eheme,6nd
Worsa!6 and de Monüet's discovery oi tl6 Old Srotc Ase
nainly as empüical obs&vations, fundan€nlal, but wiil liltl€ or
no beüirg upon €voluliomry theory, except ir very genoral

3 The mct[odolosical and rheoretical hlngovqs of Gdhan
dchaeolosy aft evident n üe historical self{itüue t! Esserst
book of 1959, wbrcL should beconpded with Jacob-InceD\
book of1928. Se6 also Eachnann, Koscn.nd Küh! (1962)
anrl Klejnt .eview of lhis cenenl resüch tBdilion (1971 ; 19?4)
which primdily flit€d b*ause it was uMble to develop comnon
cft€ri! for different ty!$ of mjgaüo!, uvasion and difiusion
(exanples and di&u$ion i! Adms 1968; Myhre and Myhre
1972, For atr iltüeslins New World attenpt, s4 ako Thomps!
1958).

4 wil€y snd Phi]lips's ,4erl'od d\.l 1heory in Ahüien Archae-
oioel (r95 8) and cldte's ,4eryfi@l Archdeolos, (196a) ßp-
r€ent lelat€d attempts at an dleuative $lution thoüC}l tl€
aFlytical and nethodolosi€l refinenenl of ihe traditional
frdework, in Clarkel book splolted by quartit tive metnods

5 I an td€ especiatly thinki4 of 'primitive' or snallsle
$cietid (bdib and vüio$ foms öftnbal structuleo md not
ihe more rleveioped sy8td3, such d Nialic oi feudal states, üth

a iang and outstdding M4xitt reslrch taditior not take! ilto
consideration in dris üiicie.

6 The ene expl4mtory limitations cndacterjze €thnodchaeorosv
Althoush the expdimce gained from sch lieldwork las prored

extrenely valuable wirh lespect to undetttanding the mtur€ dd

the properties ol tle ücnaeologicar lemrd one shoutd be verv
cuefui not to infd geneial expl,nations fron $ch loca.l studis,
just $ their social sigdfimnce for üchlm1osv is !o be unde!_
stooat in th€ coltext of the present day world ecotomic svst€n,
a point which ir eendaüy not suileiently realied A good

dincll discussior of the theoleticai fFnework ol ethnoücnae_
olosy Ms re@n y heen offered by Schiffe! (1978),

7 lo an edlier pap6 I haye attenpted to outline sne basic
features of the evolution of ailal system3 in tenperate nolti€m

Europe 4000 -500 lC (kistiesen 1982), and üe r@der is
refeüed to uri,! alticie for r€ference! to lolelant literaturc (!ote

1). For v.lülble advice and ditcussions on n@lithic litual I want
to thaJ& Sven Thorsn. the Ancienl Monuments Dircctonte hd
Klaue Elboseb, univeßity of Copenhagen

8 A clue to th€ rccinl anil.itual value attached to bdt e axes i6
given !y the facl tlal only orc idd b€en rüually bürioal at the
regtonal c.üFwlycd camp at Sarup (Andetsen 1980rFig.24)

9 We bct any dy3tematic analysi! of the average quantity of stotel
cont.hed tn undbturbod nee.liths dd the anoünt of virgin
stone-sattsred lanil neodod to supply this quatrrity lf\te mako
a consorvatire guc$ of 5 -10 la. per m€rdlilh snd eltinate t1t€
orisinal nu,nt€r of mesaljth as approxr.natelv 20,000 the inpli'
caiFns ü. qutt€ su8Scstive,

10 Thts ügunent is funher sppotted by the fact that rnegalrths
cluster dbtrncliv€lv on tn€ best soils h southen Scandinsvt! and
fie very scdcc or iblont on tic pooler,liSlt soils.

1l wüh lespcct to üt*alu.e,lhe ldder h refoüad to th. bibti'
orrBphy tn Krktian&n ( l9 81a) with ih. addttton oi a forth_
comins confcßnce roport from ! Bronze Age s€mird hcld tr
Lund,May 19E2.

12 chtetly nale double burbh nrsht indisic a dilltion of !Ii4tlv'
attd lottttcät' functiors, orishatLns ln th. Shgl€ GEw C\rlture.
Thh patLns is also süonety elidenced in leligious synbolistn

13 lior a detlnitlon and anatysls ofrttual hoar&, see 1.ry (1982).

From üb it is oled, how.ve!, tltlt ritqal hoardinB can !e
r€garded !s an altdßtive way oi d€positing perreDal lets oi

14 Aft€r the conplellon of lhe rnmusdrpt, the book A4tfing,
R.rource |nd E\chdnse hns app@ed (RcDflet and Sheü.n
1982) w n a .oücction of stinuLling papüs, many of ihem
beühg upon tbe p.oblens di$used i! tib articl€. Witn r6pec!
to the DanlÄh evidence Shennan's papcr elegantly roviv$ Ur. old

!rcUefr of d!€r (Shdmn 1982). Tlüs I ilelber4tely lvoideil iD
ny €dlie! papers, as I want€d to slow th.r the n4or facto$
were Bihd rooted in slbsistence ud the otgeization of p!o-

duction. with ub6r o. top otth.t as a dePendent vdi.ble
(oth6wir€ mrthwestem Europe lhould not Mve seen a d@Li!€
dulins rhe rrt€ Bloüe Age), Shdnnd's paper, how€vq, purs ihe
ßlotue Age eviden@ into a refreshi4 longlem püspective tnat
seens @mlatible witt sch a view. Rad!bo!s'3 plper (1982),
on the other hed, ..Ithotrsh it ha3 sme stülubting ids, musl
be rej@ted for its 3inllisiic clin:tic deteninis, an approacl
lately tilea to iß exteme ty BouzeL (1982). Also Hodd*

O9A2) SJtubotic oftd Structutul Archaeotost ed R6&ew ,
Row|ands and Segßves (1982) meo4, dnd Expbtution ih
Archoaloc! ^ppeted dftü the conpletion of tne mtnnsdipt.
Refdenc* have tndefore been detqnined by ny knowledge oI
the manusdipts ir tuaft vqsions.
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