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INTRODUCTION

For generations, above ground, visible monuments from the
past have fascinated human beings: relicts from long ago still
design contemporary landscapes and remind us that very dif-
ferent societal forms are possible and are worth living in. The
oldest monuments of this type known in numerous regions in
Western, Central and Northern Europe are the so-called mega-
liths, in most cases megalithic tombs consisting of uprights and
capstones. European societies have directed their attention to
these megaliths since the Renaissance and the Enlightenment and
they have been the center of scientific study and documentation
for approximately 250 years (MIDGLEY 2009; BakkEer 2010). In
addition to the monuments, which have been preserved to date,
there are also old maps in many regions of Europe that stem from
periods before industrialized agriculture (von EsTorrr 1840).
These maps give us a better idea of the number of monuments
which were originally in existence. (Fig. 1) It can be assumed from
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Fig. 1. In some TRB regions monuments were documented before
the appearance of industrial agriculture. Near Niendorf in North-
west Germany (district Uelzen) G.O.C. von Estorf] mapped many
mounds, which are destroyed today (source: VON ESTORFF 1846).
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Fig. 2. The distribution of megaliths in Western, Central and North-
ern Europe (after MULLER 2006; graphic: Holger Dieterich).

the current state of documentation that ca. 15.000 more or less
well-preserved megalithic tombs are in existence, although origi-
nally almost at least a half a million megalithic tombs probably
had been erected.

Apart from the distribution of megalithic tombs along the West-
ern Mediterranean they can also be principally found along the

so-called Atlantic Facade as well as in Northern Central Europe
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and Southern Scandinavia, respectively (FiscHER 1979). Their
distribution (Fig. 2) stretches from Portugal to Galicia and from
the Basque region to Northwest France, from Southern England
and Ireland to the North Atlantic Shetland Islands, and from
Drenthe in the Netherlands to Pomerania and Central Sweden.
Even though they are difficult to date due to methodological
reasons, the oldest facilities are to be found in the Vendée and
on the Armorican Peninsula. Radiometric dating and Chasséen
pottery from the earliest grave chambers indicate a construction
phase beginning ca. 4700 BC (Larorte 2005; MULLER 1997;
Cassen/LaNnos/DUrresNE/OBERLIN/ DELQUE-KoLic/LE GOFFIC
2009). Indeed, the Breton development appears to be a reaction
to different influences. We know that at approximately the same
time non-megalithic long barrows of the Passy type in the Blique/
Epi-Réssen tradition were erected in the Paris Basin and the con-
cept of trapezoidal-rectangular long barrows coming from the east
reached the area on the Northwest coast of France (CHAMBON/
THoMas 2010). At the same time stone cists and early passage
graves, whose polygonal form appears similar in Epi-Cardial and
Cerny grave traditions further to the south, are to be found in
these and other mounds. From a mixture of a variety of influences
- surely based on an indigenous substratum and in connection
with the transition to agriculture - the oldest preserved monu-
ments in Europe emerged. These monuments leave their imprint
on the landscape and, for example, in the Gulf of Morbihan they
cluster to ritual centers of trans-regional significance. In cists
within non-megalithic long barrows interred humans were richly
furnished with alpine jadeite axes (Cassen/PETREQUIN/Boujot/
DomiNGUEZ-BELLA/GuiavARC'H/QUERRE 2010), whereby men-
hirs as tall as 21m were ceremoniously broken and used as cap-
stones, for example at the famous facility Table des Marchand
(Cassen 2009). In Brittany and Normandy a centuries-long tra-
dition of the construction of megalithic tombs develops — until
ca. 3200 BC dolmen, passage graves, gallery graves, and menhirs
were built (Boujor /Cassen 1993).



Not all megalithic facilities in Europe are as old as those in
North-western France. In the Mediterranean region, for example
on Corsica and Sardinia, simple dolmen appear first as of 4200
BC, whereas on the British Isles they first emerge as of approxi-
mately 4000 BC and in North Central Europe and Southern
Scandinavia regions, which are to be the center of attention here,
they exist only as early as 3650 BC (WrrTTLE/HEALY/BAYLISS
2011; MULLER 2009a; LEANDRI/GiLABERT/DEMOUCHE 2007) .
In fact, according to the current state of research we cannot state
with any certainty how strong the high mobility of the Neolithic
societies promoted a diffusion of the idea of erecting and linteling
large stones while using them for collective graves or whether we
must assume convergent architectural developments in different
regions from the outset. Whereas it is relatively clear that the
allées couvertes or gallery graves both developed as of 3600 BC
in rather continental inland surroundings from Britanny over the
Paris Basin to Central Germany, the northern Central European-
Scandinavian area appears to have passed through a spatially and
culturally autonomous development - separated from the west
—, naturally accompanied by a reception of outside innovations.
Why and from which date were megalithic graves built on the
North Central European lowlands and in Southern Scandinavia?
How can the different phases of monumental development be
explained for the addressed area? Why did this tradition cease
after approximately 500 years?

FUNNEL BEAKERS AND MONUMENTS

When speaking of megalithic graves in North Central Europe
and Southern Scandinavia one is simultaneously taking Funnel
Beaker societies into account as well (Fig. 3). Since the early
l9th century we know that megalithic graves in the Netherlands,
Northern Germany as well as in Denmark and Sweden are asso-
ciated with a specific form of ceramics: so-called Funnel Beaker
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pottery. Defined recurring central features of material culture
characterize Funnel Beaker societies (TRB or Trichterbecher) and
set them apart from remaining Neolithic societies to the South
and to the West (see e.g. BAKKER 1979; MIDGLEY 1992). Precisely
this autonomy within the material culture of TRB societies will
occupy us in the following investigation. The development of
monumentality is closely related to that of TRB societies and the
key to understanding the phenomenon of megalithic tombs lies
in deciphering the social conditions and ritual practices of these
societies.
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Fig. 3 Regional groups of the TRB societies (after BAKKER 1979,
fig. I; graphic: Andrzej Link). W = West Group, N = North Group,
E = East Group, S = South Group, SE = Southeast Group, Ah =
Altheim Group or Culture, Pf = Pfyn Group, A and horizontally
hatched = Altmark Group, vertically hatched = Walternienburg-
Bernburg Group. The broken line indicates the occurrence of the
Lubosi decoration of three-strand cord impressions. Diagonal hatch-

ing indicates related Michelsberg. SOM = Seine-Oise-Marne.



The Funnel Beaker itself is a “beaker” ranging between 5-45 cm
high. It commonly has a bellied body resting on a flat bottom and
a contrasting, conical funnel brim which bends outwards. The
defining name of the TRB culture was first coined by G. Kossinna
in 1910. Due to regional variations T. Wislanski and J. A.Bakker
differentiated between the TRB groups (BAKKER/VOGEL/Wis-
LANSKI 1969; BAkkER 1979). This differentiation still stays valid.
The focus here rests primarily on the TRB groups in the North,
the West and the Altmark, across which the distribution area of
megalithic tombs will be accounted for.

That the area to be discussed here possesses a different dynamic
than that in areas of Britain and North Western France can
already be seen in that neolithization in the mentioned regions
was simultaneously connected with the dispersion of megalithic
tombs, while in the North German-Scandinavian area they first
appeared about 500 years after neolithization commenced, which
however was connected with the occurrence of early Funnel
Beakers. It is all the more fascinating to compile old and new
evidence in order to gain an impression of the dynamics of the
centuries in question.

FUNNEL BEAKER CERAMICS: SPATIAL GROUPS AND
DEVELOPMENTS

Since the beginning of research on TRB societies in North Central
Europe and Southern Scandinavia, the development of pottery
and monuments play an important role (KNOLL 1959; BAKKER
1979; Mabsen 1975; Hoika 1987; Preuss 1980; NiLtus 1971;
LarssoN 1984; STROMBERG 1971). With regard to regional pot-
tery groups, a differentiation between the definition of the TRB
culture in a wide sense and in a narrow sense was made relatively
early. Whereas the former included numerous groups in which
Funnel Beakers appeared along with other vessel forms (e.g. from
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central German regions or also from southern German groups),
the latter refers primarily to a West-, North- and East group of
Funnel Beakers with the group of the Altmark Tiefstich pottery
in addition. The following deals primarily with the areas of the
TRB group, in which megalithic tombs also appear, i.e. with the
North-, West- and Tiefstich pottery group. In fact, pottery and
other elements of the material culture show that the primary
innovations of TRB societies took place in particularly these areas
of Southern Scandinavia and North Central Europe (MULLER
2009a).

In terms of pottery it was the Danish researcher S. Miiller
(MULLER 1918) who spoke in a rather vivid manner of the first
style, the large and beautiful styles, the last bloom and then from
styles of decline: TRB vessels undergo a manifold design develop-
ment between 4100 and 2700 BC which encompasses regional
variations. (Fig. 4-5)

When first observing the TRB North Group whose distribution
area extends from Southern Sweden across the Danish Isles and
the Jutland Peninsula and throughout Northeastern Germany,
we recognize trans-regional developments and small regional
connections of approximately 100km-diameter (MADSEN 1982;
MapseN 1994; MULLER et al. 2010). The latter obviously rep-
resent compact communication focal points and mark jointly
acting hamlets and farmyards.

In general the emergence of the slightly distinctive and only rarely
decorated Funnel Beakers can be observed in the southern areas
of the North Group beginning ca. 4100 BC, which appeared
together with ceramic disks in settlements as well as early graves.
An intensive survey on Funnel Beakers from depositions in Zea-
land which were primarily undertaken in wetland motivated Eva
Koch to draw up a clear-cut typological outline which is chrono-
logically safeguarded by means of radiometric dating (Kocn
1998). Accordingly it is clear that the earliest AO Funnel Beaker

II



(ZUIE] UILAVINT/2S09Y] SOUT
2014 dpa3 T “F1f “0I0T IV 12 YATIQPN 9941n05) 531121205 4dyvag Jouung Jo uorvziporiad [pa130jouoiys agJ v sy

-00Zy 00¢¥ -
MW uaga|sIeD

~00l¥ JIYNIOSIN |- 014 -
1MW 9||12qa)3 |euly leuly

~000% | JueqayIMs 000 -

1MW SIPPIN

- 0065 |19ABuspeds APqaun4 [~ 006€ -
1 SIN-94L /s|2buem WIPIReAS e|N3

—008¢€ 008¢€ -

ADIW
—00LE [~00L€E~
pns

-009¢ RIGITEIN] abiageeg -uagauabbis dioysuang Buijjop - 009¢ -
196unox AW 11 SAN-g4L uss|ppn €>uopuszey /dnies /3X0 /3X0 dIN3

—00S€ /3ueqisyIms 00S€ -

| nepasng e

- 00vE | abuiaq|eeg wnip - 00vE -
11l SAN-g4.L Zhepasng 7/1 Aalpung L SYIMUSM|OM /B1agsipny B1aqsyony IIN3

—00€€ i = 0o€e -

S| PULL JEI[eElol[o)] e

o0z¢ Bioq TS | USqRISUBPIeH € Ao|pulig IgapjoiL INW ooz
-lem Ajeg Al SIN-84L ¥ A3|punig TIYIMUDOM egAruly 9INW

~ooLE T USgR|suapeH ooLe~
duy S A3|pung 61nquap|0 Biafqapuelg IINW

~000¢ seloy 000€ -

Je|nqo|o A 9 A3|pung wjoyisog @pur/espung

- 0062 /6inquiag 0067~
B1aqeMm 23] ASIW-gHL | USCRIsUBPleH £ A3ipung ) Aqep 31015 ANW

—008C 008Z-

—00£C+ PI3juoyds -00LC-
JIyyjoaupul alep\ papio) Aieg /953 sdnoub anein s|buis Aieg L NA

—009C 009¢—
ogles pouad eISSOH dees Sjlewn)y Auewsan Binqua| elueds /puejaas puepnr pouad ‘g |ed
1ej1soM -9q[3-3IPPIN MN /s31unod - 3/ puepnr wisyuoN
Jamo uiayinos

KBojouoiy) abuey ujeIUNO JOMOT UISYLION

ABojououy) ule|d UIBYLION / BIABUIPUEDS UIBYINOS

I2



Fig. 5. Two Funnel Beakers from Borgstedt, Schleswig-Holstein
(photo: Agnes Heitmann,).

was produced in all regions of the TRB North Group within 200
years.

While in the South of the Jutland Peninsula rather undecorated
pottery was longer in existence, in Northern Denmark distinc-
tively decorated pottery designated as Volling or Svaleklint can
be observed. Then the pottery which S. Miiller originally named
“first style” commences: the regional differentiation and many-
faceted distinction of small regional groups of the TRB North
Group. As of approximately 3800 BC the Oxie Group develops
with totally decorated vessels in Scania, the Danish Isles and the
eastern Jutland Peninsula. In contrast, pottery with a lack of deco-
ration characterizes Siggeneben Siid/Stengade in the south. The
Satrup Group with marked decorations follows so that even here
one soon has a group with pronounced décor.

Consequently, it becomes evident that until 3600 BC in all
regions of the TRB North Group, pottery decoration becomes

13



Fig. 6. The distribution of megaliths in northern Central Europe and
southern Scandinavia (FRITSCH et al. 2010a). Important sites men-
tioned in the article are marked. 1 Barkar, 2 Vroue Heide, 3 Bygholm,
4 Dragsholm, 5 Sarup, 6 Frilsegdrden, 7 Saxtorp, 8 Dagstorp, 9
Almbov, 10 Trolasten, 11 Tinnum, 12 Schwesing, 13 Biidelsdorf-Borg-
stedt, 14 Rastorf, 15 Flintbek, 16 Albersdorf-Dieksknill, 17 Albersdorf-
Brutkamp, 18 Oldenburg, 19 Wangels, 20 Bad Oldesloe-Wolken-
wehe, 21 Triwalk, 22 Ostorf, 23 Parchim-Liddigsee, 24 Flogeln, 25
Himmelpforten, 26 Hunte 1, 27 Kassel-Calden, 28 Liidelsen, 29
Hualdensleben, 30 Hundisburg-Olbetal, 31 Halle-Dilauer Heide.



established and differing regional decoration styles exist which
definitely served as a demarcation between groups. Interestingly,
a stronger standardization — the Fuchsberg style - can be noticed
in the whole western Baltic region not later than 3500 BC.

The TRB societies enter a “megalithic” phase. Dolmen were built
in all areas of the northern TRB Groups (Fig. 6). Of interest is
the simultaneous appearance of collared flasks in Brittany which
had a distribution area in the territory of the central and southern
TRB groups and existed here since at least 3800 BC (compare
KnoLL 1981; fig. 7). In Brittany they are known from lateral
passage graves and allées couvertes, i.e. from megalithic tombs,
which were erected beginning 3600 BC. It is highly likely that
they attest for contacts between the TRB region and Northwest
France. This in turn enables one to associate the emergence of
megalithic graves in North Central Europe and South Scandina-
via with the intersections which are documented in the material
culture. Recent studies of Lutz Klassen (Krassen/PETREQUIN/
Cassen 2011) point to the same direction, as he carves out a
connection berween the import of alpine jadeite axes and the

distribution of TRB “Urdolmen” via North West France.

From this point on the developments become multifaceted and
can be traced in numerous subgroups. In Northern Germany,
most parts of Jutland and the western Danish Isles, flasks with
elongated necks, Funnel Beakers with cylindric to conical rims
are found. Bowls are in many cases completely ornamented with
geometrical patterns, i.e. with bands of chevrons, ladder-like
vertical patterns, vertical stripe groups and plastic mouldings.
Collared flasks are now highly elaborated and clay plates are also
decorated. The new intensity of decoration and the more norma-
tive shapes of the vessels (also visible in the Virum style of Scania
and Zealand) clearly describe a tendency in ceramic development,
which is continued in the Middle Neolithic. Middle Neolithic
pottery is dated from 3300 cal BC — 2800 cal BC and linked to
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Fig. 7. The distribution of collared flasks indicate contact between
Brittany and TRB societies since 3600 BC (after KNOLL 1981, map 2;
graphic: Ines Reese).

the construction of megaliths until ca. 3100 cal BC and later the
change from TRB to Early Corded Ware designs. 5 phases could
be separated in the Northern group. The MNIa Troldjeberg- and
the MNIb Klintebakke-styles (ca. 3300-3100 cal BC) are again
highly decorated with patterns of ladders and bands of chevrons,
and complex alterations of different bands, lines and metopic pat-
terns. First drums and three-limbed pots appear.

The MN II Blandjeberg/Oldenburg style is represented by three-
limbed cups and jars, furthermore pedestalled bowls and deco-
rated clay discs. Ornamentation is fine, but not as dense on the
pot then it was in the MN 1. In the MN III-Bunds6 and the

16



MN IV-Lindo style this tendency continues: decoration patterns
are still complex, but simpler and mainly containing different
forms of triangles or simple chevron stitches. Pots are not any
longer as clear three-compartmented but more and more two-
compartmented.

The MN V-Store Valby style is again more or less distributed
equally in the whole area. Ceramic is much different now: undec-
orated thick-walled ton-like pots with only a few plastic applica-
tions and simple conical beakers are quite different from what was
known until now.

While Early Neolithic pottery indicates during many centuries a
regionalization of local and regional ceramic traditions, Middle
Neolithic pottery reflects an intensification in ornamentation and
thus a will to representative efforts (connected to pots), already
starting in the EN II (Fig. 8). Design of ornamentation and
shapes comes to a peak around 3100 cal BC, the time until which
megaliths were constructed. Afterwards again a diversification of
ceramic styles and a reduction in impressive design is detectable,
ending in a period of coarse and “ugly” ceramic.

This development which has primarily been examined here for
the regions of Southern Scandinavia and Schleswig-Holstein also
occurred in the other areas of the narrower TRB societies but
primarily under varied conditions. Thus, at the outset we can
observe the influences of the earlier neolithicized southern ter-
ritories. From Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania, for example,
we know of imports from the Linear Pottery Ceramic region in
quite early Mesolithic contexts (Krassen 2004; Hartz/LUBKE
2004), whereas further south in areas of Brandenburg LBK long
houses were erected without being able to assume a fully agrarian
lifestyle (Cziesra 2008). A multifaceted transition from agrarian
and non-agrarian groups should be recognized here and the role
of the late Oder Linear Pottery has not yet been clarified. All the
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Fig. 8. The development of different site categories and items during
TRB (after KLATT 2009, fig. 4; graphic: Ines Reese).

same, in the oldest sites with TRB pottery we find imports from
the south which point to the considerable influence of conti-
nental groups in the northern region (Krassen 2004; CzexaJ-
ZastawNY/KaBacinsk1/TERBERGER 2011). TRB pottery in the
proper sense is known here primarily later. Beginning approxi-
mately 4100 BC as well can it be found in the upper layers of
Endmesolithic sites, i.e. on the island of Riigen or in the Bay of
Wismar (JoNs/LUBKE/LUTH/TERBERGER 2009). We can finally
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recognize contacts to the densely populated Central German
region as of 3800 BC at the latest. Amphorae from Baalberge are
found in an early grave of the grave group of Ostorf, situated on
an island in the Lake of Schwerin, or also in the Uckermark group
with Baalberge pottery (LuBke/LUTH/TERBERGER 2009; PREUSS
1966). Still relatively unresolved is the development of the TRB
groups here in the northeast German region, which around 3500
BC finally follow the trend which we were able to describe for
the north group, i.e. in the newly trenched site at Triwalk all pot-
tery developments stand out which are so known from the north
(StAUDE forthcoming).

In northwestern Central Europe the development could have
taken a somewhat delayed course. If we observe the develop-
ment of pottery on the one hand, repeatedly pottery imports
and the transition to pottery production can be shown under
Mesolithic groups in Lower Saxony and the eastern Netherlands,
however an overall development to TRB pottery first commences
around 3600 BC parallel to the Northern Middle Neolithic: the
Funnel Beaker west group emerges (Louwe Koormans 1998;
RAEMAEKERS 1999; RAEMAEKERS/MOLTHOF/SMITS 2009; BAKKER
1999; 1979; BRINDLEY 1986. - GESCHWINDE/RAETZEL-FABIAN
2009). Being Tiefstich pottery it obviously underlies related
impulses which have been described here for the northern TRB,
i.e. a similar vessel development and a comparable development
of decoration patterns is discernible.

Quasi in the spatial triangle between the northern, western and
southern developments the Altmark group of Tiefstich pottery
is found (Preuss 1980; MULLER 2001; DemMNIck/Diers/Bork/
Frrrscu/MULLER 2008). Similar to Mecklenburg it involves an
area here that at least in parts of the Altmark had already experi-
enced neolithization through the influence of succeeding Linear
Pottery groups, but then apparently disappears again out of the
neolithized groups. We believe we are able to divide the pot-
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tery development of the Tiefstich pottery in the Altmark into
six phases which begins with the emergence of Funnel Beakers
around 3600 BC and then displays developments which finally
flow into the local Corded Ware Schénfeld group around 2800
BC (WETzEL 1979).

The implied pottery developments are embedded in the processes
which are observable in its vicinity. Michelsberg pottery which
develops beginning ca. 4300 BC becomes a determining element
to the west and to the southwest (JEUNESSE/LEFRANC/DENAIRE
2004). Numerous pottery forms can be discerned which, cer-
tainly from a typological standpoint, are in accordance with
the early TRB development, although they are flat-bottomed.
Additionally, the so-called tulip-beaker which ranks as the leading
form of Michelsberg pottery can be placed here. Michelsberg pot-
tery developed until ca. 3500 BC and had above all an essential
influence on South Central European groups, particularly on
the Wartberg which was adjacent to the TRB sphere. Further
to the southeast pottery groups from Southeast Central Europe
which can be identified as Late Lengyel become noticeable at the
time of the evolution of northern TRB pottery (Krassen 2004).
In the Central German or in the Oder region groups such as
the Gatersleben and the Jordansmiihl lead to new groups, for
example the Baalberge pottery (MULLER 2001). Stemming from
this dense context such correlations develop which we forma-
tively experience in Central Germany: the Baalberge-Salzmiinde-
Bernburg stylistic groups which fit into an autonomous TRB
development in the Central German region. Also in the east of
the region observed, the TRB East group and the Southeast group
can be regarded as the successor of the similar Lengyel groups
which pass through a comparable development (Fig. 9). To the
north and northeast a situation is known, where the TRB group
is adjacent to hunter-gatherer groups, which do not use pottery
or havent integrated pottery in their lifestyle. For example in
Central Sweden the situation existed in which pottery was first

20
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Fig. 9. The main area of early Funnel Beakers and the spatial dis-
tribution of Late Lengyel and Middle Michelsberg (graphic: Holger
Dieterich).

adopted only to be abandoned again as perceived in the case of
Pitted ware (MaLMER 2002; LarssoN 2006; HaLLGREN 2008).

The development of pottery delineates the emergence of
TRB pottery beginning in 4100 BC in a wide region between
Schleswig-Holstein and the veer of the Vistula estuary, after
which regional developments and proliferation to the north,
southeast and south follow. Middle and Late TRB pottery are to
be found closely related to monuments.
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MONUMENTS 1: CAUSEWAYED ENCLOSURES

To the most impressive monumental constructions of Neolithic
Europe belong ditch systems, or the so-called causewayed enclo-
sures (ANDERSEN 1997). Scattered all over Europe they are also to
be found in TRB regions. On the basis of typo-chronological and
radiometric datings we know by now that the typical enclosures
with earthen bridges, i.e. the causewayed enclosures, developed

® 4200-4000 cal BC
© 4000-3500 cal BC
® 3500-3300 cal BC
© 3300-3100 cal BC
® 3100-2800 cal BC

Fig. 10. Distribution and dating of causewayed enclosures (afier
MULLER 2010a; graphic: Holger Dieterich).
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first in the Paris Basin and can be viewed there in connection
with the late Chasséen and the early Michelsberg. In general,
Michelsberg can be described as a society, in which the construc-
tion of grave fields (as in Southeast Europe) or megalithic tombs
(as in Western Europe and later in Northern Europe) played no
role (Jeunesse 2010). Instead, one can associate Michelsberg
with the described ditch systems, which appear in very divergent
sizes. These ditch systems originate evidently at some time at first
in the west of the Michelsberg distribution and spread then to
the eastern distribution areas of the Michelsberg societies. Figure
10 shows this trend and also for the Central German region
(Baalberge) the acquisition of the idea of building ditch systems at
the latest beginning around 3800 BC. Consequently, we observe
a large territory during the entire 4™ millennium in which such
ditch systems appear in most different forms — after the idea of
building them was adopted in a west to east movement like a
“weather front”.

The emergence of causewayed enclosures stands for societal trans-
formations. Investigations of most ditch systems have shown
that with adequate excavation techniques we are dealing with a
succession of elongated single pits that were possibly dug collec-
tively by individual small groups like families (Fig. 11). In some
well-documented cases it is evident that either complete human
skeletons or rather human bones found their way into the graves
and thereby also apparently played a specific role in the passage
rites to death.

While no causewayed enclosures are known in the western, south-
eastern and eastern TRB group until now, corresponding enclo-
sures are known in the Middle Elbe-Saale region as well as in
eastern Lower Saxony in connection with Michelsberg or Baal-
berg pottery, then however with a certain temporal and spatial
gap in the TRB North group: first from 3600 BC at the carliest
16 enclosures can be located here (Kratt 2009). Biidelsdorf in
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field survey
F M excavation

Fig. 11. The causewayed enclosure Alberdsorf-Dieksknill and the
profile of a ditch with signs of re-cuttings and in-fillings (after Hauke
Dibbern/Franziska Hage; DIBBERN/HAGE 2010).
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Schleswig-Holstein (Fig. 12) and Sarup on Fune belong to the
carliest excavated enclosures here (ANDERSEN 1997). For the
latter facility Niels Andersen was not only able to work out two
different phases with a larger and a downscaled enclosure at the
end of the development, rather also able to clarify the function of
the construction. Again we are dealing with elongated pits which,
in connection with a complex palisade system and depositions of

excavation trenches
modern buildings
reconstruction of palisade
palisade

ditch

stones

fireplaces

pits

post holes

houses 0
other features

Hoeel~HE L[

Fig. 12. The causewayed enclosure Biidelsdorf (after Hauke Dibbern/
Franziska Hage).
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artifacts, served ritual purposes. Burying and renewed digging in
the ditches played an important role in this context which could
be followed across a number of phases and also played a role in
the pits within the interior of the enclosure.

The facility Albersdorf-Dieksknéll is a newly excavated ditch
system which uncloses a similar picture (DiBBERN/HAGE 2010).
On a spur-like setting protruding into a wetland area, pit ditches
were dug whose earthen bridges were connected in the sphere of
a supposed entranceway through a further deep, crosswise-placed
pit. The excavation results show that the inside of the causewayed
enclosure is virtually free of findings and structures, what, accord-
ing to pedological information, can in no way be attributed to
erosion. A palisade, which is continuous even in the area of the
openings, can be found within the enclosure. It either became a
victim of a fire or was purposefully set on fire around ca. 3500
BC. The actual ditches can be placed according to radiometric
datings and the few archeological finds within the time span of ca.
3650 and 3300 BC. 8 burying and renewed digging phases can
be reconstructed for this period. Accordingly, in approximately
every second generation such processes were carried out on the
ditch system. In light of the assumed settlement pattern in single
farmyard compounds or at the most small hamlets (see below) we
assume that at intervals farmyard inhabitants convened in order
to reassure their cooperation at particular celebrations (Fig. 13).

I % A

Fig. 13. The deliberate breaking and deposition of one pot in the
ditches of the causewayed enclosure Albersdorf-Dieksknill (after
Hauke Dibbern/Franziska Hage).
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In detail these celebrations were associated with the demolition of
vessels (perhaps libation) and their placement in pits. One such
vessel, for example, is broken and deposited in both parts of the
northern and southern head ends of the ditch, whereby the 2m
deep pit was omitted. Due to its heavy wood posts it was obvi-
ously covered up in a tent-like fashion and was reserved for other
special purposes, still connected to re-cuttings and in-fillings.
The activities which we attribute to the ditch system correspond
surely to temporary gatherings. The quantity of archeological
finds is absolutely meager and cannot be compared to that what
we know from domestic sites. The deposition of clay dishes and
Funnel Beakers verify from my point of view that only temporal
activities (e.g. feastings) took place here. The archaeobotanical
results show that above all gathered and not cultivated plants
played a role in these rituals comparable to the evidence from
burial sites (Fig. 14). Furthermore, it is interesting that the pits
were repeatedly dug out perhaps until a time around 3300 BC.
However, afterwards a phase began in which the ritual was no
longer maintained. The renewed pit diggings around 2800 BC
verify however, that knowledge of the assumed activities was still
present over the centuries and here at the end of the TRB societies
and the beginning of the development of Single Grave societies
was shortly practiced once again.

Taking the causewayed enclosure Alberdorf-Dieksknéll as an
example for ritual gatherings which primarily took place among
neighboring communities including “strange” activities within
the palisade and pit ditch area in the phase between 3600 and
3300 BC, we can compare it to other causewayed enclosures
where productive activities took place in connection with the
ditch systems. The production of adzes directly on-site next to the
pits at Sarup, Biidelsdorf and also in Rastorf can be mentioned
here (ANDERSEN 1997; HassmanNN 2000; Sterrens 2009). In
Rastorf, for example, the production led to the development of
a 40cm thick “occupation layer”. The production of flint adzes
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Middle Neolithic Hordeum wuigare var. wigare Cerealia indeterminata
Albersdorf-Brutkamp LA 5:
tomb

n=77

Indeterminata

Tilia, immature

Lapsana communis

Polygonum persicaria/lapathifolium Corylus avellana

Galium aparine
Rubus idaeus
Rubus sp.

Late Neolithic Hordeum vulgare Cerealia indeterminata
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Fig. 14. The differences in plant deposition between megaliths (Brut-
kamp) and domestic sites (Rasdorf) (after KIRLEIS/KLOOSS submitted,
fig. 2; graphic: Wiebke Kirleis).



within the enclosures is conceivably integrated into distribution
mechanisms of flint planks which were traded as valuable goods
across the entire territory and were distributed from the west
to the east coast. It can surely have occurred at different ditch
systems that ritual activities were interconnected with productive
“economical” processes.

At least in the area of the TRB Northern Group causewayed
enclosures are always accompanied by other monuments: the
megalithic tombs. It is therefore intensively documented for
Sarup that in the area of the fjord-like bay ca. 110 megalithic
tombs can be found near to the enclosure (ANDERSEN 2008). In
Albersdorf-Dicksknsll groups of megalithic tombs can also be
found near the enclosure and in Biidelsdorf a group of megalithic
tombs is closely connected to the enclosure. In fact, the analyses
in Albersdorf and in Biidelsdorf have shown that the construc-
tion of the first megalithic tombs took place simultaneously to
the construction of the ditch system. The extended dolmen in
Albersdorf-Brutkamp was constructed around 3650 BC as well,
which exhibits in turn an occupancy history that suggests the use
of the landmark over many centuries. Also in the case of Borgstedt
near Biidelsdorf it is clear that the facility of the megalithic tombs
which proceed in a radial form toward the ditch system was used
at the same time as the ditch system. Rastorf belongs to one of the
few cases for which causewayed enclosure as well as a settlement
and megalithic tombs are substantiated. The megalithic tombs are
situated near the settlement, not near the causewayed enclosure.
The role of causewayed enclosures in the northern area of TRB
appears quite clear: they constitute ritual foci in spatial planning
which embraces local entities of the area at temporary gatherings
after an opening of the landscape.

Causewayed enclosures must not always have the same function.

A glance at the Brunswick Land suggests that the frequency of
ditch systems plays a very different role in this area located in
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geomagnetic
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Fig. 15. The causewayed enclosure Hundisburg-Olbetal with a sec-
tion of the outer ditch-system (after Matthias Lindemann/Christoph
Rinne; FRITSCH et al. 2010b).

the northwestern edge of the densely populated Central German
region (GESCHWINDE/RAETZEL-FaBIAN 2009). But also new
excavations on the southern edge of the TRB domain show
how ditch systems can also function differently (Fritscu/Lin-
DEMANN/MULLER/RINNE 2010 (in print)). At the enclosure of
Hundisburg-Olbetal the depth of the V-shaped ditches increases
as one proceeds from inside to outside. This is ideally playing a
fortificational role in order to delimit the internal area (Fig. 15).
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In contrast to Dieksknéll this causewayed enclosure is filled inside
with numerous concurrent pits so that they do not feature any re-
cuttings or in-fillings and are quite clearly settlement remnants.
Respectively, we are dealing here with a fortified settlement of
the southern TRB group. This causewayed enclosure also is con-
nected to megalithic tombs — the megalithic tomb graveyard of
Haldensleben with probably 90 megalithic tombs. The division
of the loess zone of the south and the northern moraine landscape
occurs here, as well as the division of Tiefstich and Bernburg
styles and most likely also different modes of spatial planning. A
contrast is surely evident in a southern direction in that, for exam-
ple, in Halle-Délauer Heide massed V-shaped ditches appear
there in the enclosure where the terrain is rather flat (BEHRENS/
ScHROTER 1980).

MONUMENTS 2: MEGALITHS

The construction of causewayed enclosures within the TRB North
group is attended by the construction of megaliths. As has already
been stated at the very beginning a mass of megalithic tombs
must have been built in Northern Europe and Southern Scandi-
navia. It is a rather simple concept to collect matching boulders
to form a corridor covered with a capstone and - in contrast to
the earlier stone cists - to leave an access open and thus form
a chamber which may be reentered recurrently. In the North-
ern European and Southern Scandinavian area we find dolmen
and passage graves: simple (“Ur-")dolmen with closely arranged
upright slabstones and a flat capstone (Fig. 16), extended dolmen
with two or three case bays of opposing orthostats and an axial,
sometimes slanting marked access (Fig. 17), and finally passage
graves featuring passages of different lengths and an entrance
which is placed either along one side of a polygonal chamber
or — when dealing with an oval or rectangular chamber — aligned
laterally (Fig. 18). Since the Kraggewdilbe remains unknown in

31



Fig. 16. Neolithic grave forms on the North Frisian Islands: Non-
megalithic and megalithic sites (compare HINRICHSEN 2006, Plates 9
— 10 and KOSSIAN 2005, Plate 157, 40 and Plate 160, 245). 1 Tinnum-
LA 37; 2 Morsum-LA 2; 3 Utersum LA-19; 4 Sylt-Ost-Keitum LA-70;
s Kampen LA-180; 6 Kampen LA-2; 7 Wenningstedt-Denhoog LA
8s. For Morsum 3 flat graves with furnishings are marked. The
part of the flat grave cemetery was preserved under a burial mound
(MULLER 20106, fig. 4).
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Fig. 17. The elongated dolmen of Liidelsen 3 (DEMNICK et al. 2008;
graphic: Denis Demnick).

the continental North, the span of the chambers is limited due
to the technical obstacles to deal with and the static qualities of
the stone material. In order to gain space, it is necessary to either
create a more oblong shape from the start or to later add lateral
cubicles to the chamber. Thus the typological sequence of the
Northern Central European-Southern Scandinavian megaliths
might be explained in the following way: small dolmen give
way to extended dolmen and to those with a marked access, and
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Fig. 18. The long barrow and passage grave of Liidelsen 6 with
the density of pottery distribution (Denis Demnick; graphic: Denis
Demnick).

finally we find passage graves with passages of varying lengths and
large chambers. Within the West group of the TRB phenomenon
the elongation of the chamber is most impressively documented
by the chamber type Wechte, whereas the Limfjord region and
northwestern Zealand feature other characteristics of enlarging
the chambers such as two graves in one mound or lateral cubicles,
features we only encounter there, at least when considering the
TRB area.

The construction of a megalith, which solely relies on slabstones
and dry masonry walls, needs a supportive mound which may
also serve as a ramp during the building process. Megaliths might
be found in rectangular, oblong or trapezoidal barrows, in round
barrows, sometimes even in square barrows. They often comprise
different construction phases or further mounds.

Apart from the burial rite which is surely connected to related
transitory/transitional rites, we find a multitude of constructional
changes or manipulations at a megalithic grave. The recently
excavated and rather simple large dolmen of Liidelsen 3, situated
in the Altmark, might serve as a good example (DEMNICK et al.
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2008). The excavation revealed that around 3650 BC a clearing
was created in which the megalithic tomb was built (Fig. 17;
19-20). The surrounding area revealed a few extraction pits and
the slabstones were arranged to form a chamber with three bays
and an axial side entrance. The spaces between the orthostats were
filled with dry masonry walls. Even at that time, a flat entrance
pit, which contained several sherds of smashed Funnel Beakers,
was placed directly in front of the entrance and the grave itself
already held the first burials together with three Funnel Beakers
ornamented with cannelures. Meanwhile, the pits from which the
mound soil was taken, were filled with fluvial sediments carried
from at least as far away as 250m from the nearby valley of the
Hartau. The entrance pit was partially covered by the external
stone kerb (with a diameter of 9.6m) that also delineates the
outer boundary of the mound. The existence of pottery from the
phase Haldensleben 2 found in the chamber itself, around the
entrance, as well as in the excavation trenches of the outer stone
kerb, reveals that further actions and burials had to have taken
place. We see these finds as ritual depositions and manipulations
at the mound, while of the stone construction only the capstone
and entrance were visible.

The pottery of the Globular Amphora must have been deposited
around 3000 BC in the upper part of the chamber and around the
menhir, which had been erected near the entrance to the cham-
ber. These finds point to a particularly high intensity of activities
near the grave. All this took place when the grave had already
been largely covered by trees, a process which must have already
started shortly after the construction of the megalith. Thus the
grave has been intentionally kept from any economic activity
whatsoever, a characteristic which can also be ascribed to the four
other graves near Liidelsen. We find the nearest settlements at the
above mentioned Hartau and near the forest mire of Betzendorf,
where the settlement of Tangeln has left but little trace of any
settlement activity. A palynological analysis reveals an opening of
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the landscape in the surroundings of the TRB settlements and an
increase in the founding of settlements during the phase of the
Single Grave culture. At Liidelsen 3, which has remained largely
untouched after 3000 BC, the Single Grave culture has also left
its mark around 2400 BC, when an individual lying in the right
crouched position was buried there. This process might be con-
nected to a second aggradation of the mound: Above layers that
still contained TRB sherds, which could be refitted to those of the
chamber and which must have been cleared out of the grave, a
mound with a diameter of 30 m was built, thus camouflaging the
megalithic tomb as a plain Single Grave mound. Apart from the
use of the mound as a landmark in Late Bronze Age we cannot
account for any further manipulations around the megalithic
tomb of Liidelsen 3.

However, other monuments were manipulated in a similar way:
At the above mentioned Rastorf area one megalith, for example,
features a secondary grave chamber and a mound with a diameter
of around 10 m, which had been built above a few flat graves, and
by adding a partial extension created an oval mound already at the
end of the Early Neolithic (STerrens 2009). This process took
place as several other flat graves appeared around the megalithic
tomb, until finally the whole mound had been turned into a long
barrow with a facade made up of a dry stone wall. As before, we
can make out two construction phases. In Rastorf a fairly aver-
age sized megalithic tomb had thus been turned into a far larger
monument. A certain significance may be ascribed to the integra-
tion of single graves into the mound.

The megalithic site of Flintbek shows a similar development
(Miscuka 2010). Especially the long barrow LA3 consists of a
line of several non-megalithic grave mounds turned into a long
barrow with dolmens inside (Fig. 21). Similar to the develop-
ment in Barkaer, Northeast Jutland (LivErsaGe 1992) we seem
to observe a change from simple wooden constructions to simple
dolmen. According to the very accurate radiometric dating
method this transition took place at around 3500 BC.
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Fig. 21. Flintbek LA 3 Excavation plan with different features sepa-
rated by colors.

In the northeastern part the famous cart tracks, now AMS-dated to
3460-3385 cal BC are leading towards Dolmen IV (after MISCHKA
2010, fig. 3; graphic Holger Dieterich).

The history of the megalithic tombs takes on various forms and
so we may find that at Liidelsen 6, situated very near Liidelsen 3
-as in Flintbek- at least one non-megalithic grave has been trans-
formed into a megalithic construction featuring a rectangular
long barrow front and a passage grave. The excavation of the long
barrow could not yet confirm that the interpretation as a grave is
correct, but the construction itself dates back to around 3700 BC
according to radiometric dating, whereas the passage grave has
been built around 3300 BC. We know for certain that at least two
non-megalithic mound phases had existed before the first manip-
ulations took place and before — finally - the megalithic part was
integrated. In contrast to the fairly small amount of ceramic finds
uncovered at the entrance of the dolmen of Liidelsen 3, a lot of
sherds and other finds were found at Liidelsen 6, pointing to an
intentional “smashing” of the items at the side of the entrance.
These actions can be interpreted as ritual offerings accompanying
the worship of ancestors. There seems to be a striking difference
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between megaliths that were frequently revisited and formed cen-
tral places with a high amount of vessel finds in front of or near
the entrance and those with only few such finds. At Liidelsen 6
we see the end of these activities, when the dry stone wall filling
between the slab stones was literally ripped out, maybe in connec-
tion with the appearance of pottery from the Globular Amphora
culture found here.

Related activities at the end of the TRB culture and in the
following Neolithic stages might be found at other grave sites
as well. The extended dolmen of Albersdorf-Brutkamp, around
3km away from the above described ditch system is a good
example (DiBBERN/HAGE 2010): Excavations near the entrance
revealed that the monument was built around the same time as
the causewayed enclosure was constructed. The grave was used
until approx. 3100 BC and destroyed around 2300 BC during
the phase of the Late Neolithic 1: a cup marked stone which
originally formed the lid of the entrance was taken down and the
whole chamber was cleared out.

It is quite difficult to decipher the role the Single Grave culture
or the Late Neolithic may have played in relation to the second-
ary utilisation or destruction of enclosure and tomb. We have
already stated that the ditches of the causewayed enclosures of
Albersdorf-Dieksknoll, as well as of the enclosure of the Wartberg
group of Kassel-Calden (RaeTzEL-FaBIAN 2000) and of other
such facilities have been put to secondary use thus pointing to
a conservation of knowledge over a long period of time. On the
other hand, there are other causewayed enclosures with no trace
of a comparable secondary use during the Younger Neolithic,
such as Rastorf and Sarup. However, at Sarup the enclosure was
used again during the Late Neolithic (ANDERSEN 2008), a fact
that could not be confirmed for any other such site.

This mosaic of various examples for the handling of TRB monu-
ments mirrors the whole picture: Between the Altmark that rep-
resents the southern distribution of the Tiefstich pottery and
the Limfjord to the North, a lot of megalithic tombs contain
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secondary burials of the Single Grave culture, mostly dating later
than 2400 BC. In Northern Jutland we observe the appearance
of stone cists during the phase of the Single Grave culture that
obviously derives from a megalithic tradition and even leads to
the construction of probably single, new chambers and thus to
the construction of new megaliths (HuBNER 2005). Here, as is
the case for almost all of the areas of the Single Grave culture, the

KE @ megalithic tombs
O cairns
@ early single graves

- area of high density
of megalithic tombs

Fig. 22. The area of highest densities of megalithic tombs (after
FURHOLT 2011).
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mass of single graves was placed - besides the secondary burials
in megalithic tombs - under a simple earthen mound. In Zealand
however, the burials of this time were exclusively placed as sec-
ondary burials within megalithic graves (Fig. 22). Martin Furholt
pointed out that the eatly forms of the Single Grave culture clus-
ter around a “megalithic heartland” to the North and do not give
way to the new Zeitgeist until later (Furnorr 2011). There seems
yet to be a lot to uncover before one is fully able to understand the
societal metamorphosis at the end of the TRB culture and during
the 3™ millennium BC.

I would like to emphasize that only by looking at the architec-
ture we are able to trace different regions in the Western Baltic
that might be considered core regions of the TRB development.
Besides the obvious demographic hotspots, such as the Oldenburg
Graben, eastern Holstein or southwestern Fune, there are densely
populated areas in which “wealth and power” are expressed by a
special type of architecture. The above mentioned double cham-
bers of passage graves or passage graves with lateral cubicles seem
to be limited to the region of the Limfjord and north western
Zealand (MipGLey 1992). The exploitation of flint might be
seen as material base for this area. It seems conspicuous that the
following periods during the Younger and Late Neolithic are also
set apart by an — at least — architectural specialty which might be
interpreted as a similar indicator of might or power.

However, in southern Scandinavia we observe considerably differ-
ent developments during the Late Neolithic. In southern Sweden
the Late Neolithic groups adopt the tradition of building mega-
lithic graves and by creating a new kind of grave — the gallery
grave — mark the Landnahme (“land-taking”) of the inland. The
handling of the megalithic remnants here therefore seems similar
to that of the Limfjord area, whereas in other regions — as for
example in western Holstein — the people of the Late Neolithic
were mainly destroying megalithic tombs. These opposing atti-
tudes within the same period of time subsumed under just one
term have to be examined more closely in the future.
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Until now, we have mainly focused on the architecture of mega-
liths. As for the finds, there is no case where it is possible to
ascribe a grave good to an individual, partially because of the
bad preservation conditions due to - among other things - acid
soils. We see different forms of depositions in or in front of the
grave chamber as part of the burial rite. Some megaliths display
a rather sparse spectrum of finds, whereas other megaliths hold
an immense number of, for example, vessels deposited near the
entrance. Liidelsen 3, with few finds, held no more than 6 vessels
and three flint blades, whereas in Liidelsen 6 a count of around
50 partially deposited vessels has been reached to date, and that
only at the entrance. There are other southern Scandinavian
examples for this tradition such as Trollasten dolmen in Scania
(MaLMER 2002) and graves in northwestern central Europe, but
there the sherds were not found primarily at the entrance but in
the grave chamber. Apart from this phenomenon, we may also
encounter the whole inventory of the TRB development that has
survived in the ground, namely flint artifacts, adzes and amber
finds. There is evidence of artifacts which were produced with the
sole intention of giving them to the dead. The thick butted flint
axes in northern Frisian graves are always longer than 18 cm in
contrast to the actual tools showing traces of edging or use wear
(HinricHSEN 2006).

Therefore we are able to discern between graves which have obvi-
ously had a long tradition of being a focal point for deposition
rites, maybe even for the duration of several generations, and
those which had a rather low significance after the actual burial
had taken place. Ritual foci emerge that are often placed in the
center of a regional cluster of megalithic graves. They emphasize
the high effort which has been invested within a small region or
even at a single place, setting them apart from places where only
few megaliths were found, even though the preservation condi-
tions were the same.

The acid soils and the poorly preserved bone remains do not
allow for the exact reconstruction of the burial rites at megalithic
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sites. In many cases the better preserved bones often belong not
to the TRB culture, but to the Late Neolithic (compare e.g.
ANDERSEN 2008). Therefore, considerations of probable ritual
scenarios often preyed on analogies taken from southern realms.
Boulders are mainly limited to the southernmost spread of the last
ice age glaciers and for lack of other construction materials the
people living to the south of this boundary followed the idea of a
collective burial rite by building chambered graves made of stone
or wood. Furthermore, we know gallery graves from the northern
part of the Central Lower Mountain Range which might also be
considered a parallel to the megaliths of Northern Europe, even
though their conception is based on a totally different approach
(GUNTHER 1997; D. RaETZEL-FaBIAN 2000; Hinz 2007). These
graves hold up to 300 individuals, some of them disarticulated
at random whereas later ones are often more “in order”. The
anthropological analysis of the skeletal remains of Odagsen sug-
gests that the way the bones are found is consistent with “normal”
decomposition processes (GRUPE 1989), so we may also assume
a deposition and clearing away of skeletal remains. The collective
burials were therefore not depositions of disarticulated bones
or only partial burials, the skeletons were usually deposited as a
whole. As long as we do not have similar analyses in a megalithic
grave, we must be careful with the assumption that only partial
burials found their way into the chamber. This is also the case for
the northeastern German megalithic tombs. Some are character-
ized by a compartmentalization of the chamber (ScrHuLDT 1972).
The accumulation of bones in these separations has often led to
the conclusion that the individuals were only partially buried
there. The trait of dividing the chambers links the northeast of
Germany to Scania.

In contrast to the Northern Central European and Danish areas
the preservation of bones of TRB origin in some sites of southern
and Central Sweden is considerably better and therefore enables
us to reconstruct the burial rite of the passage graves. An exam-
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ple is foremost the passage grave at Frilsegdrden in Falbygden
(SyoGren 2010). Like others, the grave evidences the burying of
individuals as a whole (Fig. 23). Isotope analyses in Falbygden
lead to the discovery that the buried individuals came from the
surrounding region. The animal bones, however, show that the
different animals came from areas farther away. On the whole,
we might state that the graves of the TRB North group hold
full-body burials which were kept untouched if they lay in a less
frequented tomb or gave way to later burials and were put to the
side if they lay in one of the greater, central tombs.

Individuals
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Fig. 23. Some of the articulated burials ar the Friilsegirden passage
grave (after SJOGREN 2010, fig. 14).

45



NON-MEGALITHS

However, describing the TRB burial rite as full-body collective
burial does not account for the multifarious burial ceremonies
known from the TRB area. During the whole TRB age the people
were buried in flat graves which were either situated alone or clus-
tered in small groups or even small grave fields (Kossian 2005)
(comp. Fig. 16). The custom of burying in flat graves might have
derived from the Ertebélle age, but at the end of the Mesolithic
we observe a nearly total lack of flat graves, so we do not have a
direct link to the neolithic flat graves at least in the northern part
of the TRB area. The flat grave of the southern TRB society may
of course stem from the Late Lengyel tradition where flat graves
remain common throughout the whole time. The Michelsberg
societies to the west, however, do not know extra-mural flat
graves.

TRB flat graves outside the settlements are rare during the start
of the Early Neolithic (4100-3800 calBC, partially until 3500
calBC). The whole TRB North group features less than 10 burials
which date to the Early Neolithic, for example the burial of Drag-
sholm of an around 20 year old male interred with a very early
ceramic, lying in a straight position on his back (Fig. 24). The
number of single burials then increases during Early Neolithic II.
They are often placed in grave groups with the usual furnishing
of grave goods, such as for example one vessel and a flint axe or
the like. Rastorf and also Vroue Heide are excellent examples for
flat graves connected to megalithic tombs: They prove that single
burials may have been placed outside the chambers (STEFFENS
2009; JORGENSEN 1977). The inventory of a flat grave could be
as rich as the effort of construction could be high. The grave type
Konsens Hgj features two thick oak beams and an oblong stone
packing between them, meaning that a certain trouble had been
taken to create this burial, not to mention the construction of
open temple-like deposition areas. They were built out of wood
and were aligned to two pairs of such burials. The finds of a
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Fig. 24. Dragsholm,
grave II. — Scale 1:10.
(after BRINCH PETERSEN/
EGEBERG 2009, fig. 3).
One of the earliest TRB
single burials recorded
Jfrom Zealand.
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golden ring in Schwesing, Holstein and Himmelpforten also
prove the relevance of single flat graves within the TRB develop-
ment.

Ostorf is another fine example for a typical TRB cemetery, this
time on an island in the lake of Schwerin. The cemetery was used
during the phases MN II/III-IV which has been evidenced by
14C_dates from animal bones (mostly dating to 3100 until 2900
BC). Men on this grave field are distinctly marked as ,hunter®
or ,warrior, as is also known in a more gradual form from other
cemeteries between FElbe and Oder (LUBKE et al. 2009; MEYER
2009).

The description has thus far dealt with the TRB North and West
groups but applies in a similar way to the South group of Central
Germany and the eastern group in Poland (Ko$ko/SzmyT 2009).
We frequently see flat graves, in Central Germany often single
graves, beneath round barrows, which are also characteristic for
the remaining TRB regions. Besides the common flat graves and
the megalithic tombs, another category of graves can therefore be
named: non-megalithic round or long barrows.

Non-megalithic long barrows are a phenomenon closely con-
nected to the heartland of the TRB as well as to the wider sphere
(MaDSEN 1979; MIDGLEY 1985; MIDGLEY 2005). They are often
earlier than the megalithic phenomenon throughout Northern
Central Europe and Southern Scandinavia and may have been
used for a very long period of time. The long barrows often
are single burials furnished with flint axes and TRB vessels. We
know different categories and the most famous examples are
the Kujavian graves of the Sarnowo type: they are trapezoidal
to triangular barrows whose longitudinal axis radially points to
some important landmark. They usually hold the burial of an
older male. Aerial photography and recent excavations allowed
for the extension of the distribution of long barrows: They do
not only exist in Southern Scandinavia, but may also be found
in Northern Central Europe and Central Germany, some are
even known from Southwest Germany (which has already been
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discussed among researchers for a long time) and on the British
Isles. The long barrows of the Passy type in the Paris basin date
much earlier and thus the distribution of long barrows of the
TRB time ranges from southern England to southern Scandina-
via, from north-eastern Germany to eastern Germany, and Great
and Little Poland.

It is important to state that the construction of long barrows
dates back to as early as 3800 BC and that neither the megalithic
tombs nor the causewayed enclosures are the oldest relics of the
TRB development.

There is no evidence to link the long barrows of the Passy type to
the later TRB long barrows. Therefore we have to deal with non-
megalithic long barrows that appear to have been - if the excava-
tion data is sufficient — multi-phase places where a variety of ritual
sequences took place. In Bygholm, for example, a palisade had
been erected on the short side with various pits containing bone
depositions. We also observe wooden mound kerbs, the burial
itself and finally the whole structure was covered by earth. In later
times the long barrows seem to serve as burial sites with a richer
inventory, as we see in Syle-Tinnum (HinricHSEN 20006). Also
there are several cases where single mounds were integrated into
one long barrow as in Flintbek (Miscuka 2010). Non-megalithic
round barrows may be explained in a similar way, they mark indi-
vidual burials in the landscape.

The similarity between the long barrows of Britain and those of
southern Scandinavia - both appearing at around 3800 BC - was
always very obvious and has been discussed fairly early (MADSEN
1979). The extreme resemblance of these structures will not be
part of our discussion but it is all the same very surprising that
there should be only sparse evidence of any exchange of material
culture whatsoever. The flint adzes from the TRB age identified
within the realm of the definite British long barrows might be an
exception to this (WALKER 2010). The confirmation of this con-
formity could evidence relations surpassing the ritual similarities.
The actual exchange could only have taken place along the coastal
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lines, namely the coast of the North sea crossing the Thames cor-
ridor, but surprisingly just there — between Calais and Hamburg
— not one non-megalithic long barrow has been discovered so far.
Many researchers favored and still favor the explanation that long
barrows are stemming from the long houses of the Linear Pottery
and their successors. This might be an option when considering
the long barrows of Passy, but as for the long barrows of the type
Sarnowo or the very early barrow of Bygholm, not to mention the
late Tinnum, the chronological gap is far too wide.

But there is another possible explanation: the use of Endmeso-
lithic shell middens remains common during the Early Neolithic
but then ceases at the time the long barrows appear and mark the
societal turn to TRB monuments. Since shell middens had served
as burial sites all along, the step to constructing a long barrow
does not seem so far.

In conclusion we could demonstrate that the TRB societies not
only featured rich ceramic inventories, they also displayed a great
variety of monumental ensembles and burial sites, all of which
lay outside the settlements. But in the following we will see that
burials may also be found within a settlement.

DOMESTIC SITES, DEPOSITIONS AND THE ORGANI-
ZATION OF SPACE

For a long time, not knowing what the TRB settlements of north-
ern central Europe and southern Scandinavia may have looked
like, remained one of the most prominent problems in research
history. Very few ground plans of houses and settlement pits were
known and could give us an idea of the general outline of housing
habits. The validity of such finds for the whole of the TRB sphere
stayed questionable. But during the last two decades, great linear
construction projects, as well as large excavations provided us
with knowledge about further TRB settlements. Nowadays we are
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Fig. 25. The EN II house of Rastorf (after BROZIO 2011). Both the
arable land, as well as the house with a burial are visible.

aware of at least around 200 ground plans of houses allowing us
to paint a fairly accurate picture of what living looked like. Some
local studies concentrating on the distribution of sites give us an
idea on which principals the TRB societies acted when organizing
their environment and social space.

With regard to houses and huts (Fig. 25) distinct patterns through
time and space of the TRB phenomenon can be identified
(ArRTURSSON/LINDEROTH/NILSSON/SVENSSON 2003): Not taking
into account local or functional variations, the master plan of
the TRB house shows a two-naved rectangular (type Limesgard/
Dagstorp 2) or slightly rounded ground plan (type Mossby),
the latter of which seems to belong to the Early and beginning
Middle Neolithic. The type Dagstorp predominates during the
Younger Early Neolithic and the Middle Neolithic. The houses
are usually between 4 and 7 m wide and range from 8 to 20 m in
length. The outer walls are made up of closely spaced planks or
wattle-and-daub walls. The interior did not have separate rooms.
All TRB stages also feature round huts.

A particularly well-excavated site is Dagstorp in Scania (Fig. 26)
where various forms of houses and huts could be documented
(ANDERSSON 2004). We observe large houses in the Early Neo-
lithic 1 and smaller houses and huts from the Early Neolithic 2
until the Middle Neolithic I which are partially aligned. Cultural
soil layers were — not unlike on sites of the Linear pottery —
uncovered in front of the houses outlining the former courtyard
of the farm. The ceramic remains make it possible to determine
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Fig. 26. The settlement of Dagstorp 19, Scania (after ANDERSSON
2004). Beside houses a cultural layer exists.

that in Dagstorp 19 two houses co-existed at any given time, so
it must have been a single farmyard. The entrances to the house
were most probably placed on one or both long sides and usu-
ally there were no separate rooms, whereas the house of Flogeln
gives evidence that separations did exist: it features a division
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into two rooms. At the site of Saxtorp 23 burials were discovered
approximately 100 m away from the houses and huts. Very often
the floor of a TRB house was pitted, a property described by
the term ,sunken floors” that was introduced by Scandinavian
research. These pits could have been used as fire and work place
thus providing the inhabitants with a certain functional division
inside the house.

Crucial discoveries about TRB housing mainly came from
Sweden during the last decade, but most recently this information
could be supplemented by research in the more southern areas.
In Wolkenwehe, situated in the Trave valley in East Holstein,
several small rectangular houses with rounded corners could be
reconstructed (Brozio 2010; 2011) (Fig. 27). The overlapping
of some of the post-holes suggests that no more than three houses
existed simultaneously. The re-examination of the Hunte village
of Hunte 1 by Kossian (Kossian 2007) shows further examples
of equally sized houses which date from the transition Middle to
Younger Neolithic. Furthermore the site Rastorf in East Holstein
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Fig. 27. The reconstruction of houses in Bad Oldesloe-Wolkenwehe
(after BROZIO 2011). Probably 2-3 houses existed contemporarily.
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features a house of the type Dagstorp in front of which lay pits, a
burial and plough marks: (Fig. 25) a classical example of a single
farmstead with associated fields (STEFFENS 2009).

The general setting of TRB settlements during the 4th millen-
nium therefore seems to comprise single farmsteads or small
hamlets. The occasional two or three neighboring farms seem to
always have kept a certain distance from one another.

If we look more closely at two of the settlements, the interpreta-
tion of the uncovered features become more complex and we have
to concede that the only explanation lies in the reconstruction of
spatial concepts on a local scale.

Looking at Bad Oldesloe-Wolkenwehe we observe an insular
situation within a wetland area (Miscuka/DORFLER/GROOTES/
Heinrica/MULLER/NELLE 2003/2004 (2007)). The settlement
is placed more or less directly in the former middle-Trave low-
land. The palynological and sedimentological analyses show
that the settlement must have been deserted during the winter
and spring floods. The activities of the settlement seem to have
evolved around the production of flint tools including adzes.
There is no trace of any agricultural activity, whereas the slaughter
of domestic and wild mammals is accounted for in various areas
of the settlement. A patchy ditch system and high charcoal quan-
tities cannot be explained but may reflect some special local pro-
duction. Maybe these finds are associated with the exploitation of
the nearby saline springs and thereby with a form of salt produc-
tion, even though there is no archaeological evidence to prove it.
Opverall, Wolkenwehe seemed to be a very special kind of settle-
ment in the wetland, closely linked to permanent settlements in
the vicinity. The distribution of find places in the Middle Trave
Valley reveals a specific pattern: we see the megalithic tombs in
the hinterland, permanent settlements on the middle river bench
and temporary specialized insular settlements in the lowland.
Almhov in southwest Scania near Malmé is another example of a
temporary settlement (Rubeseck 2009). The excavation uncov-
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ered EN I circular structures arranged in a circle measuring 200
m across made up of pairs of thick posts with double pits in front
of each pair. It must have been a circular cluster of tents maybe
used for a feast of some kind. Near each double post pairs of pits
filled with food waste were uncovered. Later the place featured
a long barrow and two regular long houses. Other temporary
situations are known, such as Alvastra, where a wooden platform
with planked pathways in a wetland might be interpreted as a
temporary pasture of some kind (MALMER 2002).

The treatment of death within the settlement is most clearly
revealed at the site of Oldenburg (Fig. 28-29), a permanent TRB
settlement placed on a former island of the Oldenburg Fjord and
mainly dating to the Middle Neolithic II (Brozio 2011). The
mineral soil of the site preserved the remains of several houses,
some of which featured sunken floors. The evidence of tool pro-
duction, grinding stones, the ceramic inventories and bone tools
account for the various every day activities dominating the life of
the few families that must have lived there.

A part of the settlement lay at the edge of the fjord bank which
today marks the beginning of bog land and must have once

e

Fig. 28. A burial from the domestic site Oldenburg (after BROZIO
2011). The 40 year old woman was placed in a pit, later - during a
secondary manipulation - the femur taken away.
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Fig. 29. The well from the domestic site Oldenburg (after BROZIO
2011). Beside many archaeological objects also the femur of the nearby
burial (Fig. 28) was found.

demarcated the zone of brakish water. Various wooden posts
could have belonged to the fortification of the embankment,
behind which a lot of waste and depositions were found under
water-logged conditions. The settlement was used between 3400
and 2900/2800 BC according to radiometric dating. The area of
the fjord bank held human remains - several bones and a cranium
- which were deposited together with some broken objects on the
border between dry and wetland. At first glance there seems to be
no difference between the treatment of these bones and the treat-
ment of animal bones.

In the center of the settlement the a pit also revealed how death
could be dealt with: The pit held skeletal remains of an approx.
40 year-old female who had been arranged in a straight position
on her back, with the neck and upper body part slightly following
the curve of the pit’s upper profile. The skeleton lacked the left
femur with traces of another pit and thus of a secondary, inten-
tional manipulation of the burial. Taking the bone (or maybe
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trying to get to the object placed on the upper limb) out of the
joint capsule resulted in a slight elevation of the skeleton. Later
the remaining disturbance was filled with soil again. 2 m away, a
well, 2.3 m deep and 1.3 m wide, confirms that the brakish water
was not drinkable. The very interesting filling of the well revealed
several Funnel Beakers, depositions of grinding and whetstones,
as well as a lot of settlement waste and last but not least the miss-

@ settlement
A megalithic tomb
B long barrow

Fig. 30. The organization of space in the Oldenburg Graben (afier
BROZIO 2011). The spatial division between domestic sites in the
lower land and on the islands and the megaliths in the hinterland
is observable. The original watershed is reconstructed on the base of
palaeo-ecological data.
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ing femur of the nearby burial. The latter may either be seen as an
intentional, somewhat ritual deposition or as a profane disposal.
Apart from these more obscure details the general pattern of the
distribution of TRB settlements in the Oldenburg Graben is rela-
tively clear (Fig. 30). Botanic and geological analyses allow for the
reconstruction of the ancient bank or coastal line, so the fjord also
provided maritime resources for subsistence. Around 3200 BC an
alignment of several settlements along the fjord bank, on islands
and in the lowland can be made out (Hoixa 1986). Similar to the
situation in the Trave valley, the megalithic sites are limited to the
hinterland thus narrowing the land used as pasture or cropland
by the TRB societies around.

Especially the settlement on the island in the Oldenburg Fjord
must have had farm land in the dry areas cultivated by the families
belonging to the site. Such insular sites already existed during the
earliest TRB phase: the site of Wangels represents such an early
settlement (GROHMANN 2010), with Oldenburg coming later.
East Holstein features favorable climatic circumstances with low
rainfall/precipitation values (500/600mm/a) and is therefore one
of the best settlement regions on the Cimbric peninsular near
the west Baltic Sea. The agglomeration of megalithic tombs and
settlements bears evidence that this region must have been one of
the most densely populated areas of the TRB development. The
settlement pattern described here does not encompass megalithic
tombs clustering around a causewayed enclosure in contrast to
patterns seen in for example north east central Jutland. A cause-
wayed enclosure may not have been needed to catalyze coopera-
tive activities.

The ritual deposition of objects is another very important find
category which characterizes the TRB world, apart from burials,
enclosures and settlements.

Besides depositions within settlements (Oldenburg) and around
or in front of megalithic tombs, a lot of sacrifices were made in
dry and wetland areas (e.g. RecH 1975; Larsson 2004). The TRB

North group leaves most of these obviously ritual depositions
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during the Early Neolithic II and Middle neolithic Ia, between
3600 and 3300 BC. The abundant depositions of amber chains
and pendants or the like, the laying-down of vessels, hammer
axes and various adzes take place at the same time as enclosures
and megaliths are built and the pottery is richly ornamented.
In the Swedish region of Falbygden a visibility analysis between
megaliths, settlements and lowlands with a history of depositions
has led to the discovery that the deposition sites usually lie in
areas which are clearly set apart by environmental conditions and
constitute their own entity within the landscape (SJ6GREN 2003).
The idea of landscape in TRB times can nearly be felt here, but
we have to deal with a multitude of different approaches to get
to the bottom of it. However, we now know for a fact that the
TRB people did pay attention to demarcations in the Neolithic
landscape. We see this in the above described settlement patterns
of the Oldenburg Fjord or the Trave valley, as well as through the
visibility analyses of the Altmark that show that settlements and
burial sites were clearly set apart. The economic and demographic
developments behind these concepts have yet to be brought to
light.

ECOLOGY AND SUBSISTENCE ECONOMY

Within the North Central European and South Scandinavian
area the TRB development is closely related to the introduction
of new products: the cultivation of cereals and livestock farming,.
New economies result in marked changes of ideological attitudes
that also have an impact on the life style and outward expressions
of human habits. A crude survey of the overall pattern accom-
panying the spread of these new economies accentuates strong
similarities between the neolithization of the British Isles and
Ireland on one side and Southern Scandinavia and the Northern
European Plains on the other side, but also of the circumalpine
regions. Around the same time (after 4100 BC), large parts of
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the non-loess areas will be subjected to the spread of farming and
breeding. But if we compare TRB regions with the British Isles,
we may register clear differences: The latter is characterized by
taking over cereal cultivation, pottery and the custom of build-
ing megalithic tombs before non-megalithic long barrows and
finally enclosures ,infiltrate the landscape of the British isles
as of 3750 BC (WurtTLE/HEALY/BAYLIss 2011). In northern
central Europe and southern Scandinavia, on the other hand, the
development followed another schedule: Causewayed enclosures
and megalithic tombs appeared long after non-megalithic long
barrows were known at around 3600 BC. A structural compari-
son allows for a careful explanation: At the outset, Western Baltic
areas were inhabited by Endmesolithic Ertebélle groups. They
largely relied on hunting and gathering and the exploitation of
aquatic resources thus enabling them to (to a certain extent) live a
sedentary life and use pottery as early as 4800 BC. On the British
Isles Mesolithic groups never produced ceramics or reached such
a degree of sedenterism.

The ,hard“ evidence of a Neolithic lifestyle is only represented
by low proportions of domestic animals at the beginning of
the Early Neolithic (Sterrens 2005). Between 4100 and 3800
BC the shares of domestic bones within zoological inventories
range from 14.5 % in Danish Svaleklint, to 22.6 % in Basedow/
Mecklenburg, only 6 % in Scanic Lédelsborg and 25.8 % in
Bebensee, whereas Wangels displays a percentage of 64 % of
domestic animals. The following Early Neolithic Ib is character-
ized by values of more than 60%, for example Siggeneben-Siid
features 67%. With the EN II and MN the values level off at over
90 % with the exception of specialized settlements such as Bad
Oldesloe-Wolkenwehe. So we have to concede that the adoption
of a Neolithic lifestyle took place gradually, beginning in the Early
Neolithic and ending a few centuries later. This transformation
is reflected in the percentage of domestic animals. New house
mammal species were mainly cattle, but also pigs and small rumi-
nants. aDNA-analyses of, for example, cattle bones reveal that the
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animals bred did not stem from local species like the aurochs but
from Anatolian races (BoLLoNGINO 2006).

The evidence of cereals or cereal-related weeds paints a simi-
lar picture (KirLeis/Kroog/KroLL/MULLER in print; KiRLEIS/
Feeser/Kroog 2011; SyOGREN 2006). Between 4100 and 3800
BC we do not have a single cereal from a settlement except cereal
impressions on pottery. Not until Early Neolithic Ib, after 3800
BC, we get cereal samples from different sites. The Early Neo-
lithic I must clearly be seen as transitional phase during which
a nutrition based on foraging was gradually substituted by a
nutrition relying on livestock and farming. Other indicators of
the new economic foundation such as grinding stones and sickle
glance were not common before 3600 BC when the intensive
agricultural production process had finally set in.

Palynology supports these results in principal (e. g. NELLE/
DorrFLER 2008). The decrease of tree pollen in pollen profiles
confirms the main opening of the landscape in the southern part
of the Cimbric peninsular around 3600/3500 BC in the Early
Neolithic II. Before (4100-3800 BC) there are no considerable
changes recorded. After 3800 BC a continuous percentage of
Plantago Lanceolata marks the beginning of an intensive livestock
feeding in the forests — the Hude-forest appears. The opening of
the landscape commences later on the Jutland Peninsular, the
Danish isles and southern Sweden. This chronological offset is
also reflected in average percentages of bones from domestic
animals which decrease from South to North and therefore docu-
ment the loss of significance of stock-herding in the North.

The development of agricultural techniques has to be considered
as well. The opening of the landscape should be connected to
the introduction of the crooked plough, marks of which can be
found under and near megalithic graves and houses since Early
Neolithic II in North Central Europe and southern Scandinavia.
The plough marks of Aptrup (Amt Viborg) date to 3600-3300
BC and those of the Fuchsberg-house of Rastorf may also be
mentioned (HUBNER 2005; STEFFENS 2009).
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The technological improvement of the plough strengthens the
role of the cereal as nutritional foundation, a fact that is under-
lined by the frequent occurrence of cereal samples on sites dating
to Early Neolithic II and the Middle Neolithic phase.

Wheat and barley are seconded by related weeds, furthermore
poppy and other garden plants such as fennel appear. The cul-
tivation of gardens augments the opening of the landscape and
the increase of shrubs in pollen profiles accounts for the existence
of hedges. Grinding stones and sickles become common finds
within most settlement types. The appearance of sickle glance
serves as another indicator for a chronological offset from south
to north: the percentages of sickle glance are higher in southern
settlements. In Sarup the deforestation is evidenced as late as
3300 BC accompanied by a simultaneous rise of sickle evidence
within the settlement (JENSEN 1994).

Stable agriculture surely existed since 3600/3500 BC but what
about the time before? Certain palynological evidence, for exam-
ple from the Belau lake, reports an increase of ashes and coal
between 4100 and 3700 BC (Fig. 31). The first half of the 4th
millennium is characterized by a distinct increase of colluvial
depositions in Schleswig-Holstein, followed by a decrease (Dre1-
BRODT/LuBos/TeErRHORST/DaMM/Bork 2010). Both discoveries
may be seen as indicators for the often discussed slash-and-burn
farming method. Small forest areas are burnt down, the ground
is then fertilized by wood (,Brandfeldbau®; Scuier 2009). This
method leads to very good harvesting results and may have
opened up the non-loess areas and by this the Northern Central
European and South Scandinavian region to cereal cultivation
long before the invention of the crooked plough could consoli-
date the new economy.

The significance of hunting and gathering remained stable.
Throughout the different societal spheres herbal products were
used and deposited in various, sometimes markedly different
ways which are reflected in the variety of find scenarios:
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Fig. 31. The opening of the landscape reflected in the record of the
Belauer See (KIRLEIS/FEESER/KLOO z2011). After a period in
which charcoal played an important role, around 3500 BC, the
imprints of a new agricultural system on the vegetation are visible.



Cereals, namely einkorn and barley predominate in the settle-
ment of Oldenburg, whereas the site of the megalithic tomb of
Albersdorf-Brutkamp is mainly characterized by non-cultivated
gathering fruits such as, among others, hazel (KirLers/Kroog
submitted). The same applies to the causewayed enclosure of
Albersdorf-Dieksknéll where the percentage of cereals per litre
remains even lower. It cannot be said for sure if shrubs such as
hazel or species of fruit trees were promoted by a special kind of
forest management.

Some social structures feature a strong hunting component like
the grave field of Ostorf (LUBKE et al. 2009) even though the
subsistence economy was mainly based on agricultural products

during the late Early Neolithic and Middle Neolithic time.

Temporary TRB settlements or camps were built for different
purposes but some of them were clearly engaged in hunting
activities as we have already stated for Bad Oldesloe-Wolkenwehe
with a high percentage of game in the Early as well as the Middle
Neolithic. A straightforward example of a hunting camp is the
temporary station in Parchim-Léddigsee from which no domestic
animal remains are known (Becker/BENEcke 2002). There is

evidence that the settlement was used to carry out a specialized
hunting of wild horses at the end of the Middle Neolithic.

As for animals in this context, the cart tracks of Flintbek spring
to mind. They could recently be dated to precisely 3400 BC and
confirm the use of cattle as working animal (Miscuka 2010). The
appearance of double burials of animals, especially of cattle, in
wide areas of Europe is a very powerful indicator for the increas-
ing significance of animals. We find anti-podic double burials
of cattle who were - as is the case for Central Germany - placed
by analogy with human burials in a crouched position alongside
common grave goods.

A recent study revealed that the sole remains found in double
burials, which were aligned in front of the megalithic tomb of
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Vroue Heide, were cattle teeth (JonaNNseN/Laursen 2010). The
position of the finds suggests that the burials could have well been
double burials of cattle which had maybe been buried together
with a cart or carts. This is another strong indication for the
importance of animals.

We have as yet not mentioned fishing and the exploit of maritime
resources which remained common during the whole time as
many finds of seal and fish bones, fishing hooks and weights from
fishing nets confirm. In Bad Oldesloe-Wolkenwehe seal bones
were found and indicate that these animals were an important
resource even inland.

At the end of the TRB development we may identify various
regionally differing structural organizations of societies.

Some areas are reforested after 3100 BC, in other areas we observe
an increase of pasture land. The transition to an Early Neolithic
economy with a strong bias towards animal husbandry also char-
acterizes the end of the TRB development which seems as divers
as the beginning. The continuous curve of Plantago lanceolata
as indicator for an anthropogenic opening of the landscape and
pasture farming reaches some areas only after monuments had
already been erected.

BEYOND SUBSISTENCE

There seems to be no monocausal approach and it is necessary
to concede that other factors apart from the preferred model
of a subsistence economy with possible similarities or diver-
sities formed the TRB society and have to be analyzed. The
use and production of amber which has been traded far to the
South is one such factor, but flint and flint production is by far
more important. The resource flint has been produced by coastal
and surface mining, it has been processed and finally exchanged
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(MipGLEY 1992). Large flint mines existed in the Limfjord region
with a highly specialized production and especially on the south
Cimbric coast of the North sea we have flint-related work places
that demonstrate the sheer mass of available material and the
resulting distribution maps allow us to identify the network of
exchange relations.

Another characteristic trait is the use of copper. Since around
3500 BC the TRB North group conducts its own copper tech-
nology, using copper which had originally come to the North as
import (Krassen 2004). The copper daggers in the deposition
of Bygholm and from the single grave of Aspenstedt indicate a
certain new social evaluation process.

The highly specialized mining industry (“Montanindustrie”) and
new construction methods support the building of over ground
monuments. The manipulation of large capstones requires a high
amount of planning and skill. Not only manual skills are needed,
also the ability to mobilize a certain number of fellow people
at a certain time is essential. It is a process highly reliant on the
demographic and social relations — relations we would like to
reconstruct for the TRB age.

DEMOGRAPHY AND SOCIAL FORMATIONS

At first, social reconstructions require knowledge about the size
of social groups. Demography is a limiting factor to the size of a
social group, as is the economic ability. A simple model analysis
therefore helps to emphasize that demography and economy are
imperative for the reconstruction of social formations and social
re-organization.

The demographic problem might be solved by drawing on basic
tendencies perceptible in general data collections. We could use
palynological evidence of human impact as proxy for a gen-
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eral evaluation of the demographic development. The amount
of 14C-dates reflects the amount of archaeological features left
behind and by carefully discussing and evaluating the circum-
stances under which a deposition took place we might even be
able to add to our knowledge of the demographic development
(MULLER 2009b).

Both methods result in the discovery that there was a marked
increase of population in the southern TRB area mainly in the
Early Neolithic II and at the beginning of the Middle Neolithic.
The late TRB development would be most likely characterized by
a decrease of population.

To get a more accurate picture of these tendencies, a test region
was defined, in which we tried to sum up all relevant archaeo-
logical data in order to gain a more solid knowledge about what
the demographic and social development might have looked like
(MULLER 2010b).

The nearly complete survey of megalithic tombs and other
archaeological finds and features on the north Frisian islands pro-
vided us with the ideal sample region and could be used as basis
for further observations. There are 94 indications of megalithic
tombs densely packed around a small area, at least in comparison
to other areas.

The reconstruction of the minimum population size draws upon
simple calculations: The average area of a TRB single grave (of
around 1 m?2) represents one individual. Summing up all areas of
the recorded grave sites (megalithic tombs, flat graves and other
grave types) that are known to have been in use at the same time
on the islands would result in a minimum individual count, given
that all the chambers were full of burials. The calculation is more
difficult than it seems at first because some corrections have to
be made, as for example the loss rate of megalithic tombs. It has
to be taken from similar calculations for other regions where old
maps and/or thorough excavation and survey techniques in small
areas (Southwest Fune and Altmark) gave us a fairly good idea of
how many megaliths must have disappeared over the centuries.
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On flat grave cemeteries the proportion between burials with and
without burial items should give us another correction value, as
flat graves without any such items may never be detected. We
also have to consider how long the grave structures were used,
but in the case of the north Friesian islands we may only draw
upon typo-chronological considerations to reconstruct probable
periods of utilisation.

If we take all of the above factors into account, the north Frisian
islands, in modern times encompassing ca. 202 km?2, were inhab-
ited by 200-400 people at the beginning of the Early Neolithic
11, 500 -1500 during the Middle Neolithic I and 350-550 people
in the Middle Neolithic IV.

If a TRB farmstead was inhabited by the average of 10 people,
between 20 and 150 farms would have existed simultaneously
during any of the above mentioned stages. More or less 100
megalithic tombs are known to us today and the assumption that
there is a 1:1 proportion between farmstead and megalithic tomb
might well be correct.

We could then conclude that the density of population must have
amounted to 1 to 7 person(s)/km? which reflects a considerable
increase of the island population during the Early Neolithic II.
Calculations based on other, quite different data sets in south-
west Fune rendered similar numbers.

Our model calculation also indicated a decrease of population
during the Late Neolithic but this could also be due to a mis-
calculation based on unreliable data. Still, the pollen analyses of
southern Jutland and the compilation of the relevant 14C-dates
indeed show a similar drop-off.

But apart from all possible immanent mistakes, such models give
us at any rate an idea of the population density and of the number
of people having been buried in the archaeologically confirmed
graves of at least the TRB North group.

The Single Grave culture is known for its mass of possibly 50.000
southern Scandinavian grave mounds, still only approximately
100 burials/year could have been placed inside them (summary
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in HUBNER 2005). In contrast 50.000 megalithic tombs would
have had a capacity to house 10.000 burials/year within the same
area. If we consider the average life expectancy and death rate of
Neolithic times, the area of study could have been the home of
around 500.000 TRB people.

All in all the Early and Middle Neolithic was characterized by
single farmsteads and hamlets, forcing the people to exogamic
procreation strategies and therefore making them reliant on a
cooperative way of life.

SOCIAL ORGANIZATION AND IDEOLOGIES

The above described outline of the demographic development,
notwithstanding distinct regional differences, is not only reflected
in relation to technological improvements regarding, for example,
the subsistence economy, but also in a change of character of the
archaeological relics.

There are four principal phases featuring different relics which
might be linked to social differences.

A (4100-3800 BC): farms and single graves, continuous use of
shell middens in the North.

B (3800-3500 BC): farms and single graves, non-megalithic long
barrows.

C (3600-3100 BC): farms and causewayed enclosures; single
graves, dolmen, non-megalithic long barrows and as of 3400 BC
passage graves; depositions.

D (3100-2800 BC): farms, single graves, continuous use of cause-
wayed enclosures and passage graves, and as of 2900 BC palisade
structures in South Scandinavia.

An attempt to interpret this leads to the conclusion that step by
step the early centuries of the northern TRB development must

have undergone ideological changes without giving any indica-
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tion of a marked social differentiation.

The multi-faceted ornamentation of the early stages of some of
the TRB groups outlined on p. 13 can be seen as indicating dis-
tinct social demarcations of neighboring groups which catalyze
the formation of dense communication areas that covered the size
of approximately 1 day’s march.

At around 3800 BC non-megalithic long barrows mark these
areas above ground and are also connected to ritual activities and
the burials of socially outstanding individuals. After 3600 BC
the societal motion becomes more noticeable: the landscape is
opened and new production technologies are introduced. Fur-
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Fig. 32. The distribution of goods in graves on the North Frisian
Islands according to time slices. Represented are the total number of
grave items in 3 time phases and the proportion of artifacts, which
could be used as weapons, and ceramics, which are interpreted as
consumptive commodities (MULLER 20100, fig. 6).
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thermore, there are burials of obviously very special individuals
in non-megalithic structures and in dolmen, and last but not least
we witness the constructions of large cooperative monuments-
the causewayed enclosures.

These only temporarily used and visited “areas of festivities,
distribution and partially also of production” represent the heart
of a cooperation. The construction of enclosures and the act of
depositing and thereby destroying goods in isolated parts of the
landscape dominates the cooperative ideology of the late Early
and beginning Middle Neolithic. The conformity of the Fuchs-
berg-style pottery, which is spread across a wide area, could also
symbolize the concept of a cooperative life style.

These general changes are related to a marked growth of popu-
lation which - after several generations - leads to an increase of
internal conflicts. After 3200 BC existing enclosures remain in
use but there is no evidence that the construction of new ones
has been carried out.

Burials in passage graves now predominate and bind a high
amount of energy. The idea of collective burials prevails in most
areas of North Central Europe and southern Scandinavia. The
term “collectivity” contradicts all other visible social tendencies:
The proportion of items that might have been used as “weapon”
rises, a tendency also observable in other areas, for example in
Central Germany (Fig.32). Pottery ornamentation lessens and
there is a renewed regionalization of ornamentation and vessel
forms.

It is impossible to grasp the reasons for this social diversification
within the TRB groups but we are able to identify special, socially
relevant components:

Animals, especially cattle, are associated with wealth, and the
significance of the male individual is emphasized in single grave
burials.

A social separation evolves and new symbols predominate mate-
rial culture, pointing to the position within the social network.
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Fig. 33. The organization of man-power for the re-construction of
Liidelsen 3 after the excavation.

After 2800 BC a new society develops in all TRB areas which has
not yet been explained in detail: the Single Grave culture with a
selective burial tradition of individuals and an apparently strong
focus on livestock husbandry.

OUTLOOK

Generally speaking all TRB groups remain quite heterogeneous
despite their strong similarities regarding material culture. These
differences might be seen as a reaction of the indigenous forager
groups to influences coming to them from various directions
which were then translated into inner-societal changes. The par-
tial substitution of the hunter-gatherer concept by a production
based on agriculture is associated with the construction of the
first graves above ground. The prevalance of the new economy
does not further the ,.clearing® of the landscape and of social rela-
tions before 3600 BC: Only from then on are the areas covered
with numerous boulders cleared and the largest stones used to
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build grave structures above ground (Fig. 33). The idea is simple
and might stem from northwestern France, an area to which
the groups had a certain inclination at that time. Ritual changes
and economic changes go hand in hand: landscapes are formed,
which represent both the agricultural impact as well as the new
social order.

The Neolithic mobility of ideas led to the formation of re-organ-
ized space during the TRB age, a re-organized space which — as
a social space — utilizes the position of the ancestors for the posi-
tioning of the living. Therefore the long lasting offerings of TRB
in or in front of passage graves have to be seen as starting point
for the creation of societal traditions still valid long after the end
of the TRB development. But that is a different story.
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