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Summary

This dissertation examined the significance of Late La Téne oppida in the contemporary
society. The study questioned the validity of five common assumptions on oppida. First, the
highly debated interpretation of oppida as urban settlements. Second, the related assumption
that oppida had economic and political central functions over the region. Third, the assumed
dependence of the oppida on the Mediterranean. Fourth, the common view that Late La Téne
society was hierarchical and led by an hereditary elite. Finally, it questioned the fact that the
oppidum is seen as a static, fixed concept. I intended to deconstruct these assumptions, and to
find an alternative interpretation of the oppidum that valued the specific character of society

and settlement.

To achieve this aim, I analysed three oppida and focussed on evidence for urban features,
central functions, contacts with the Mediterranean and social hierarchy. The selected sites are
different in form and geographical location in order to examine the heterogeneity of the

concept oppidum.

The site analyses revealed that oppida were not urban settlements in the sense of the idealised
Mediterranean city and that they did not exercise central place functions over the region. An
oppidum was basically the focal point for the region. It was the central meeting place and the
common arena. The oppidum had the potential to develop as regional market place and fair
ground, and as major sacred place for communal ritual activities. The society was not led by
an aristocratic elite class. The oppidum was not a centre that controlled the region. It was a
place where the region controlled itself. It was an integral part of the dynamic and continuous

settlement evolution in the Iron Age.
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Introduction

Introduction

The oppida are exceptional prehistoric settlements in Central Europe;

they emerged without indigenous roots (Krimer 1985: V)

La Téne Europe and the oppida

Towards the end of the La Téne period apparently a new type of settlement emerged over a
wide area of West- and Central Europe: the oppidum. But what is an oppidum? This question
is difficult to answer. Throughout the years several definitions have been developed. These
definitions include criteria of morphology, time and space. In general the oppida are

considered to be large fortified sites in the Late La Téne period from Britain to Slovakia.

The phenomenon has intrigued scholars for centuries up to the present day. Many ambitious
theories have been written about the character and the function of oppida. Hence, besides the
physical characteristics a wide variety of political, economic and religious central functions
have been attributed to the oppida. As a result the oppida are interpreted as towns, often
compared to Mediterranean cities, and the oppidum society is thought to be centralised and
hierarchically organised. Recently these interpretations have been questioned. Opponents of
this viewpoint argue that oppida are not urban and that they did not have central place
functions. This has led to the current debate on the urban character of oppida, a vehement

debate that is still going on today.

Aim and method

I aim to understand the significance of the oppida in contemporary society. I will graft onto
the current debate. Although the debate is interesting, it is not constructive without a proper
basis and a common understanding of the terminology. The participants to the debate are on
different wave lengths because their arguments are based on a series of modern concepts that
are not explained in the process: urbanism, central place, social hierarchy. I will examine the
meaning and validity of these modern concepts because I am convinced that they do not lead
to a proper understanding of the past. Then I will review the common assumptions underlying

the debate: the idea that oppida were urban, that oppida had central functions, that they
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depended on the Mediterranean and that the oppidum society was hierarchical. I intend to

deconstruct these assumptions, and to find an alternative interpretation of the oppidum.

To achieve this aim I will analyse three oppidum sites in-depth across the spatial dimension
recognized in the general definition. In the analysis of the three sites I will particularly focus
on the features that are traditionally seen as criteria for urbanism, central place functions and
social hierarchy in order to certify their validity. I will also highlight the individual nature of
the sites in order to develop an interpretation of oppidum-sites that will value their specific

character.

Structure

This modus operandi is reflected in the lay out of my thesis. I will start with a review of the
definition oppidum and the debate on the urban character of oppida (chapter 1). Then I will
critically examine the classical word oppidum and the modern concepts urbanism, central
place and social hierarchy (chapter 2). After these theoretical exposés I will briefly introduce
the analytical methodology used (chapter 3) in the detailed examination of the oppida:
Manching in Germany, Titelberg in Luxembourg and Hrazany in the Czech Republic (chapter
4, 5 and 6). In conclusion I will appraise the major themes concerning the function and the

significance of the oppida and present my own interpretation on oppida (chapter 7).



Chapter 1: What is an oppidum?

Chapter 1: What is an oppidum?

Reviewing the definition and interpretation of the archaeological concept ‘oppidum’.

The meaning of the word ‘oppidum’ can be found in the very origin of the idiom. It was Julius
Caesar who —though fully unaware- created the concept oppidum. In his report on the Gallic
wars, ‘de bello Gallico’, Caesar described various Gallic settlements, some of which he called
oppidum. In the late 19" century French archaeologists began to search for Caesar’s oppida,
stimulated by the order of the emperor Napoleon III (Goudineau and Peyre 1993: 5). In this
search the oppidum Bibracte was identified and it became the archetype of all oppidum-sites
(Lorenz and Gerdsen 2004: 140). In 1914 Déchelette, who excavated Bibracte, compared its
finds with those from Manching, Stradonice and Velem-Szent-Vid. From this comparison he
concluded that there was a cultural unity in Europe: the oppidum civilisation (Fichtl 2000: 13;
Lorenz and Gerdsen 2004: 140). In 1962 Dehn formulated criteria for oppida which became
widely accepted (Fichtl 2000: 13-14). The archaeological concept had taken shape. Still, there
is no generally acknowledged definition and the criteria, set forth by the authors, are open to

debate.

The idea that oppida were urban has been articulated as early as the 1930’s by Reinecke
(Lorenz and Gerdsen 2004: 140). Various scholars, including Collis (1984a) and Fichtl
(2005), argued for an urban interpretation. According to Lorenz and Gerdsen (2004: 141-143)
any criticism against urbanism and uniformity of oppida died out after the excavations of
Manching and its equation with Bibracte. However, in the last decades our knowledge has
grown substantially (Haselgrove 2006: 9-11). As a result the interpretation of oppida as urban
settlements has been challenged and remains a subject of ardent debate up to today. The
criticism in its most extreme form is embodied by Woolf (1993) who contests the urban

character of oppida and the existence of the oppidum civilisation in its whole.

At the heart of the debate lay a set of features that are considered to be urban. As Haselgrove
(2006: 17) aptly states 'researchers .. resort to criteria that have become traditional:
fortification, monumental gateways, planned lay-out, industrial and economic districts and
public places'. The assumed presence or absence of such features at oppidum sites, build one's

arguments in favour of or against the urbanism of oppida. The problem is that the more the
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idea of the urban oppidum became established, the more urban features penetrated in the
definitions of the oppidum. It risks generating circular arguments. We have come to a
situation where an oppidum is interpreted as an urban settlement because urban features are

seen as part of the definition ‘oppidum’.

The first section of this chapter critically analyses every aspect of the oppidum definition,
with special attention to traditional urban features and other interpretational aspects. It aims to
define the subject of my thesis, the oppidum, and to peel off interpretational bias in order to
obtain a definition as neutral as possible to start from. The second section of this chapter
summarises the views of the main scholars debating the urban character of oppida. It aims to
understand the debate on the urban character of oppida because this debate is the starting
point for my own interpretation. This modus operandi will allow the creation of an open-
minded framework for my site-analysis. In both sections the study of Collis (1984) is the

starting point because he has set the tone for modern oppidum studies.

1. The definition: the features of an ‘oppidum’ site

There is no coherent and generally agreed definition of the oppidum, although the concept is
established and widely used. The criteria formulated for the German oppida became
generalised to all European oppida and have been elaborated on by many other scholars.
Formally, an oppidum is considered to be a settlement with ramparts, a large surface area, a
dense population and an urban lay-out with zoning and public buildings. Functionally, it is
seen as a place for production and trade. The oppidum is chronologically situated in the Late

La Téne period and geographically confined to the west-east belt from Britain to Slovakia.

However, the benchmarks listed in the paragraph above are not an established set of criteria
that makes up the definition. Every scholar makes his/her own selection and one’s
combination of criteria is often highly biased by one's interpretation of oppida. This section
aims to give a profound introduction to the concept oppidum. Every criterion will be
examined in detail and from various viewpoints. First [ will discuss the formal criteria, then

the functional criteria and finally the chronological and geographical definition.
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Ramparts

Ramparts constitute the least debated criterion. They seem to be the pre-dominant
requirement for admittance to the oppidum category. Wells (1995a: 91) states that “large
ramparts are characteristic for oppida”. According to Fichtl (2000: 71) “oppida are large
fortified sites”. Collis (1984a: 6) puts it in unambiguous terms: “a site without defences can
not be an oppidum”. The ramparts have attained a decisive position. The open settlement
Berching-Pollanten, for instance, has the same artisanal activities and same spatial
organisation as the oppidum of Manching but it is not accepted in the list of oppida because of
the absence of ramparts (Kaenel 2006: 31). Of the open settlement Acy-Romance “nobody
would have hesitated to call it an oppidum if only the smallest indication of a murus gallicus
(rampart) would have been found” (Kaenel 2006: 32). Woolf (1993: 223-224) argues that the
distinction between fortified and unfortified is misleading because oppida often have more in
common with open settlements than with other fortified sites (Woolf 1993: 223-224). Indeed,
the organisation of open settlements is comparable to that of oppida (Collis et al. 2000: 81)
but the relationship between oppida and open settlements is much more complex than Woolf
suggests. Research in Central France has shown that open settlements were located in
agricultural areas and that their location has no obvious natural defensive quality.

Furthermore, oppida were a later development. They emerged either on or nearby an open
settlement (Collis et al. 2000: 81).

On the other hand, not every enclosed site is an oppidum. The need to distinguish oppida from
other fortified sites causes a definitional problem. Particularly in the west and east, on the
borders of the so-called oppidum area (Figure 6) there is much definitional confusion. In
Britain some scholars use the word oppidum only for a few distinctive sites in south east
England. Others extend it to sites such as Maiden Castle and Hod Hill although they are
mainly called hillforts. For the British Isles there is no consensus yet as to which sites are
actually oppida (Collis 1984a: 6). In Bohemia there is a second settlement category called
castellum. They are considered to be different from oppida in size and function (Waldhauser
1984: 260-267; Figure 1). Yet, the creation of the class ‘castellum’ is ill-founded and not
much is known about their role and about the nature of their occupation (Cumberpatch 1995:

73). Even in France, the cradle of the oppidum concept, scholars are divided between the
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term oppidum, which is called a German product, and the British term hillfort (Duval 1984:
279).
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Figure 1a: The Bohemian oppida Figure 1b: Some Bohemian castella (from
(Waldhauser 1984: 265, fig. 10) Waldhauser 1984: 266, fig. 20)

The distinction between oppidum and non-oppidum fortified sites is often based on the type of
ramparts. A classification of ramparts types has been developed for oppida (Appendix 1). The
murus gallicus is considered to be typical for the west and the Pfostenschlitz for the east
(Fichtl 2005: 52-54; Buchsenschutz 2004: 346). Gates are mainly a Zangentor construction
(Fichtl 2005: 64). However, British oppida have a completely different system that consists of
dykes (Woolf 1993: 225) and there are even small hillforts in Europe with a murus gallicus
rampart (Duval 1984: 280). Another approach to define the fortification of the settlement may
be a distinction based on the function of the ramparts. Recently the effectiveness of the
oppidum ramparts as defence has been questioned (Fichtl 2005: 78-80). Alternatively, the
ramparts are often seen as a symbol; a sacred boundary (Fichtl 2005: 83); the symbol of
power and control (Collis 1984a: 107; Brun 1995a: 17-18); the symbol of the act of settlement
foundation (Kaenel 2006: 28, 32) and the act of cooperation (Sharples 2007).
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Ramparts are commonly accepted to be the basic criterion in defining an oppidum. 1 will
therefore not contest this feature. Although 1 am aware of the fact that there are enclosed
settlements of which the oppidum status is debatable, I will focus on the accepted oppidum
sites with acknowledged ramparts. However, 1 will include the settlement phases that are
dated in the period before the existence of ramparts. I take the view that an open settlement
has the potentiality to become an oppidum and that an oppidum can easily evolve into another
settlement type. The function of the ramparts will be examined in every case-study, especially

since there is no theoretical consensus yet.

Size of the surface area

The second important criterion for the definition of oppida is the size of the enclosed area.
This may seem a quite straightforward criterion, but in fact it varies widely among scholars.
Collis (1984a: 6-7) states that the oppidum area ranges from 25-30 up to more than 1000 ha.
He is quite adamant about that and argues that “20-25 ha can be taken as the rough dividing
point between hillforts and oppida” (Collis 1984a: 9). Waldhauser (1984: 260) argues for an
oppidum area between 15 and 170 ha, in opposition to the acreage of the castella between 0.3
and 9.3 ha. Fichtl (2005: 19, 166) agrees with the minimum surface area of 15 ha and states
that hillforts are smaller than 10 ha. Duval (1984: 279) even puts the minimum area for an
oppidum at 10 ha. Guillaumet (1984: 278), on the contrary, accepts a minimum of 50 ha
(Fichtl 2005: 19). In sum, the required minimum surface area varies widely between 10 and

50 ha and there is no clear consensus on the minimum size of oppida.

The minimum size fits in the unspoken agreement that oppida are larger than other sites (i.e.
Brun 1995b: 121). Yet, our preoccupation with size has to be put into perspective. The
enclosed area depends on the course of the ramparts which is often merely determined by the
configuration of the locality (Duval 1984: 280). Furthermore, as Fichtl (2005: 19) remarks,
the actual settled area is often much smaller than the enclosed area. The question is what
constituted the significance of a site at that time: the size of the actual settlement or the
amount of hectares one is able to enclose by ramparts? The emphasis on monumentalised size
may be merely a modern obsession. This seems to be inspired by other modemn assumptions

such as central place theory of Christaller (chapter 2) which ranks settlements based on the

size.
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My analysis will not be restricted to large sites. On the contrary, as it is my aim to examine
the specific nature of the individual sites I rather prefer to select sites with various sizes. My
site analyses will also include a section on the difference between enclosed area and inhabited

area plus on the question why that particular area was chosen to be enclosed.

Dense population

The review of the inhabited surface leads to a third criterion for oppida: the presence of a
large population (Collis 1995: 76) which is permanently based at the oppidum and which
suggested by the finds of dense occupation evidence (Brun 1995b: 121). However, nucleation
is not convincingly demonstrated and a high population is often deduced simply from the
might of the ramparts and the demonstrated manpower required for its construction and
maintenance (i.e. Knopf et al. 2000: 141). Furthermore, oppida are not always totally
occupied (Fichtl 2000: 71). Sometimes traces of occupation are so sparse that the oppidum
seems nothing more than a refuge (Wells 1995a: 90). In fact one should carry the question

further and examine whether the oppidum was meant to be a settlement in the first place.

I will select sites with sufficient settlement evidence. At every case-study I will present an

estimation of the population rate wherever possible.

Planning and (urban) lay-out

The question about the settlement function brings us to the criterion that the oppida had a
sophisticated settlement organisation. The general theory is that oppida have an urban layout.
This is best expressed by Collis (1984a: 105-120, 136) who sums up the following features:
defences, public buildings, and various house types plus residential and industrial districts. He
concludes that the lay-out of oppida resembles that of Mediterranean towns (Collis 1984a:
136).

However, the evidence for urban lay-out is mainly deduced from a few sites. Such
generalisation should be made with care. Collis was aware of the fact that we do not have a

complete plan of any oppidum, that public buildings are generally unknown, and that specific
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debate on the urbanism of oppida. 1 will review these features in every site under study in
order to test their validity: urban lay-out in general, and ramparts, public buildings, various

house types and functional zoning in particular.

Production and trade

The next criterion is rather functional: oppida are considered to be centres of production and
trade. First of all they are thought to be centres of specialised and large-scale production
(Collis 1984a: 87, Brun 1995a: 17; 1995b: 121). Collis (1984a: 87) refers to “industrial
production on a scale previously unknown”. Wells (1995a: 90) even argues that
manufacturing is the primary significance of oppida. The arguments are mainly based on the
presence of tools and the amount of various products of iron working, bronze working,
ceramics and glass. Workshops have been identified at several oppida due to the presence of
finds such as debris and of building types that are assumed to have specialist functions (i.e.
Jacobi 1974: 263-268). Oppida are also considered to be centres of trade (Collis 1984a: 138,
Brun 1995a: 17). This is deduced from the presence of coins and imports, preferably
Mediterranean imports, at the oppidum sites. Their role as centres of trade is often taken for
granted and it is often assumed that the survival of oppida depends on long-distance trade
(Sala¢ 2000: 154-155).

But production and trade are not a prerogative of oppida. Evidence for production, coinage
and imports are also found at non-oppidum settlements (Collis 1984a: 92, 103). Open
settlements like Aulnat, France, produced evidence for iron working and glass working, even
coin production. Woolf (1993: 228-229) concludes that oppida did not play a specialised role
either as centre of production or as centre of consumption. Cumberpatch (1995: 69-74) argues
that iron working is not proven to be more extensive at oppida than at industrial villages in
Bohemia. In the dimension of trade, Mediterranean imports are actually rare at oppida such as
Manching (Sievers 2003: 86) and the Bohemia oppida (Cumberpatch 1995: 80). Cumberpatch
(1995: 77) argues that “the idea of monopolistic market centred on the oppidum carries a

considerable ideological burden”.
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Woolf and Cumberpatch are opposing the idea that oppida are centres of production and
trade. The focus of the disputed criterion is the meaning of the term 'centre'. A centre can be
seen as a site with large-scale production and trade, or a site that has a principal production
and trade function. But a centre can also be interpreted as a site with a monopoly in the region
or with more extensive production and trade than other sites. Such interpretation is related to
the central place theory and it is in fact this central place idea that causes debate. The theories
on central places will be discussed in chapter 2. In conclusion, there is clearly some obscurity
in the debate related to this criterion. It is generally agreed that production and trade took

place at the oppida, but its role as 'centre' is debated.

1 will analyse the evidence for production and trade in every oppidum site under study, in
order to evaluate the extent and significance of these economic activities at the oppida and

their vicinity.

Chronological limits

Chronologically the oppida are generally confined to the late La Téne period or to the 2nd to
1st century BC. The existence of the oppida coincides mainly with La Téne D. The relative
chronology of this period has been revised several times. In the mid 1970s La Téne D1 was
thought to start in 100 BC and La Té¢ne D2 in 50 BC. At the end of the 1980s — beginning of
the 1990s La Téne D1a was thought to start around 150 BC, La Téne D1b around 120 BC, La
Tene D2a around 85 BC, and La Téne D2b around 60-50 BC (Kaenel 2006: 23-26).
According to Kaenel (2006: 26; Figure 3) the debate on the subdivision of the La Téne D

chronology is more or less stabilised by now, although there are some objections.

A major counter-argument against the more or less established chronology of La Téne D
(Figure 3) is the fact that it is mainly based on western European data. In south Bohemia and
Germany oppida probably emerged as early as La Téne C (Collis 1984a: 48). Fichtl (2005:
36-40) argues that the oppida started as early as 175 BC, with the famous gate D of the
Bohemian oppidum Zavist, and that they lasted until the first decades of the 1st century AD in
France and Luxembourg (Figure 4). It remains debatable when to fix the beginning and the
end of an oppidum. The date of the ramparts does not necessarily coincide with the start of the

settlement. Settlement at Manching, for instance, starts in La Téne C or possibly La Téne B,
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Chapter 1: What is an oppidum?

Figure 7: The oppidum of La Mesa da Miranda,
Spain. (Alavarez-Sanchis 2005, fig. 2)

Conclusion

The defining criteria of the concept oppidum are all open to debate, mainly because of the
variety among oppidum sites. From my review of the arguments in the history of the debate I
conclude that the criteria are relative notions and that they should not be too rigid and static.
Therefore 1 will argue for an open and dynamic concept ‘oppidum’, with special attention to
the individuality of each oppidum site. 1 acknowledge the argumentation of Haselgrove
(1995 : 81) who emphasizes the spatial and temporal variation of oppida and states that
oppida may be “no more than the most conspicuous in a continuum of broadly similar sites”
Still a minimal definition of the research subject is required. I will stick to the most factual
and least debated criteria because I do not question the validity of the oppidum concept;
instead I aim to investigate the function and significance of the established oppida. In my
opinion an oppidum is a fortified site within the accepted chronological and geographical
limitations but I will attempt to cover different regions and to include the pre and post periods
of the enclosed oppidum era. The remaining criteria will be checked in the case-studies: the
function of the ramparts, the actual settlement size, the population density, the economic
activity and the urban lay-out. I will also explore additional aspects in order to highlight the
individual character of the oppidum sites, to broaden the traditional concept oppidum and to

make it more dynamic.

The definition is tied up with elements that imply an urban interpretation of the oppida. The
series of criteria as a whole resembles our idea of a city: the ramparts, the relatively large size,
the dense population, but even more the urban lay-out and the presence of production and

trade activity. The element of production and trade is even matched up against the idea of a
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Chapter 1: What is an oppidum?

centre within the regional setting. The topic that remains to be debated lies in, what was first:
oppida, the archaeological facts, or the criteria imposed onto these facts? In my site-analyses I
will check the presence of these criteria at the archaeological sites. The next section reviews

the evolution of the debate on the urban interpretation of oppida.

’

2. The interpretation: the current debate on the urban character of the oppida

In this section I will review the main interpretations of oppida in order to understand how the
view on oppida evolved and to retain the valuable elements of each viewpoint. The evolution
of the interpretation of oppida is a dialectic process. I take Collis’ monograph ‘Oppida.
Earliest towns north of the Alps’ (1984a) as a starting point because Collis has set the tone.
His thesis is that oppida are towns with central political and economic functions. Many
scholars followed his line of thought enhanced with their own particular interpretations. Fichtl
(2005), who leans heavily on Collis, emphasises a ritual function. Buchsenschutz (1995) adds
the status of central place, and Brun (1995a, 1995b) associates oppida with the state
formation. But then Filip (1981) formulated objections against the urbanism of oppida and the
anti-thesis got well started when Woolf wrote his significant article ‘Rethinking the oppida’
(1993), which fired up the debate. He criticised all the common assumptions, opposed the
urbanism and even the existence of uniformity between oppida. Cumberpatch (1995) and
Haselgrove (1995) than rethought the oppida, and Sala¢ (2000) concluded the creation of the
oppida was a failure in the evolution of settlement. Recently a whole range of alternative
views, the synthesis, were raised. These views range from the theory that oppida were
symbols of communal activities (Woolf 1993, Cumberpatch 1995, Haselgrove 1995) to the
idea that they were princely seats just like the La Téne A hillforts (Kaenel 2006).

The viewpoints of these scholars will be discussed in this order. In each case I will first
outline the ideas concerning the urbanism and central place function of oppida, and then
where applicable I will add two closely related subjects: social structure and the relation of

oppida to Mediterranean trade.
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Chapter 1: What is an oppidum?
Thesis: oppida are urban settlements with central functions

The fact that Collis considers oppida to be urban is clear from the very title of his work
‘Oppida. Earliest towns north of the Alps’ (1984a). Collis (1984a: 185) even states that
oppida have generally much in common with the Mediterranean cities. Collis does not present
a clear definition of urbanism or a comprehensive body of arguments to sustain his idea of
urban oppida. But the content of the chapter 'town layout' (Collis 1984a: 105-124) shows
what he considers to be urban features: public buildings and amenities, defences, private
buildings and a settlement plan that conforms a pattern of layout of the classical
Mediterranean towns. He also mentions that formats of industry were not found because of
the lack of sufficient data. It reveals a quest for specific features which I will call 'traditional
urban features': ramparts, public buildings and amenities, and urban lay-out including

industrial zoning.

According to Collis oppida are essentially production and market centres (Collis 1984a: 188).
He documents this theory with finds including: coins, imports, tools and with other finds
related to workshops (Collis 1984a: 87-101; 137-166). Such evidence may well document that
production and trade happened at some oppida. What Collis means by 'centre' seems to be
clarified when he parallels oppida with administered solar systems. This is a category of
central places in which each town has a monopoly as market-centre for the hinterland (Collis
1984a: 182; chapter 2). Collis (1995) also argues for a central political role of oppida, but he
does not specify the nature of that political function. It seems mainly based on the accounts of
the classical authors, as he mentions for instance that Caesar reported on annually elected
magistrates and a senate of the Aedui (Collis 1995: 75). Collis (1984a: 104) acknowledges
that a political central function is hard to prove archaeologically. He did not attribute a
religious function to the oppida at that time but recently he reconsidered this (personal
communication). Later on Collis (1995: 76) confirms the view that oppida are highly
focussed centres with political and economic institutions and the characteristics of central

places.

Trade is central to Collis’ interpretation. He states that the oppidum is essentially “a place
where the elite could protect themselves and whence trade and trade routes could be
controlled” (Collis 1984a: 188). The role of Mediterranean trade might be overemphasised,

but this is common to many scholars. Collis’ approach has essentially three pillars: economic,
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social and geographic (Collis 1984b: 283). Hence his focus on the trade networks, scale of

production and appearance of a market economy using coinage (Collis 1976: 19).

Collis (2010: 3) argues for a hierarchical society with presumed land-owning aristocratic elite.
He assumes that the elite lived in the largest houses of the oppida while the artisans lived in
the smallest houses (Collis 1984a: 104, 113, 117). He also states that the wealthier classes
were in control of coin production and that they were the literate class (Collis 1984a: 104). It
is not entirely clear what these classes of Collis were based on; his aristocratic land-based
elite, or maybe an administrative class that controls external trade just like the elite does in

administered solar systems with which Collis (1984a: 182) links the oppida.

Collis’ views on the functions and urbanism of oppida and on the significance of trade are
based on generalisations. He starts from a wide variety of archaeological finds from very
different sites, added with information from Caesar and supplemented with modemn concepts
of urbanism and central places. At all three levels many leaps of assumption have been taken.
On the other hand, Collis is fully aware of that problem and regularly points to exceptions.
His theory remains highly preliminary. He makes only broad statements without any
claborations into detail. Collis (1984a: 185) acknowledges that his work is essentially
descriptive. The advantage is that he never really becomes narrow-minded. It was his aim to
highlight the existence and role of oppida and to call for a more theoretical and questioning
approaches (Collis 1984a: 185). He also pleads for studies of the surrounding countryside and
rural settlements (Collis 1984a: 189). Currently, more than twenty years later, it is proven that
he attained his aims. The oppida became the centre of research and debate, and the attention
has shifted to the oppidum’s vicinity. Collis has shown us what oppida potentially could be,

and that there is a considerable amount of promising data captured throughout Europe.

Twenty years after the publication by Collins, Fichtl wrote a monograph ‘La ville Celtique.
Les oppida de 150 av. J.-C. a 15 ap. J.-C.’ (The Celtic city. The oppida from 150 BC to 15
AD). Fichtl states unreservedly that oppida are cities. In his opinion the definition of a city
consists of: ramparts, common thoughts, urban lay-out, new foundation and large size (Fichtl

2005: 199).
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Fichtl (2005: 91-97) also believes that oppida are political and economic centres with ritual
functions. He states that oppida are centres of regional economy because he assumes that
production at the oppidum exceeds the local needs (Fichtl 2005: 121). His theory of trade
centres is based on classical authors and the presence of coinage and imports (Fichtl 2005:
102-108). For the political centre theory he refers to: classical authors, the assumed political
power of coins and places for mass gatherings, which he discerns at Titelberg, Manching and
Bibracte (Fichtl 2005: 120, 143-149, 161; 166). Though, he admits that a political central
function remains hard to prove archaeologically (Fichtl 2005: 149). The ritual functions,
Fichtl (2005: 129) deduces from the fact that some oppida have sanctuaries and that there are
planned cult places. Fichtl considers the oppida to be centres, yet it is not clear what exactly
he means by 'centre'. Apparently a centre is a place where there is trade, a surplus production
and assumed political power. It is not clear if Fichtl alludes to central place systems (chapter
2). He does mention a settlement hierarchy, based on Caesar’s classification aedificium-vicus-
oppidum (Fichtl 2005: 166-177). Therefore it seems that he sees the oppida as the summit of

the settlement hierarchy.

Fichtl’s theory on the oppidum society is rather incoherent. On one hand he relates the
emergence of oppida to the emergence of a new class of artisans and merchants (Fichtl 2005:
35; 199). Such a class would suggest a rather equal and homogeneous society. On the other
hand, he wants to fit an elite in the same picture. He assumes that the enclosures or farmsteads
are the residences of the elite, based on the fact that these farmsteads were “extraordinary”
(Fichtl 2005: 101). However, concerning the existence of farmsteads he refers to Manching

and Bibracte only.

Fichtl follows in Collis’ footsteps both in interpretation and in research method. He also bases
an urban theory on data collected from different sites. Yet, he is more categorical than Collis
and he takes even less oppida as examples to sustain his arguments. However, Fichtl is a child
of his time. He is desperate to combine the traditional view of Collis (1984a) with the recent
theories such as the role of artisans, ritual function of oppida and agricultural activity at the
oppida. As a result his interpretation is inconsistent. At the same time, many new insights in
settlement research have not been adequately addressed by him. Fichtl seems unable to

exceed the French historical context for his interpretation of oppida.
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Various other scholars follow Collis's statements but take them a step further. Brun considers
oppida as a decisive stage to state formation. He studies the evolution ‘from chiefdom to state
organisation’ (1995a) and ‘oppida and social complexification in France’ (1995b). Brun
(1995a: 18) states that oppida are urban because they have a large permanent population and
they are in the centre of the territory they control. Both his arguments are in fact assumptions
and interpretations. He argues that the urban settlement type was adapted from the
Mediterranean (Brun 1995a: 16). Furthermore he considers the oppida to be politically
autonomous centres with an ideological function that control the region (Brun 1995a: 18;
1995b: 124-125). He founds this theory on the distribution of coins, on the presence of
sanctuaries and on comments of Caesar. Brun (1995a: 18) adds an agricultural aspect and
argues that the open spaces could be used as pasture, and the palisades to domesticate cattle.
This is an interesting topic to bear in mind, especially since I believe the modern dichotomy
between city and countryside of medieval towns should be abandoned. Brun also relates the
oppida with the Mediterranean. He supports the assumption that oppida were the dependent
periphery in the Mediterranean world economy controlled by the centre, Rome (Brun 1995a:
23).

Buchsenschutz (1995: 61) agrees that oppida are urban, but he struggles with the traditional
notion of urbanism. He states that the oppida do not have an urban lay-out, only rarely
collective urban amenities and no public places (Buchsenschutz 2004: 346-347). Therefore he
argues for an original, atypical form of urbanism different from the Mediterranean type of
urbanisation (Buchsenschutz 1995: 61; 2004: 348; Buchsenschutz and Krausz 2001: 292-
294). The traditional urban features are explicitly associated with Mediterranean cities. The
lack of these features causes confusion about the urban character of oppida. Furthermore, he
states that urbanisation came only shortly before the conquest (Buchsenschutz 1995: 61) and
that the oppida were urban but not in the full meaning of the word because the planned
urbanisation was not everywhere equally successful (Buchsenschutz and Krausz 2001: 292-
294; Buchsenschutz 2004: 347-348).

Buchsenschutz (1995: 53) also argues that oppida are central places. In his opinion a central
place is a place with: craft industry and specialisation, market and exchange functions, trade
relations with isolated settlements, social hierarchy, continuous fortifications, monumental
gates, a large inhabited area and settlement planning (Buchsenschutz 1995: 61-62).

Concerning social organisation he argues for an aristocracy in command of production and
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trade, though he also follows the recent beliefs in the integration of the artisans into society

(Buchsenschutz and Krausz 2001: 297).

Anti-thesis: oppida are not urban

Filip (1981: 182, 184) contests the urban character of oppida and argues that it is deduced
from a few features only which are unequally represented among the oppidum sites. He states
that at the majority of the sites settlement planning is not evidenced. Moreover he opposes
even permanent settlement because most oppida would only last for two to four generations
Concerning economic functions he admits that trade is important, but argues that coinage is
not restricted to the oppida, that specialised production is only obvious at a few sites and that
evidence for the exploitation of raw materials is rare. Filip (1981: 182, 186) concludes that
only the oppida of Bibracte and Manching can be considered close to urban settlements. He
does not grant a major role to oppida. On the contrary, he sees the oppida as an element in the
decline of power and the construction of the ramparts as an indication for an increased need
for defence (Filip 1981: 186). I agree with Filip (1981: 186) that not every large fortified
settlement from Late La Téne must be seen as urban. And it is certainly valuable that he puts
the one-sided vision of pro-urban authors into perspective. But to deny urbanism, settlement
and any significance to oppida is an extremist view as well. It must be said that Filip's views
are a result from the particular situation of the oppida in Bohemia. It is certainly true that
many theories on oppida are based on a limited number of sites only and that the situation in

Bohemia can add new valuable insights to our understanding of the oppidum.

Woolf strongly opposes the assumed urbanism and central place functions of oppida in his
article ‘Rethinking the oppida’ (1993). He states that the urbanism of oppida is based on
Caesar, on supposed similarities to Roman cities or medieval towns, and on the posited
relationships between urbanisation and the development of political structures, artisanal or
industrial activity and commerce (Woolf 1993: 226, 231). Against the attribution of urbanism
he argues that oppida generally lack “many features normally associated with urbanisation”:
zoning, settlement hierarchy and a clear evidence of central place functions (Woolf 1993:
223). He adds that public buildings and public spaces are hardly demonstrated (Woolf 1993:
230). Woolf (1993: 227) aptly remarks that the search for urban status merely reflects a search

for familiar features of classical cities and medieval towns. This is true. Scholars have indeed
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been trying to identify modern urban concepts at the oppida. However, Woolf falls into the
same trap himself when he uses the lack of the traditional urban features as his argument
against urbanism. I do agree with Woolf (1993: 232-233) that urbanism is not a necessary

stage of development and social evolution.

Woolf (1993: 228) also contests central place functions of oppida. Yet it is not clear what
model of central place he is fulminating against. His arguments are that iron and glass
working, and even coin production were not restricted to the oppida (Woolf 1993: 228) and
that little of the production of oppida was distributed to the surrounding region (Woolf 1993:
229). But there are various models of central places and they do not necessarily imply a
production scale that is larger than at other settlements (chapter 2). Woolf (1993: 229) also
argues that the central place functions are based on the simplistic model of large sites
dominating smaller ones. This recalls the central place theory of Christaller (chapter 2) which
is indeed outdated and simplistic. I agree with Woolf (1993: 227) that complex settlement

organisation should not automatically indicate central place functions.

Woolf has made a significant contribution to oppidum studies because he has undermined all
the established assumptions and this has lead to the rethinking of oppida he aimed for. His
article is mainly destructive and not constructive, but the latter was probably not his goal.
Woolf identified the underlying assumptions and concepts which caused the debate and which

obstructed a clear view on oppida.

Cumberpatch (1995) reviews the archaeological research on Late Iron Age Bohemia and
Moravia. He strongly opposes the “orthodoxy which has prevailed for the last 40 years and
has cast the oppida in the inappropriate role of ‘Europe’s first towns’” (Cumberpatch 1995:
67). Yet his arguments are only aimed against the functional aspect of the urban theory: the
oppida as production and trade centres. First, he argues against the role as production centre.
He states that the Czech oppida are not located in the richest areas of raw materials
(Cumberpatch 1995: 74). This may indeed indicate that exploitation was not the core
instigation for oppidum foundation. He also claims that production was not more intensive or
at a larger scale than on open settlements, and that production was essentially local
(Cumberpatch 1995: 74-75, 82). Therefore Cumberpatch (1995: 83) concludes that production
was not centralised at the oppida. And production was not the only economic activity of

oppida as they had a substantial agricultural component (Cumberpatch 1995: 69). In addition,
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Cumberpatch contests the role of oppida as trade centres. He argues that coins appear well
before oppida (Cumberpatch 1995: 76) and that the oppida in Bohemia and Moravia remained
relatively isolated from the wave of Mediterranean goods (Cumberpatch 1995: 80).

In summary, Cumberpatch does not believe that oppida played a central role in the production
and circulation of goods. Cumberpatch (1995: 81) states that their precise position in relation
to other types of economic centres is more problematic than has been generally
acknowledged. We should stop thinking that the oppida are the dominant elements in the
geographical and economic landscape. On the contrary, according to Cumberpatch (1995: 68)
the majority of people lived in farmsteads, hamlets and small villages. Cumberpatch’
viewpoints are clearly based on the particularity of the Bohemian oppida. Yet, his statements

advise us not to overemphasise the economic role of the oppida.

Haselgrove (1995: 87) also puts the current emphasis on oppida into perspective. He states
that the late Iron Age changes do not constitute a decisive break. They are rather a phase in
the evolution of the essentially discontinuous and unstable society. He argues that the oppida
only stand out because of changes, such as coinage and Mediterranean contacts, which are not
related to the oppida (Haselgrove 1995: 83-86). Haselgrove also argues against the role of
Mediterranean trade as a factor for oppida formation. He states that there is a false degree of
coherence between Roman imports and other processes at work in contemporary Europe. The
role of the Roman world is overstated (Haselgrove 1995: 82, 87). This is a rather interesting
viewpoint because Mediterranean trade is generally seen as a predominant feature in the
oppidum period. 1 also retain that oppida should be examined as part of a long-term

development.

Sala¢ is more extreme and suggests in his article that ‘the oppida in Bohemia (were) a wrong
step in urbanization’ (Sala¢ 2000). He states that oppida are an economically erroneous
attempt to create urban settlements. They are all situated in relatively inconvenient places,
never inhabited before or after, on hilltops far from the agricultural land and probably far
from communication routes (Sala¢ 2000: 152-153). As a result they became “the weakest link
of the La Téne culture” (Sala¢ 2000: 155). He states that the oppida were not self-sufficient in
food production and that this caused the economy to breakdown when the population of the
oppida increased. For this reason the oppida had to be abandoned when long-distance trade

declined in importance (Sala¢ 2000: 154-155). Sala¢ does not restrict this theory to the
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Bohemian situation as he suggests that unsuitable locations may be found throughout Europe,
even at Bibracte (Sala¢ 2000: 155). This is a rather radical vision, which is still based on
assumptions of urbanism, the dichotomy urban-agricultural, and the dependence on long-

distance trade.

Lorenz and Gerdsen (2004': 138) studied the oppidum of Manching, which is considered the
prototype of the urban oppidum (e.g. Filip 1981: 186). Yet, he states that Manching was not
an urban centre (Lorenz and Gerdsen 2004: 165). He argues that Manching only had a small
population, that iron working preceded the oppidum and that there is no clear evidence for an
urban lay-out or any settlement planning (Lorenz and Gerdsen 2004: 130, 132, 137). Again

the presumed lack of traditional urban features is used against the urbanism of oppida.

Synthesis: Alternative views

Cumberpatch (1995: 84) states that separating economic practices from social practices leads
to misunderstanding the nature of the economy. He states that the emergence of oppida —and
Viereckschanzen- are an aspect of a major change in ritual activity: the evolution to enclosing
land. This evolution symbolises the change of focus from the individual to the communal and
anonymous. Concerning the common assumptions on social hierarchy, Cumberpatch (1995:
68, 74) sees the farmsteads® as the spatial counterpart of a basic social unit, the extended
family (Cumberpatch 1995: 74). Contrary to most scholars he does not link the farmsteads
with some kind of elite. In conclusion, Cumberpatch emancipates the interpretation of Iron

Age society from the burden of dominant economic and hierarchical viewpoints.

Haselgrove (1995: 82) aptly states that the taxonomic model urban—non-urbanis too
restrictive. Concerning the function of oppida, Haselgrove (1995: 83) does not consider the
oppida as political centres in the region. He states that oppida fulfilled many of the same roles
as sanctuaries because they usually contain cult places and meeting places for peoples living
over a larger area (Haselgrove 2007: 501). They recall enclosures which yielded remains of
larger-scale feasting and/or sacrificial offering (Haselgrove 2007: 501). The enclosures were

not necessarily only ritual. They were constructed due to agricultural concerns such as stock

1. The year 2004 might be misleading. Lorenz developed this theory long ago but he died in the 1980s, decades
before the publication of his work.
2. The concept 'farmstead’ will be largely discussed in chapter 3.
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management, land drainage etc. (Haselgrove 2007: 503). He also incorporates the emergence
of the oppidum in the general increased tendency of building enclosures and sanctuaries
(Haselgrove 1995: 84; 2007: 496, 500). He rejects centrality or dominance of the oppida.
Haselgrove (2007: 508) states that oppida are not the top of a settlement hierarchy. Their
emergence would rather reflect the increased instability of rural sites. Haselgrove offers a
different viewpoint on oppida. This is very useful because every research subject should be
looked at from different angles. Studies on oppida were too caught up in economic and
political theories. However, it would be wrong to deny any political significance to a meeting

place with communal building activity and ritual significance.

Lorenz and Gerdsen (2004: 165) offer a rather surprising alternative view. He states that
Manching was an enlarged Fiirstensitze or princely seat with central place functions, just like
the La Téne A hillforts (Lorenz and Gerdsen 2004: 165) It is not clear where he got the
evidence for these central place functions and the presence of an elite. Maybe this is merely

meant to be a statement. Lorenz’s theory has not been followed by other scholars.

Conclusion

The interpretation of the oppida has evolved over time. In the 1980s the oppidum received the
status of urban settlement with central place functions. Around the 1990s those theories got
criticised and opposed. The examination of the main viewpoints revealed that the arguments
pro or contra urban oppida are restricted to the presence or absence of recurrent features. I
will refer to them as 'traditional urban features'. Formally the traditional urban features consist
of a large size, a considerable permanent population and an urban lay-out which includes
settlement planning, ramparts, public buildings, public amenities, public places, and
functional zoning. These formal features are unanimously adopted. Functionally the
traditional urban features comprise a role as political or at least as economic centre. The

interpretation of 'centre' varies widely. These functional features are highly debatable.

Woolf (1993: 227) aptly remarks that the traditional urban features reflect a search for
familiar features of classical cities and medieval towns. Some scholars acknowledge this
unreservedly. Collis (1984a: 136) states that oppida conform a pattern of layout of the
classical Mediterranean towns. Brun (1995a: 16) adds that the settlement type is adopted from
the Mediterranean. Buchsenschutz (1998: 61; 2004: 346-8) doubts about the urbanism of
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oppida because the lack of traditional urban features makes the oppida “different from the
Mediterranean”. In the next chapter I will examine the validity of the traditional urban
features and the comparison between oppida and Mediterranean cities. I aim to reveal the
origins of the belief in these features and to check if they were actually present at

Mediterranean towns. In the case-studies I will verify their presence at oppidum sites.

The debate on the urbanism of oppida is also hampered by the pivotal role of commonplace
concepts that are not sufficiently specified: urbanism, central place and elite. The lack of
clarification of these concepts leads to a debate at different wavelengths that is not
constructive. In the next chapter I will analyse these common concepts. I aim to understand
these concepts and to question their validity. Haselgrove (1995: 82) aptly states that the
taxonomic model urban—non-urbanis too restrictive. 1 intend to develop an alternative
interpretation of oppida that is released from the burden of inherited notions which

predominate and direct one's mode of thought.

3. Conclusion

The definition of oppidum is closely entangled with its debated interpretation as urban
settlement. On the one hand, the definition of oppida includes criteria that are in fact also
identified as 'traditional urban features': ramparts, a large size and dense population, an urban
lay-out, and production and trade activity, whether or not as a centre. On the other hand, the
debate on the urban interpretation of oppida is based on features that are supposed to be
present (or not) on oppida. This way definition and interpretation constitute a circular
argument. Furthermore the interpretation of oppida is also saturated with modern
assumptions: urbanism, central place and elite. I aim to disentangle all these aspects in order

to start my research on oppida on a clear basis.

In the case-studies I will examine three established oppidum sites that have ramparts and fall
into the accepted chronological and geographical boundaries. I will select sites that vary in
location and size in order to reveal the individual character of oppidum sites. At each site |
will check the presence of the common oppidum criteria and the traditional urban features. It
aims to test their validity and their significance at each site. Last but not least I will also

examine additional, context-specific characteristics of the sites. This is crucial to understand

26



Chapter 1: What is an oppidum?

the individuality of each site and to reveal the existing aspects of oppida instead of the

assumed ones.

In the next chapter I will analyse the common concepts that are central to the current
interpretation of oppida: urbanism, central place and elite. They are fundamental to the
present debate that is the starting point for my research. I aim to dismantle these concepts: to
understand them, to examine their validity and to retain the aspects that suit the archaeological

reality.

Collis states “every new generation tends to caricature the failings of the previous, and then to
reject its approaches in totality” (Collis 2007: 524). This is not what I intend to do. My aim is
not to reject the work of previous studies, but to build on them. I aim to find a new approach
that is liberated from blurred and loaded concepts, that is based on previous studies and on the

independent research of archaeological sites.
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Chapter 2: Whence the current interpretations on oppida?
Analysing the account of Caesar, the concepts urbanism, central place and social hierarchy.

To be or not to be a city. This question has been the topic of debates for many years. The
debates are profound and interesting but not very constructive. At certain times it seems the
proverbial tower of Babel on various levels. The core problem is the lack of any consensus on
terminology to be used. First, the archaeological concept oppidum itself is mainly based on
Caesar’s account of the Gallic places he called oppida. Yet no clear understanding about what
the actual word meant to Caesar and his contemporaries has been agreed upon. Second, the
concept of urbanism is fluid and not defined by common consent. It is linked to the concept of
central place, a term that is used without further explanation despite the fact that it can be
understood in various different ways. This has led to a wide variety of personal interpretations
of urbanism and -as a result- to different opinions about the urbanism found in oppida. Third,
our view on ancient urbanism is dominated by the assumed model of the Mediterranean city,
and its formal and functional features. Despite the traditionally alleged homogeneity, these
features of Mediterranean cities are also debated currently. Finally, the oppidum’s society is
usually thought to be hierarchical and led by an elite. But the concept of this elite and the

nature of the social hierarchy were never clarified.

In this chapter I will focus on the above mentioned problems with terminology and on the
current debate. First, 1 will verify the application of the word oppidum by ancient authors,
predominantly Caesar, against the current interpretation of the word. Second, I will
summarize the existing definitions of urbanism and central place to evaluate the current
debate. Third, I will re-evaluate the assumed model of the Mediterranean city and in particular
the 'traditional urban features' that are central to the interpretation of oppida. In conclusion, 1
will use an overview of the spectrum of social organisations to put the common hierarchical
interpretation into perspective. My aim is to remove persistent and dominant assumptions in

order to reinterpret ancient sites, in casu oppida.
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1. Definition of ‘oppidum’

The oppidum is a modern archaeological concept. Yet originally oppidum is a Latin word.
When Julius Caesar wrote about oppida in his ‘de bello Gallico’ (Gallic Wars) he would
never have imagined that some 1900 years later archaeologists would start a quest for these
sites, and as a result, that he founded an archaeological category. Caesar referred to some
Gallic settlements as oppida. This way he transferred a Latin word into a context which was
not Roman, which was unfamiliar to him. In the 19" century AD archaeologists started to
associate a particular kind of archaeological sites with Caesar’s word oppidum.
Archaeological finds were grafted onto the historical accounts. Hence the archaeological
category was born. In sum, oppidum is a Roman word which was applied by Romans to some
non-Roman settlements and which is now the name for a category of specific pre-Roman

settlement remains.

But what did the ancient authors, especially Caesar, actually mean by ‘oppidum™ Do
archaeologists and Caesar have the same concept in mind when they use the word? In this
section I will examine the ancient concept. I will explore the meaning of the word oppidum,
its origins and its use by ancient authors. Two principal challenges can be discerned and
deserve special attention: the physical variety within the category called oppidum, especially

their fortifications, and the relationship between the terms oppidum and urbs, which means

city.

1. The origins of the word

There are two main explanations for the origin of the word oppidum. It might have its origins
in quod ob pedes est, what means barricade or physical obstruction. It was used for the
canceres in the circus (Volkmann 1979: 316). This might indicate that the word oppidum

referred to a defensive function, to the fortification.

On the other hand, oppidum may descend from ‘ops’ or its plural ‘opes’. This explanation is
acknowledged by the ancient etymologists (Tarpin 2000: 28). The word ops/opes has various
meanings. The Oxford Latin Dictionary (Glare 1968-1982) provides the following

translations:
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1. (singular/plural) power, ability, specifically: military strength, forces, troops

2. (plural) power exercised over others, domination, influence

3. (plural) resources (economically, military etc), the means that one has at one’s
disposal for a purpose; (sing) a means for doing something, resource, expedient

4. (plural) financial resources, wealth, property, produce regarded as wealth

5. (mostly singular) resources given to others, aid, assistance

It becomes apparent that the word ops can be read in different ways: from power and military
strength to mere economic resources. One’s interpretation of ops affects one’s interpretation
of oppidum and vice versa. On the other hand it shows the rich spectrum of meanings this
concept has. The various meanings should not exclude one another. In fact they can often be

related and integrated.

Tarpin (2000: 30 footnotes 11 and 18) adds a list of the ancient etymologists. This list is
analogous to the record in the Thesaurus Lingua Latina (P6schl 1980: 754-759). I will quote

the etymologists® here chronologically, with a translation and a short background account.

- Varro (De lingua Latina 5, 141): “Et oppidum ab opi dictum, quod munitur opis
causa, ubi sint et quod opus est ad vitam gerendam ubi habeant tuto. Oppidum quod

2

operi muniebat, moenia.” “Oppidum is also named from ops because it is fortified for
ops as a place where the people may be, and because for spending their lives there is a
need of place where they may be safe. Moenia (walls) were so named because they
muniebant (fortified) the oppidum with opus ((earth)work).” (translated by Kent 1938)
Varro was a Roman equestrian officer who wrote this work in 47-45 BC (Kent 1938:

VI-IX).

- Pomponius (Dig 50, 16, 239, 7): “oppidum ab ope dicitur, quod eius rei causa moenia
sint constituta.” “Oppidum is named from ops because walls were built for this

cause.” Pomponius was a lawyer who lived in the 2" century AD (Végh 1979: 103 9).

3. I have omitted Isidorus of Seville because he is not really an ‘ancient author’. Isidorus was the bishop of the
church of Sevilla, Spain, in the Late Antique (6th century AD) (Brehaut 1964: 23).

31



Chapter 2: Whence the current interpretations on oppida?

Festus (p. 201 L, 184 M, 207 Th): “oppidum dictum, quod opem praebet.” “1t is called
oppidum because it provides ops”. Festus (p. 222 L, 203 M, 242 Th): “oppidorum
originem optime refert Cicero lib. I de Gloria, eamque appellationem usurpatione[m]
appellatam esse existimat, quod opem darent, adiciens.” “Cicero explains the origin
of oppidum very well in book 1 of his work on Gloria. He believes that they are so
called because they provide ops.” Festus was a grammarian of the 2™ century AD
(Schmidt 1979: 541).

Servius (Aeneis 9, 605): “oppidum quidam a vico castelloque magnitudine secernunt;
alii locum muro fossave aliave munitione conclusum; alii locum aedificiis constitutum,
ubi fanum, comitium, forum et murus sit; oppidum dici ab oppositione murorum, vel
quod hominibus locus esset oppletus vel quod opes illo munitioni gratia congestae
sunt.” “Some distinguish an oppidum from a vicus (village) or castellum because of its
magnitude (size, significance). For some it is a place defined by a wall or a ditch or
other defences. For some it is a place laid out with buildings where there is a temple, a
comitium (part of the forum where the people’s assembly takes place), a forum and a
wall. An oppidum is so named by the opposition of the walls, or because it is a rich
place for people, or because opes are gathered there because of its defences.” Servius

was a grammarian and lived in the 4™ century AD (Gugel 1979: 145).

All ancient etymologists seem to agree about the ops-origin of oppidum. They might be

copying each other or another source, but it would go too far to make a critical in-depth

analysis here. The etymologists also add a glimpse of their view on oppida; they mention —in

order of frequency- walls, gathering activity and specific buildings.

2. Is an oppidum a fortified site?

Three out of four etymologists mention walls. Therefore Volkmann (1979: 316) states that

there is strong emphasis on the fortifications. He argues that Caesar used the word oppidum to

translate the Gallic word ‘dunum’ which means fortified refuge. Volkmann refers to Caesar

who wrote that “the Britons call it an oppidum when they have fortified a thick-set woodland
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with rampart and trench, and thither it is their custom to collect, to avoid a hostile inroad”™
(DBG 5.21; translation by Edwards 1917). On many other occasions Caesar mentions that an
oppidum was well secured by fortifications and often by natural strength (e.g. Avaricam DBG
7.15). Caesar seems to be impressed by the fortifications. He reports that the oppidum of
Noviodunum (DBG 2.12) had a ditch that wide and a wall that high that he could not take the
oppidum although there were only few men to defend it. Caesar also gives detailed
descriptions of ramparts (DBG 2.29, DBG 7.46). We get the impression that oppida were
always fortified.

On the other hand, it might be only logical that Caesar observes fortifications since he mostly
arrived at the oppida in times of war or turbulence. For instance, Caesar mentions that the
Veneti fortified their oppida when they heard he was approaching (DBG 3.9)’. However,
unfortified oppida did exist. Caesar (DBG 7.14)° mentions that the Gauls burned down the
oppida “which were not protected by fortification or natural location”. Caesar (DBG 1.6-7;
translation by Edwards 1917) also calls Geneva an oppidum, even though it was a large
unfortified site (Fichtl 2000: 16). Fichtl (2000: 13-15) adds that Caesar even referred to small
villages as oppida. This he concludes from the discrepancy between the large numbers of
oppida quoted by Caesar and the archaeological reality. It is a rather frail argument given the
fortuity of archaeological discoveries. Tarpin (2000: 28, note 16) confirms the account of
unfortified oppida in other ancient texts. He refers to Lucanus and Livius. Lucanus (Bellum
civile 4, 224) wrote that “oppida would not be fortified with walls... if it were ever right to

barter freedom for peace™’

(translated by Duff). Lucanus’ information might be doubted as his
work is an epic poem. Livy (Ab urbe condita 22.11.4) wrote: “He also issued that those who
dwelt in unfortified oppida and castella should remove to places of safety”. (translated by

Foster 1919).

4. Oppidum autem Britanni vocant, cum silvas impeditas vallo atque fossa munierunt, quo incursionis hostium
vitandae causa convenire consuerunt (Caesar DBG 5.21).

5. Veneti reliquaeque item civitates cognito Caesaris adventu ... His initis consiliis oppida muniunt, frumenta ex
agris in oppida comportant ... (Caesar DBG 3.9)

6. Caesar DBG 7.14: Praeterea oppida incendi oportere, quae non munitione et loci natura ab omni sint
periculo tuta.

7. Lucanus BC 4,224: Eruerunt, nulli vallarent oppida muri ... si bene libertas umquam pro pace daretur.

8. Livius AUC 22.11.4: Editiogque proposito ut quibus oppida castellaque immunata essent, uti commigrarent in
loca tuta.
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In conclusion, the ramparts are a significant and impressive element of oppida. Nevertheless it
does become evident from the review of the ancient authors above that not every oppidum had

ramparts.

3. Is an oppidum an urban settlement?

The etymologist Varro depicts an oppidum as a place where people spend their lives and
Servius even mentions the occurrence of a temple, comitium and forum (previous pages).
From the description by these authors you can conclude that the oppidum appears to be a
settlement with some urban-like features. Moreover, Caesar calls some oppida also urbs.
Urbs is the Latin word that means city and Rome in particular. This brings about the question
whether oppidum means the same as wurbs, or in other words whether the oppidum was

considered to be a city.

Tarpin (2000: 27) supports the idea that the two words are interchangeable, except for the city
of Rome. Both oppidum and urbs, he argues, were generated in the old era and the scholars at
the end of the Roman republic did not remember their origins and the difference between
them. Indeed it seems that Livy, for instance, had difficulties finding a precise word. The site
Clastidium he first described as vicus, village (AUC 21, 48) and later as oppidum (AUC 32,
29) (Fichtl 2000: 16).

Fichtl (2000: 12) has a different explanation. He concluded that Caesar used the word urbs in
a later phase, namely from 52 BC onwards, and assumes an evolution, if not in European
oppidum’s urbanism, than surely in Caesar’s opinion about oppida. His explanation might be
based on the fact that the oppidum-and-urbs sites all figure in chapter seven. However, the
terminology ‘later phase’ is dubious since the great majority of all oppida appear in this
chapter and all seven chapters are written in 52-51 BC. That is not exactly a large period of

time to detect an evolution.

Rodwell (1976: 288) argues for a strict distinction between oppidum and urbs. He states that
an oppidum might have been no more than a large fortified area, whereas urbs involved a
socio-economic centre. Rodwell’s idea appeals to me but I would make a subtle amendment.

The words urbs and oppidum may not be used to indicate different settlement types but to

34



Chapter 2: Whence the current interpretations on oppida?

indicate different features of the same settlement viewed from a different angle. Depending on
which aspects of a settlement Caesar focuses on in the context of his story, he calls the site
either oppidum or urbs. The best way to test this hypothesis is by examining the sites in
question. The three sites that are called oppida and urbs by Caesar are: Avaricum, Alesia and
Gergovia. I will summarise the relevant information here. The associated quotations are listed

in appendix 1 and the relevant information is written below.

The information on Avaricum is challenging. In the description of this site the word oppidum
is used in a rather military context of size, significance, fortification, supplies and a Roman
camp on the site. The word urbs appears only when its aesthetic beauty is portrayed: “almost
the fairest urbs in all Gaul, the safeguard and the ornament of their civitas” (DBG 7.15;
translation by Edwards 1917)°. However, in the accounts on Alesia and Gergovia, on the
contrary, there is no such apparent distinction. Both terms rather seem to be interchangeable.
Gergovia is called oppidum in the discussion about its location and camp, and it is called urbs
in the account on its defensive position and a cavalry fight. Moreover the two terms appear in
one and the same chapter (DBG 7.36). Alesia is called oppidum when its strategic location
and view were described and urbs in the account on camps. Both words figure again in the
same chapter (DBG 7.68). Additionally, a large number Biturigi oppida, twenty in total, are
also called urbes: in his account of the decision to burn them down Caesar shifts from

oppidum to urbs (DBG 7.14-15).

If the term urbs does not focus on a specific feature of the settlement, why are exactly those
three sites called urbs? One might argue they are all places where significant and vigorous
battles were fought. But then again, fighting took place at other oppida. Maybe Caesar just
thought that the term city would make the Roman senate more eager to honour his exploits,
especially after long and demanding sieges. It may be significant that the three oppida are
only called urbs in book seven in which Caesar records the great revolt of the Gauls against
Roman domination (Edwards 1917: XI). It might seem to confirm Tarpin’s theory on the

interchangeability of the words, at least for the situation in Gaul.

Volkmann (1979: 316-317) adds that the use of the term oppidum itself is generally

ambiguous and might have confused many ancient authors. On the one hand it had a very

? Caesar DBG 7.15: pulcherrissima prope totius Galliae urbem, quae praesidio et ornamento sit civitati.
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well-defined meaning. In the lex Rubria of 149 BC, for instance, it was one of the specific
legal concepts: oppidum, municipium, colonia, praefectura, forum and vicus. On the other
hand, oppidum became a popular term to indicate every town-like settlement, irrespective of
its legal status. For instance, Pliny discerns five well-defined groups of oppida: 1) oppida
civium Romanorum (oppida of Roman citizens); 2) oppida Latinorum (oppida of the Latini);
3) oppida libera (free oppida); 4) oppida foederata (allied oppida); S) oppida stipendiaria
(tributary oppida) when he applies the imperial statistics of Agrippa and Augustus. However,
in his chapters on geography he uses the word oppidum at random for all kinds of towns and
forts (Volkmann 1979: 316-317).

It is not clear whether urbs and oppidum are interchangeable or whether they allude to
different aspects of the same site. The meaning and use of the Latin word oppidum and its
evolution through time and space are interesting issues to be studied. Yet, they are beyond the
scope of my dissertation. I will restrict myself to examine the context in which Caesar

mentions oppida in Gaul.

4. Caesar’s oppida: gathering place of human and natural resources?

‘De Bello Gallico’ is the recording by General Julius Caesar of his wars in Gaul in 58-51 BC.
He probably wrote the first seven books in 52-51 BC and published them early in 51 BC
(Edwards 1917: XV). Caesar is an eye-witness of the Gallic oppida and their society in the
first century BC, at the moment of their ‘clash’ with Rome. Therefore his recordings are a
valuable and rich source. But his report was designed to justify his campaigns in Gaul and to
account for his actions before the Roman senate. Therefore the content s subjective and might
very well be highly biased. Caesar's account is a goldmine for the historical context of oppida

in Gaul, but a goldmine that should be treated with some caution.

Fichtl (2005: 13) made a survey of the oppida which Caesar mentioned by name:

Ancient name Civitas Identification Nomination by Caesar | Reference in DBG
Agedincum Senones Sens 4.44,7.10,57, 59, 62
Alesia Mandubii Alise-Ste-Reine urbs, oppidum 7.68-10, 75-80, 84, 8.14, 34
Atuatuca Eburones castellum 7.32,35

Avaricum Bituriges Bourges urbs, oppidum 7.13-18,29-32, 47,52
Bibracte Aeduti Mont-Beuvray oppidum 1.23, 7.55, 63,90,8.2,4
Bibrax Remi Saint-Thomas oppidum 2.6
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Bratuspantium Bellovaci oppidum 2.13
Cavillonum Aedui Chéalon/Sione oppidum 7.42,90
Cenabum Carnutes Orléans oppidum 7.3,11,14,17,28,8.5,6
Decetia Aedui Decize 7.33
Durocortorum Remi Reims 6.44
Genava Allobroges Geneéve oppidum 1.6,7
Gergovia Arverni Gergovie urbs, oppidum 7.34, 36-38, 40-43, 45, 59
Gorgobina Boii oppidum 7.9
Lemonum Pictones oppidum 8.26

Lutetia Parisii Paris oppidum 6.3,7.57,58
Matisco Aedui Micon 7.90
Metlosedum Senoni Melun oppidum 7.58, 60-61
Nemetocenna Atrebates Arras 7.90
Noviodunum Bituriges oppidum 7.12, 14
Noviodunum Aedui oppidum 7.55
Noviodunum Suessiones Pommiers? 2.12
Octodurus Veragri Martigny vicus 3.1
Samarobriva Ambiani Amiens 5.24,47,53
Uxellodunum Cadurci Puy d’Issolu oppidum 8.32,40
Vellaunodunum | Senoni oppidum 7.11, 14
Vesontio Sequani Besangon oppidum 1.38,39
Vienna Allobroges Vienne 7.9

- Aduatuci oppidum 2.29

- Sotiati Sos oppidum 3.21

Table 1: List of oppida named by Caesar in ‘De Bello Gallico’ (Fichtl 2005: 13)

I will examine Caesar's accounts on these oppida. Information on fights and sieges are left
out. I focus on the other features which he valued important to mention. What can a General
tell us about the sites? He was an eye-witness but observed the oppida through Roman and
hostile eyes. The oppida must all have had some significance to him which can be deduced

from his descriptions (cfr. next seven paragraphs).

The location is significant to Caesar. Some oppida are near a bridge, as for instance Cenabum
(DBG 7.11) and the unfortified Geneva (DBG I, 6-7). Very often Caesar mentions that from
the oppida one gets a bird’s eye view over the surroundings (e.g. Gergovia DBG 7.45). Not
only military locations are mentioned in the descriptions. About the oppidum Avaricum, for

instance, he writes that it is located in a fertile district (DBG 7.13).
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Caesar mostly regards the oppida as important places for military use. This does not imply
that he meant that oppida were used for military purposes only. Many times he camped near
an oppidum, for instance Bibrax (DBG 2.6). In Cenabum Caesar even garrisoned part of his
troops in the dwellings of the inhabitants. The other part camped in huts built on to these
dwellings (DBG 8.5).

In many instances an oppidum is presented as the largest settlement of the civitas (Bibracte
DBG 1.23; Vesontio DBG 1.38, Avaricum DBG 7.13). A significant contribution may be
DBG 8.5'%: “When report of the army reached the enemy, the influence of the disaster which
had befallen the rest made itself felt. The Carnutes forsook the vici (villages) and the oppida -
in which they were living for protection against the winter, it means buildings erected hastily
to meet their need, for after their recent defeat they had abandoned many of their oppida - and
fled in all directions” (translation by Edwards 1917). If Caesar may be given credence to, here
he shows that an oppidum was a place where people lived temporarily, in times of winter or

danger.

Caesar mentions that the oppida were able to gather large amounts of people and to store
ample goods (e.g. Bratuspantium in DBG 2.13). In Vellaunodunum no less than 600 hostages
were taken by Caesar (DBG 7.11). In Avaricum there were at least 40,000 men, women and
children at the time of the siege (DBG 7.28). Of course, these numbers have to be put into
perspective. Caesar might have exaggerated to magnify his own exploits and to impress the

senate.

Another recurrent feature in Caesar’s report is the fact that oppida had provision and supplies,
especially a corn supply which was crucial for Caesar’s army (e.g. Bibracte in DBG 1.23 and
Vesontio in DBG 1.39). Caesar often stationed his men in an oppidum to secure the comn-
supply, for instance in Cabillonum and Matisco (DBG 7.90). In Cenabum even a Roman

equites was established who was put in charge of the corn-supply (DBG 7.3).

' Caesar DBG 8.5: Cum fama exercitus ad hostes esset perlata, calamitate ceterorum ducti Carnutes desertis
vicis oppidisque, quae tolerandae hiemis causa constitutis repente exiguis ad necessitatem aedificiis incolebant
(nuper enim devicti complura oppida dimiserant) dispersi profugiunt.
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Roman citizens, unconnected to the army, were also established at oppida for trading
purposes, for instance in Cenabum (DBG 7.3) and in Gergovia (DBG VII1.42). Caesar even
wrote that Cenabum had a forum (DBG 7.28)

Political activities were also documented at several oppida. Caesar recorded assemblies he
referred to as concilia. The concilium Galliae (assembly of Gaul) gathered at Lutetia (DBG
6.3) and the totius Galliae concilium (assembly of whole Gaul) at Bibracte (DBG 7.63).
Caesar also administered justice at Bibracte (DBG 8.4: “ibi cum ius diceret”). Furthermore he
summoned the whole senate of the Aedui to Decetia to solve a political quarrel. For this
occasion almost the whole civitas assembled there (DBG 7.33). Caesar reckons that oppida
had political power and influence. He states that the oppidum Avaricum had so much
influence that by taking the oppidum he would bring the civitas of the Bituriges into his power
again (DBG 7.13). Concerning Bibracte he even uses the word authority (DBG 7.55:

“oppidum apud eos maximae auctoritatis”).

The way one interprets Caesar’s word oppidum is strikingly parallel to, and thus influenced
by one’s interpretation of the archaeological concept oppidum. Fichtl (2000: 12-13) concludes
from Caesar’s account that the oppida were places of exchange where his army found food
supplies and places where important decisions were taken. That seems a fairly objective
summary but then he concludes that oppida were the most important sites in the Gallic
settlement hierarchy. The concept of the settlement hierarchy oppida — vici — aedificia is
assumed by many scholars (e.g. Collis 1984a: 5) but it should not be taken for granted. Tarpin
(2000: 29) considers oppida to be the manifestation of power, the ability of defence and the
accumulation of resources. These are rather general features, but then he assumes that the
oppidum was the city where the seat of power was, where grain was kept, where justice was
administered, where people and goods were registered. These features reflect a very modern
concept of centralisation and we have to be very clear what is meant by a seat of power and

registration.

In conclusion, according to Caesar's accounts an oppidum may have the capacity to contain a
large amount of people and goods, for instance grain, to host a military camp inside its
borders, to attract foreign traders, and to be the location for political meetings and decision

making activities.
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5. Conclusion

From the origins and use of the word oppidum, and especially from Caesar’s first-hand
information, I conclude —carefully at this stage- that an oppidum might essentially be a
settlement and gathering place. Settlement was not always the permanent dwelling for all
inhabitants. People might have come to live at an oppidum, for instance, in wintertime or at
times of danger. Equally or more significant might have been its function as gathering place
for communal events such as jurisdiction, political assemblies, religious festivals and
economic markets. The gathering of resources is logical and comes with the settlement and
the communal gatherings, but it does not necessarily imply that the oppidum was a centre of
redistribution. The ramparts probably served to protect inhabitants and eventual resources,

and to symbolise the communal significance of the oppidum.

2. Definition of urbanism and city

The words urbanism and city are central to the current debate on the interpretation of oppida.
The words are used recurrently, without any uniformity or explanation. It is not clear what
each participant to the debate actually means by using the terms. Moreover, I doubt if these
modern terms are accurate enough to be used for a pre-Roman site. This section aims to
understand the meaning of the keywords urbanism and city, and to question their accuracy in
the context of oppida. In the following section I will analyse the main modern definitions of
urbanism and the main theories on preindustrial cities. First I will survey the modern
definitions by social geography and urban sociology. Then I will review the theories of
Sjoberg on the pre-industrial city in general, of Langton on the 16th-17" century city, and of
Vance on the medieval city. Last but not least I will analyse the definition of the ancient city

by Classical historians, more specifically by Childe and Gates.

1. Social geography: the definition of a city

Vanneste (1994) wrote a manual in social geography and history. In this publication she
presents a comprehensive definition for the idiom city. Formally, a city has a city community
(monuments, institutions) and often city walls. Functionally, a city is a non-agrarian

settlement with some commercial activity, opposed to the countryside. However, as Vanneste
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observes, these definitions are rather medieval European concepts of a city. None of these
types of definition, formal or functional, are valuable for generalisation, let alone for

application to ancient times.

Vanneste (1994) also advanced Christaller’s four criteria for urbanism:
1. concentration of population
2. heterogeneous population
3. density of buildings

4. multifunctional and large area of influence

This definition focuses on the population and its buildings. It includes a valuable social
element. The criteria are clear, but at the same time extremely broad and open. They are as
fluid as the concept itself. In consequence these criteria may not be specific enough to
distinguish a city from another settlement. What integer has to be reached to call a population
dense? How can an area of influence be determined and delineated? How many functions are
required to be considered multifunctional? The definition is hard to reject because of its
generality, but at the same time it is not adequate to make a differentiation between sites

because of its generality.

Vanneste (1994: 22) acknowledges that it is hard to define ‘city’ in a clear and satisfactory
manner. First of all ‘city’ is a dynamic concept that changes over time. Second, the factors
that determine city growth, whether morphological, demographic, economic or legal are
ambiguous themselves. Finally, the very specific regional, national and even international
circumstances have a strong influence on the evolution of a city. These comments are very
beneficial to the discussion. They acknowledge that a city is ambiguous, specific and
dynamic. The ambiguity of a city reveals that a debate on urbanism is not constructive unless
every participant explains his perception of city. The fact that a city is specific and dynamic
shows that every city has its unique features. There is no well-defined measure to check
whether sites are urban or not. The same is true for the oppida. One should not try to fit
oppida into existing static concepts, but rather look at its specific and dynamic reality. In my

review of the oppida 1 will adhere to this approach.
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2. Urban sociology: the definition of a city

Urban sociologists have a different view of cities. In his elementary book on urban sociology
Dickens (1990: 45) mentioned that: “a city is a relatively large, dense and permanent
settlement of socially heterogeneous individuals”. The sociological definition does not
mention functions or specific buildings but instead it emphasises the social aspect and the
coherence between people. It is a valuable viewpoint because it adds another dimension that is
almost complementary to the rather formal and functional definitions of urbanism in other
sciences. The focus on the inhabitants might express the ancient view on cities more than any
other definition. For instance, Greek authors referred to the city of Athens by using the word

‘Athenians’, the inhabitants of the city (Section 3).

3. Sjoberg: the preindustrial city

Sjoberg studied the city from the time before the industrial revolution (Sjoberg 1960: V). He
does not confine his study to a particular region or period in time. He states that ‘preindustrial
cities everywhere display strikingly similar social and ecological structures, not necessarily in
specific cultural content, but certainly in basic form.” (Sjoberg 1960: 5). He refers to

preindustrial sites in Asia, India, Near East and Latin America.

Sjoberg (1960: 323) argues that the pre-industrial city is divided into districts that are based
on the following criteria in order of importance: social class'', occupation, ethnicity and
family ties. He states that the elite residences are located in the city centre and that status
diminishes outwards. According to Sjoberg (1960: 325-326) a preindustrial city has no
economic functions. Its economy was poorly developed and included agricultural activity by
the poor inhabitants. Instead, the city has political, administrative, religious and social

functions. The city centralised political power, held by its upper class.

Sjoberg's formal model of a city is predominantly class-based. A city is laid out on the basis
of social differentiation of the inhabitants. This is a simplified and rigid view of urban lay-out.
I am not convinced that this is the accurate way of interpreting urban organisation. The idea

that a city has no economic functions is very unusual. Mainly, a city is considered to be

""To Sjoberg (1960: 234) a class is a particular social stratum with rights and duties into which one was born.
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essentially the place of production and trade. The vision of Sjoberg in casu of a non-economic
function of a city is too radical. Yet, the other functions cited in his definition, political,
administrative and religious, do overcome the modern dichotomy city-countryside, and he

puts the common emphasis on the economic function into perspective.

4. Vance: the guild model

Vance (1971: 101) analyses the medieval city and he asserts that it exemplifies cities in the
pre-capitalist period. Vance (1971: 103-105) states that there is no obvious class-based
organisation of the city space. He argues for a guild-zoned city. The city is organised in guild
districts. The guild districts are occupational areas that cluster the inhabitants who work in the
same occupation. They are also areas of orthodoxy because guilds are connected to a
particular church. In addition by the nature of the guilds these areas are also connected to
political factions. Vance considers the city to be quite egalitarian in social structure and lay-
out. The city is many-centred. There is little morphological contrast except for the few
institutional buildings for the guild, the municipality and the church. There is plenty of open
space because the inhabitants are primarily cultivators. On the other hand, Vance considers
the merchant guild to be the first class and to hold the market borders and the main street.

Vance states that the economic function, especially trade, is essential to the city.

Contrary to Sjoberg, Vance emphasises the economic activity of a city. This is a common
view on a city's function. Vance's formal model is inspiring because it is not class-based,
acknowledges agricultural activity and focuses on occupational differentiation. Vance also
puts the common quest for a dominant city centre into perspective. A city has various centres
and merchants occupy strategic locations because of occupational concerns rather than

because of social dominance.

5. Langton: the occupational-cum-wealth model

Langton (1975: 21) studies the 16™-17" century city, in particular Newcastle, and concludes
that it does not confirm the theories of Sjoberg or Vance. According to Langton (1975: 21-22)
a city had an occupational-cum-wealth spatial zoning. He states that the merchants are located

in that part of the city that best suits their economic purposes and that contains the institutions
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that dominate the city. The other regularly patterned districts are occupational. Some of these
occupational districts are reinforced; some are countervailed by class zoning. This is due to
the fact that the increasing amount of craftsmen may sometimes have weakened and

dispensed the occupational zoning.

This model accords with Vance's view on the significance of occupation districts. In addition
to Vance’s view, Langton does accept that the merchants are linked to the dominant
institutions of a city. The model of Langton is valuable because acknowledges the dynamic

evolution of cities and human activity.

6. Classical history: definition of the ancient city

The ancient cities in Greece, Rome and Near East have fascinated generations of ancient
historians. In his book on ancient cities, Gates (2003) made a suitable effort to define ‘the

city’. His definition recalls what is recurrent in the majority of publications on the ancient

city.
Gates (2003: 2) presents five definitional distinctions:

1. Demographical: a city is defined according to its inhabitants. By their relative
population size he classifies city>town>village>hamlet.

2. Geographical: a city is opposed to the countryside. Both are mutually dependent.
Gates adds that the first includes administration and protection, the latter resources.
This way Gates adds a functional criterion to the city as well.

3. Functional: a city has ritual or ceremonial functions as well as administrative and
commercial functions. Gates concludes that a city is at the top of the settlement
hierarchy.

4. Social: a city is the product of a socially stratified society. Gates explains that social
distinctions (rulers-ruled; rich-poor) emerge once the population has become too
numerous to know each other. In addition people get socially differentiated by the
specialisation of their occupation.

5. Socio-economic: a city is a unit that supports itself economically and that extends its

economic and political influence over an area broader than its immediate territory.
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6. Overall: a city is a place that attracts a population. This can happen for economic,

geographical, military or ideological reasons (sanctity or choice made by leaders).
This is a dynamic element since the actual reasons for growth might change over

time.

Gates's definition recalls the modern definitions of a city (section 1): a dense population, the

dichotomy of city versus countryside, specific functions and the influence over a wider area.

These are indeed typical aspects of our modern cities but they may not be evident in ancient

times. Gates’ conclusions on social hierarchy and settlement hierarchy are also based on

common assumptions. Social differentiation is not coterminous to social hierarchy (see

section 5). Gates’ dynamic definition of a city attracting a concentration of people is a

refreshing and interesting viewpoint.

The definition of Childe (2002: 14-17) is the best known and most influential definition in

archaeology and classical history. His definition consists of ten criteria:

10.

concentration of relatively dense population

a part of the population pursues non-agricultural occupations (craft, trade,
administration, priesthood..), while the majority are farmers

production of an economic surplus, appropriated by central authority (king, deity)
monumental public architecture (temples, tombs, palaces, fortifications, ...)

a ruling class of priests, civil and military leaders and officials dedicated to
planning and organisation

administration and recording (writing and numeral notation)

exact and predictive sciences (mathematical and calendrical, e.g. calendar for
agricultural operations, weather forecast)

conceptualized and sophisticated art

dependence on long distance trade for vital materials

state organisation based on residence rather than kinship: people of different,
mutually complementary functions (peasants, craftsmen, priests and rulers) hold

together by some sort of solidarity.

Childe’s definition is relatively neutral. Still his famous criteria are often misinterpreted or

misused. For instance Gates (2003: 3) referred to Childe’s second criterion by “developed

45



Chapter 2: Whence the current interpretations on oppida?

social stratification” and Gates thus implies hierarchy. The tenth criterion Gates called
“people of all professions and classes’’ though Childe did not use the word class. Here again
Gates adds social differentiation and even status. Childe did not comment on status and
hierarchy. He did not interpret the rulers as members of aristocratic families or as a distinct

class.

Even though Childe’s definition seems to be an appropriate and acceptable reproduction of
what an ancient city is, it would be wrong to use these exact arguments as strict standards for
individual sites. Morgan and Coulton (1997) checked the validity of the physical criteria of
Childe for the archaeological identification of a Greek polis. They questioned even the most

commonly assumed criteria.

Criterion 1: Morgan and Coulton (1997: 91-92) aptly stated that size and density are the
most pervasive assumptions about what constitutes a city. Yet, the absolute size is
difficult to determine archaeologically. Furthermore, density was not the rule. The urban
organisation included open land between individual residential areas, e.g. in Sparta,

Corinth, Argos.

Criterion 4: The notion of monumental public architecture has long attracted particular
archaeological attraction but public is not coterminous with monumental. The
identification of public functions of individual buildings is often problematic and rests
on weak criteria. Almost all Greek institutions were accommodated in simple homes
before the architecturally complex ones. Furthermore public buildings were lacking
until the 6™ century BC. Morgan and Coulton (1997: 103-110) conclude that ‘a
checklist approach to identify the status of a site simply by the presence or absence of
building types is bound to fail’.

Criterion 5: There is nothing to suggest that housing was zoned or differentiated by
wealth and status. At Thasos for instance unequal groupings of houses may reflect
family interests or the ethnic organisation of settlement or an orientation towards

commerce (Morgan and Coulton 1997: 116-117).
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Criterion 9: It is not clear if the polis had a central trading function. The absence of
properly quantified distribution studies makes the degree to which poleis controlled the
market very hard to assess archaeologically (Morgan and Coulton 1997: 119).

Morgan and Coulton (1997: 124, 128-129) concluded that the answer does not lie in absolute
criteria. The status and the physical form of the Classical polis were constantly developing. A
settlement could pass into and out of the status of polis town quite easily. Their conclusions
show once again that even the most famous definition is too general and too static to really
reflect the specificity of individual ancient cities. Diversity in the attribution of the term city
has to be accepted and to be studied. Second even the most commonly accepted features of
the very prototype of ancient city, the polis, are highly disputable. The common criteria such
as trade, population, public buildings and zoning, used to argue in favour or against the urban

character of oppida are proven to be inadequate.

7. Conclusion

As Finley (1981: 5) aptly said: “Neither geographers nor sociologists nor historians have
succeeded in agreeing on a definition. Yet we all know what we mean by the label in general
terms.” The main definitions by classical history recall the modern definitions of a city, and
none of these definitions are adequate for ancient sites. This is revealed by studies on pre-
industrial cities and by testing the classical definition to the ancient city. Especially the
dichotomy city-countryside, the hierarchical society and the focus on monumentality and
trade are debated. Alternative views accept agricultural activity in the city; some propose a
rather egalitarian occupational differentiation and some even deny an economic function. The

urban sociology adds a focus on inhabitants to define a city.

This section revealed that 'the city' is an ambiguous, dynamic and individual concept.
Therefore a definition should not be too general and static. There is no checklist approach to
identify the status of a site simply by the absence or presence of the traditional urban features,

although this is what often happened in the debate on urbanism of oppida (chapter 1).

I will examine the individual character of each oppidum site by context specific analysis
(chapter 4-6). I will start from our modem idea of a city and force it on the oppidum sites to
check whether or not they get the label ‘urban’ according these criteria. Yet, it is not my aim
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to dismiss urbanism as a whole. I intend to examine to what extent the oppidum sites relate to
our idea of a city and to explore their particular form of urbanism, if any. My aim is to find an
alternative interpretation of oppida that does not generalise, but that suit the dynamic and

specific character of the oppidum.

3. Central place theories

The debate on the urban character of oppida is closely related to the question whether oppida
were central places. Collis (1984a) specifies that oppida resemble solar central places.
Buchsenschutz (1995) states that oppida are central places but his arguments recall traditional
urban features. Fichtl (2005) states that oppida had a central role in a settlement hierarchy.
Brun (1995a) argues oppida were centres that controlled the territory. Lorenz and Gerdsen
(2004) even considers oppida as princely seats with central place functions. Opponents use a
wide variety of arguments against the central place function of oppida. Woolf (1993) argues
that production is not restricted to the oppida. Cumberpatch (1995) states that the oppida had
no central political and economic role. Haselgrove (1995) argues that oppida were not

political centres and he adds that they are not part of a settlement hierarchy.

The terms central place, central function and centre are used recurrently but they are hardly
explained. It is not clear what the participants to the debate mean by these terms, apart from
Collis. Central place is used to indicate a centre of distribution, or production, or political
power, or a combination thereof, and it is often seen as the top of a settlement hierarchy. In
this section, I will briefly review the main models of central place systems. I aim to clarify

this concept that has a fundamental role in the interpretation of oppida.

1. The original central place theory

The original concept is formulated by Christaller and deals with modern market-based
capitalist economies (Collis 2009: 2). This concept implies a site hierarchy based on size. The
central place is a city or town that dominates a territory with secondary centres, villages and
hamlets, which are distributed around the central place at regular intervals (Renfrew and Bahn
2004: 182-183; Figurevl). Potter and King (1995: 21) add that the dwellings were spaced in
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nested hexagonal lattices. The central place was the node for collection and distribution of

goods.

@ cry O VILLAGE
O Town e HAMLET

Figure 1: The traditional central place theory
(Renfrew and Bahn 2004: 183)

This model is oversimplified. It is based on the assumption that the bigger settlement is the
better, that a larger site dominates a smaller one, that size is equivalent with power. In this
model there is no room for the dynamics of history and individual agency. Moreover, a
competitive economic structure is not proven archaeologically. I agree with Collis (2009: 2)

that this capitalist based model may be irrelevant in pre-conquest Iron Age Europe.

2. Alternative models

Smith (1976: 318) considers the central place essentially as a marketplace on which the
hinterland depends. Its primary function is to organise and articulate production and exchange
among several local systems. Therefore central places are a requirement for and do only occur
in commercialised exchange systems (Smith 1976: 314-315, 318). Smith distinguishes three

different models of central place systems:

The solar central place (Figure 2c) is an urban centre in the middle of an economically
dependent and tributary hinterland. All rural places are connected to only one central
place. Each central place has a monopoly as market-centre. It is the economic,
administrative and political centre (Smith 1976: 318-319). There are no secondary
centres (Collis 2009: 3).
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The dendritic central place (Figure 2d) is a major urban centre outside the local agrarian
region. It is the price setting market and the end point of a linear, vertical arrangement of
markets, linking various levels of hierarchies: from small rural places over collecting
points to the urban centre or central place. The dendritic central place system is
essentially exploitative (Collis 2009: 3). It is rather a colonial system dominated by an

external and economically superior state (Smith 1976: 319-320; Collis 1984a: 182).

The interlocking central place systems (Figure 2e-f) consist of multiple market centres
organised by a network of hierarchical relations. Each market centre is linked to several

higher level centres and several lower level centres (Smith 1976: 320).

Figure 2: The central place models of Smith (1976: 316). Exchange systems without central places (a-b), the
solar central place system (c), the dendritic central place system (d), interlocking central place systems (e-f).
In Smith's models the central place is mainly a system for the distribution of goods. The
production of goods does not necessarily happen at a larger scale than elsewhere (Smith 1976:
318). Smith does not expand on the political, social and cultural dimensions of such systems.
As a result these interesting theories remain slightly hollow. Economics cannot be understood
as a separate aspect, but must be integrated in the complex of human activity and interaction.
On the other hand Smith's work is a great contribution as it throws a different light on the
central place theory. Collis (1984a: 182; 2009: 3) argues that oppida such as Mont Beuvray
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and Manching best recall the administered solar system. The dendritic system would not be

applicable in the Iron Age. The interlocking system he relates to the Roman world.

Collis (2009: 3) adds an additional model: the tribute model of Vince Steponaitis. The central
place is a centre which relies on the payment of tribute collected from minor sites by
secondary centres. It is based on the 'least effort' model for moving goods around. The centre
would act as a magnet for the secondary centres counterbalanced by the pull of the minor
sites. This system is therefore centripetal, in contrast to the centrifugal nature of the models
postulated by Christaller. Collis (2009: 4) states that the tribute model could be relevant to the

Heuneburg site.

3. Economic and/or political centrality

All central place models (section 1 and 2) are basically economic. Goods from a surrounding
area arrive at the central place, whether as collected goods for redistribution (Christaller), as
tribute (Steponaitis) or as market goods (Smith). This is an understandable statement, based
on the underlying idea that large settlements need additional produce and products from
outside. For this reason city and central place are often associated. A city is mainly considered
to be an economic centre (section 2) and vice versa a central place is considered to be urban

(e.g. Smith).

Economic centrality often involves a degree of political power and a central place is thought
to have political functions. This is clear from the arguments in the debate about the central
place role of oppida: control of a territory, settlement hierarchy, political role (chapter 1). The
political dimension is also clear from various central place models: control over the
redistribution of goods from the territory (Christaller) and political and administrative centre
(Smith). However, a political function is hard to detect archaeologically. The area of influence
of a site or the extent of political control over a territory is hard to reconstruct from
archaeological finds. The hillforts in Wessex, for instance, are large and complex but the
ability to control a large area “implies a political complexity beyond the capacity of the
hillfort society”. It would be “almost impossible to police boundaries in large polities of, for
instance Dorset” (Sharples 2010: 446). Oppida may have been more complex than hillforts

but the scale of the societies interactions remain difficult to recover. Collis (2009: 4) states the
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attribution of a political function is: “something of which we can only be fairly sure when we

have documentary evidence”.

4, Conclusion

There are many different 'central place' theories. They all insist on the fact that goods arrive
on the central place whether for redistribution, sale, or tribute. Each of these economic roles
implies specific economic and political powers: the control over the territory and the right to

redistribute, a monopoly on the market, or the power to get tribute.

Nevertheless not every centre is a central place. According to Smith (1976: 314-320) there are
no central places in direct exchange systems without market or commercialisation.
Nonetheless there might be nodal centres that are organised by a local hierarchy. Collis (2009:
4; 2010: 2) argues that a central place needs ‘something to be central to’ and that it requires
other settlements to which it is offering services (Collis 2010: 2). This minimal definition is
very adequate. The services may be religious or economic or political or a combination
thereof. The presence of these services does not necessarily imply political dominance. I will
adopt this definition with the reservation to use the term 'centre' instead of 'central place'

because the latter term has become too loaded to be adequate.

Because of the wide variety of interpretations one should not use the term ‘central place’
without specification of the related meaning or without placing the idiom in context. I will not
presume that oppida fit into one of the central place models. Instead I will analyse some
oppidum sites in detail to check if they might accord to one of the models and, moreover, to
identify their own particular organisational principles. I will use the terms 'central place' and
'central place function' only if site-analysis shows that a particular oppidum site clearly
conforms to one of the central place models. I will use the term 'centre' to indicate a site that

offers services for other settlements.

4. The Mediterranean city and its traditional features

The debate on the urban character of oppida is centred on the presence or absence of

traditional urban features: a large size, a considerable permanent population, an urban lay-out
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which includes settlement planning, ramparts, public buildings, public amenities, public
places, and functional z‘oning, as well as a role as political or at least as economic centre.
These traditional urban features are said to reflect a search for features of classical cities and
medieval towns. The oppida are often compared to Mediterranean cities. Collis (1984a: 136)
states that oppida resemble classical Mediterranean towns. Brun (1995a: 16) adds that the
settlement form of the oppidum is adopted from the Mediterranean. Buchsenschutz (1995: 61;
2004: 346-8) argues that the lack of traditional urban features makes the oppida “different
from the Mediterranean”. The Mediterranean city acts as a general standard to determine the
degree of urbanism for the oppida. Collis (2010: 5) aptly remarks that the Mediterranean
tends to be used as some sort of template for measuring urbanism. One looks at the oppida

through the eyes of the ideal Mediterranean city.

However, the ideal of the ancient Mediterranean city might be overstated. Currently the
Mediterranean city has become highly debated. For well over a hundred years people studied
the city without making use of archaeological evidence, and vice versa (Snodgrass 1991: 1).
They used to focus on the building layout and monumentality (Wallace-Hadrill 1991b: IX),
and on distinctive ‘urban’ phenomena and ‘urban’ types of society, features that are in fact
alien to ancient society (Rihll and Wilson 1991: 89). Now there is a shift of attention towards
the countryside and to systematic survey (Wallace-Hadrill 1991b: IX). Owens (1991: 9) states
that even the apparent uniformity which the Romans brought throughout the empire is less
substantial when the cities are examined in detail. Therefore we can assert that the current

debate brings about new ideas on the ancient city.

In the subsequent section, I will examine the significance of the 'traditional urban features' in
Mediterranean cities. I will explore each of these features in the light of the current ideas and
new insights on the Mediterranean city. My aim is to break down the traditional view on the

ancient city in order to re-evaluate the oppidum unbiased and in its own specific context.

1. Urban lay-out

The majority of early Mediterranean cities appear to have been unplanned. Proper town
planning is mainly in the Greek and Roman colonies (Owens 191: 47; Snodgrass 1991: 10). In
Athens it was only after 700 BC that the graves started to be progressively eliminated for an
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increasing area of the agora site (Snodgrass 1991: 10-11). The earliest Etruscan cities were in
all cases unplanned (Owens 191: 96). Even Rome remained essentially unplanned until the
great fire of AD 64 (Owens 191: 94). On the other hand, small villages could well be
rigorously planned, e.g. Vroulia on Rhodos. Therefore, as Morris (1991: 40) concludes,
planning is not necessarily an indication of urbanism. The fact that a settlement can be called
city whilst it has no rigid urban planning, removes one’s stress to find such planning in

European settlements.

Street plan

Some Mediterranean cities are grid-planned but others, Corinth for instance, have less strict
structures. Livy (V 55. 2-5) mentions the irregularity of the republican city of Rome. A proper
grid plan actually developed in the colonies, in new foundations (Morgan and Coulton 1997:
108). The recurring feature of the grid plan is the main street which traversed the site. This
street conditioned the general orientation of the buildings and other streets. Initially houses
and other buildings tended to concentrate along the main street. The grid plan is often
misinterpreted as a strictly orthogonal arrangement. In fact the streets were not always
straight, cross streets not always perpendicular and the resulting domestic insulae were
consequently not uniform (Owens 1991: 48-49, 35). This is shown in the example of early
Veii (Figure 3). In fact such street plan (Figure 3) is not very different from those found at
oppida (Chapter 4-6).

Figure 3: Street plan in Veii, Italy (Owens 1991: 97, fig. 33)
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Zoning

In the ancient city there is little evidence for zoning. Zoning implies that land was specifically
reserved for public, private and sacred use. It is true, in Plato’s ideal city artisans and citizens
had their own quarters, but it remained an ideal of a city and was never put in practice. There
is little evidence for industrial activities in specialised districts in Greek cities before the late
6" Century BC. Even then craft production remained on a very small scale probably as part-
time household operation (Morris 1991: 38-39).

In Roman cities there are no distinct zones either. The traditional classification of houses by
social class was based on the assumption that houses with (work)shops belonged to the
socially humbler part of population, while houses of traditional construction, with an atrium,
belonged to the socially superior population (Wallace-Hadrill 1991a: 253-254). This
assumption is still firmly present in most interpretations of oppida. In Pompei residential and
non-residential usage apparently intermingled in all regions of the city. In Rome there was no
perceived incompatibility between elite housing and the presence of petty commercial activity
(Wallace-Hadrill 1991a: 259-260, 263). There is only a general attraction of commercial
activities to principal streets and corner locations (Perring 1991: 284). Perring even suggests a
society where the clan-like ties of familia and clientela were more essential than any

identification with class or economic interest (Perring 1991: 284).

In conclusion, the ancient city did not necessarily have an industrial quarter. Wallace-Hadrill
(1991a: 260) aptly says that it is modern taste, not ancient, which finds the juxtaposition of

the elegant residential and the crudely commercial surprising and shocking.

Density and organisation of habitation

Ancient cities were not dense and uniform. The archaeological studies at major Greek centres:
Athens, Corinth, Argos and Eretria, start to confirm a picture of scattered, sporadic occupation
(Owens 1991: 12-13; Figure 4). By the Classical period the main outlines of the Greek city
were firmly established but even in that period urban dwellings were not dominant. Owens
argues that the city was a political, religious and social centre for the community, but not

necessarily the main centre of habitation for the population (Owens 1991: 18, 28).
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Figure 4: Early Athens in the ninth-eighth century BC (Owens 1991: 13, fig. 1).

The habitation pattern was conditioned by the topography of the site, the access to water
supplies and the problems of flooding (Owens 1991: 26). The organisation of buildings varies
widely. Roman cities mainly consisted of square or slightly oblong insulae. Greek cities had
rectangular housing blocks with houses arranged in two parallel rows with direct access to the
street. Sometimes the parcels of land were defined by drainage ditches (Owens 1991: 42,
156). Even the houses of Athens, were not uniform in size and lay-out (Morgan and Coulton
1997: 94-95).

2. Monumental architecture

Monuments are differently valued by the Greeks and the Romans (Owens 1991: 1). For the
Greeks the heart of a city was not its buildings, but its inhabitants and gods. For example the
Athenian general Nikias in the 5" Century BC maintained that men made a city, not walls or
ships without men inside them. This idea made the abandonment of Athens at the time of the
Persian Wars acceptable, especially when the Athenians realised that their protecting deity, in

the guise of a snake, had already left the Acropolis (Herodotos 8.41; Owens 1991: 2).

It is the Romans who attached great importance to the tangible, material world, to buildings
and stone pavements. Pausanias (10.4.1), for instance, asks how Panopeus can be considered a
city when it has no state buildings, no theatre, no market place, no running water at a water

head and no appropriate stone houses (Owens 1991: 2; Corbier 1991: 222). It is the Romans
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who started paving the Greek theatres although it reduced the acoustic quality. The Romans
found it difficult to abandon the city of Rome arguing that many of Rome’s most sacred

places were inside the city and they should not be abandoned (Owens 1991: 94).

Furthermore, monumental architecture does not correlate with central power. Sparta was the
most centralised city yet it had the least splendid architecture, while Athens was less
centralised and had the most adorned centre (Tomlinson 1992: 6). The lack of splendid
architecture would not necessarily mean that the city or settlement is without great power
(Tomlinson 1992: 14-23). The same emphasis on materiality is manifest in our modern -
Romanised- view on a city and in our focus on monumental remains. In the modern concept
of a city a stone building is considered to be superior to a wooden building, and definitely to
an open space. It would be interesting to apply the Greek concept of city as community to the

European oppida.

City walls

Until the reality of the pax Romana, the largest and most expensive urban monuments in
Greek, Roman and Etruscan cities were city walls (Owens 1991: 149). However, walls are not
an index of urbanism. These fortifications were even exceptional in early Mediterranean
cities. It was the early Greek colonies that first required walls (Snodgrass 1991: 10). The city
walls only became a regular feature of Greek cities in the sixth century BC and on mainland
Greece only in the fifth century BC (Owens 1991: 149, Gat 2002: 132). Rome was encircled
by a stone wall only after the sacking of the city in 390-387 BC (Gat 2002: 132). On the other
hand even small villages may have had walls (Morris 1991: 39-40). Therefore a city and city

walls are not inseparable.

There are several interpretations of the function of city walls, which are not mutually
exclusive. Primarily city walls are considered to be military defences and a mark of status and
privilege. Yet, these fortifications also had economic relevance as they could be used to
secure and extend a customs barrier (Perring 1991: 282). Moreover, shops and temporary
stalls, and often the agora or forum were situated near the gates (Owens 1991: 151).
Additionally a city wall was also a symbolic boundary. Entering through the gates of a city

may be seen as a religious act. However, boundaries are not always defined with walls but
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might be marked only by gates, doorways and arches (Perring 1991: 282). Outside the city
walls activities also took place. There were shrines, cemeteries and graves, amphitheatres,
stadia and circuses, and even production activities in large, industrial establishments (Owens

1991: 152).

Public buildings

In the early stages of urban development in Greece there were only a few public buildings.
Even the earliest evidence for Greek planning shows little or no attempt to coordinate the
development of public buildings. Land was set aside for public use but its architectural
development was often slow and piecemeal (Owens 1991: 27). The same is true for Roman
cities. In Samnium, a region east of Rome, buildings were erected as late as the imperial
period, mainly under the reign of Augustus (Patterson 1991: 151-152). According to Patterson
this is due to elite mobility competition because public building was a way to compete for

‘gloria’ (Patterson 1991: 154, 156).

In the early city, politics were transacted in the open air by the mass of the citizen-body. The
major civic functions (religious, cultural, assembly) were open to all. One fourth of the total
area was reserved for public use. The day-to-day affairs were handled by small elite groups in
the rooms of their houses. There were no specialised formats for public buildings. It was only
when the city developed that city life became more complicated and that a more specialised
form of building developed. However, even in 5™ century BC Athens these public buildings
were not substantial (Tomlinson 1991: 20; 22-23).

Perring has an interesting theory on spatial organisation. He discerns structures that invite
involvement and promote social cohesion on the one hand and structures that exclude
involvement on the other hand (Perring 1991: 274). In the Roman towns he perceives a
change in emphasis from strategies of inclusion to strategies of exclusion. This would have
happened from the 1% century BC onwards. The change in strategy becomes apparent from
the significant rise in the use of private villas as centres for elite social interaction and by
public activities taking place in buildings instead of open fora and religious precincts.

(Perring 1991: 282)
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Agora/forum

To the Greek mind the agora remained essentially an open space, despite its later piecemeal
and slow architectural development and progressive enclosing (Owens 1991: 153). Also the
earliest Roman fora were often little more than open spaces. They gradually evolved to an
enclosed and formal space, surrounded by shops, offices and porticoes (Owens 1991: 153-
154; Perring 1991: 280). In fact, the forum of Rome primarily consisted of private houses and
shops until the fire of 210 BC. It is only after that date that public buildings were gradually
erected (Wallace-Hadrill 1991a: 262).

Perring (1991: 274) considers this as the evolution from inclusive to exclusive spatial
organisation. An open forum allows a free flow of people. Its use, whether as assembly or
market place, is difficult to control. Gradually the amphitheatre became the most important
place of popular congregation and social interactions. It offered more control and seating
arrangement according to social groups. Many amphitheatres were on the edge or directly
outside the urban area. Strikingly gladiatorial contests originated as funeral games in an open
Jforum (Perring 1991: 180-181). In addition Morgan and Coulton (1997: 108) aptly conclude

that many open areas are themselves constructed spaces.

Temples

The amount of temples, shrines and precincts as well as the sanctity of several places within
the city show the importance of religion in the architectural development of the city. There
was a close relationship between the temples and other public areas (Owens 1991: 3, 154).
However, the sanctuaries in the periphery, particularly at the boundaries of the cities, were of
equal significance to those that were in the centre of Greek poleis. The religious buildings
served to bind the as?y and their territory by annual festive processions, to warn of the extent
of territorial claims and to proclaim implications to every citizen. This connection touches the

very heart of the polis idea (Snodgrass 1991: 18).
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Paved roads

Unpaved roads do not necessarily reflect a lack of urbanism. In Greek towns many surfaces of
roads remained only of beaten earth, gravel or shells and potsherds. Even the streets of Rome

were not extensively paved until the time of Caesar (Owens 1991: 157).

3. Trade, production and central functions

The ancient economy is also an academic battlefield (Parkins 1998: 1). In the study of ancient
economy there was an apparent confidence in all-encompassing models in the 70s-80s and
there has been an extensive reliance on and overworking of Graeco-Roman evidence from the
Classical period. Furthermore archaeology has now challenged established ideas by studying
society from the bottom up (Parkins 1998: 2, 4, 10). Paterson (1998: 164) for instance rejects
thinking in terms of the Roman economy at all. He argues for a network of micro-regional
economies with their own natural rhythm and structure. These micro-economics were

essentially designed to meet local needs.

The common concept of an overlapping residential split between the rural and the urban
residence linked with an occupational split between agriculture and manufacture-plus-trade is
to be abandoned. The current tendency is to reunite city and countryside (Wallace-Hadnll
1991b: IX). Town and country were indivisible. In fact, the town was an enlarged village
(Osborne 1991: 120). Most of the Greek city-states’ populace consisted of peasants who lived
in the city and walked to work the land in the city’s near vicinity (Gat 2002: 125). Aristotle
reported that the citizens were too busy farming to come into town (Morris 1991: 37). He
argued that a polis would not be able to support 5000 non-agricultural producers (Morris
1991: 35). In addition there was no legal distinction between the inhabitants of rural and

urban origin, contrary to medieval and modern cities (Morris 1991: 36).

Furthermore, the concept of the self-sufficient peasant is a myth. All farmers have to go to
markets for essentials such as salt (Paterson 1998: 158). They might also have stored most
surpluses and invested it in high value durables, instead of selling it off (Alston 1998: 172-
173). Some scholars suggest that the small farmers must have engaged in part-time trading

activity (Alston 1998: 174). Craft production was also strongly embedded in the agricultural
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cycle. There was no strict division of labour. As a result, the town did not centralise craft
production. In contrast plenty of evidence for craft production is collected from the country-

side and from second-order settlements (Morgan and Coulton 1997: 99-100).

Markets could well be held in places other than cities. Even the Greek agora was not
restricted to the polis (Morgan and Coulton 1997: 107). In addition, cities could well exist
without notable markets (Alston 1998: 196). Alston argues that the place of a city in the trade
network in fact varied considerably from region to region (Alston 1998: 197). Even Athens
was not bound in a system of markets (Osborne 1991: 140). Some later Roman towns were
even excluded from the exchange networks. In fact, the surrounding community had their own
fairs and they complemented each others deficiencies with no need for the city (Perring 1991:
287-288). The villagers of Antioch in Egypt, for instance, tended not to come to the market in
the city but to exchange goods between themselves at regional fairs (Alston 1998: 196). This
statement introduces the idea that the ancient villages, and not the cities, shaped the —not

always extensive- exchange network (Alston 1998: 171, 183).

Thus, cities were merely a part of a complex network of urban and rural communities. They
did not simply centralise or monopolise economic activity, they did not simply control the
surrounding area. Cavanagh (1991: 110-112) argues that the archaeologists might be tempted
to reconstruct a settlement hierarchy but that the literary sources show a more complex
multidimensional reality. A clear example is the city of Ashur. Instead of political control
over Anatolia —the traditional view- Ashur simply had agreements with Anatolian leaders
under which the Ashur traders could operate within their territory. Assyrian merchant families
then sent male relatives to one of the Anatolian colonies to settle and to direct the family
business in trade (Kuhrt 1998: 18, 25-27). Classical Greek city states had no central monopoly
or force either. Standing forces to impose the decisions of office holders and to carry out
police functions were very rare. The state authority rested to a remarkable extent on the
willingness of individual citizens to fulfil their obligations (Morris 1991: 44). Even the
control or influence of Rome over its neighbouring region, southern Etruria, fluctuated
considerably over time. Rome had an intimate relationship with its hinterland but in some

periods there was an opposition by the Roman countryside (Potter 1991: 192, 206).
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4, Conclusion

The typical 'Mediterranean city' does not exist. There is no uniformity among Mediterranean
cities. The apparent uniformity is less substantial when the cities are examined in detail
(Owens 1991: 9) and it has led to facile generalisations (Alston 1998: 197; Potter 1991: 192).
In fact, the Greek and Roman world remained predominantly non-urban (Millett 1991: 180;
Owens 1991: 51-52). This puts the commonly used umbrella term ‘Mediterranean city’ into
perspective and questions the alleged dichotomy between urbanised Mediterranean and non-
urbanised Europe. Therefore we should refrain from comparing the oppida with an ideal city

to decide whether or not they are urban.

The 'traditional urban features' are not always present at a Mediterranean city. This shows that
we should not put these standards to the oppida as a prerequisite to be acknowledged as
urban. The absence of a few features is not accurate enough to be used as an argument in the
debate on urbanism. These standards should not be put to any form of ancient settlement. In
fact, the oppidum is not very different from many Mediterranean cities. It seems that both

types of ancient settlements were (too long) understood from a modern point of view.

I do not aim to define whether oppida are either urban or not urban. I aim to understand the
individual character and significance of the oppida. Therefore I will test to what extent the
traditional urban features are present at each oppidum site and subsequently I will focus on the

individual features of each site by a detailed context-specific analysis.

5. The definition of elite and social hierarchy

One aspect in the debate on urbanism of oppida concerns the structure of society. In almost
every publication on oppida scholars talk about elite and assume social hierarchy and
centralisation of power held by those elite. On this topic Hill (2006: 171) remarks “Iron Age
Europe appears on paper to have been full of elites”. Nevertheless there is no consensus
between scholars on the nature of those elite. Several questions about this group of people
remain open: who were the members of the elite, what was their status and how did they

achieve that status. For instance, Collis (2010: 3) argues for a hierarchical society with
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perhaps a land-owning aristocracy, while Buchsenschutz (1995: 53) opts for an aristocracy in

command of production and trade.

The matter is closely related to the theories on cities and central places (Section 2 and 3).
According to Childe (2002: 14-17) an ancient city had a ruling class of priests, civil and
military leaders, and officials dedicated to planning and organisation. Sjoberg (1960: 112-113,
118, 321 and 327) argues for urban elite that consists of officials, sometimes supplemented by
members of other occupational groups such as: landlords, military personnel and merchants.
He distinguishes the urban elite from a rural aristocracy. Vance (1971: 101, 105) made an
attempt to plead for a relatively egalitarian society but then again he acknowledges a group of
leading citizens, patricians, whose power is based on external trade and economic activity. He
also agrees with the existence of a non-urban aristocracy that is fundamentally military and
land-owning in origin. Langton (1975: 21-22) discards the term social class as an “intellectual
device that has little relevance to 17" century English society”. On the other hand he does

accept a wealthy merchant oligarchy to have municipal power.

In this section I will review some of the criticism against social hierarchy and explore the
basic elements for the interpretation of the oppidum society: social status and Caesar. I aim to
eliminate common assumptions and to retain the basic elements that are relevant for a

context-specific interpretation of social structure with regard for individuality and dynamics.

1. Some critical remarks against the presumption of social hierarchy and elite

Sharples (2010) studies the transformation from dispersed society to hillforts from the Bronze
Age to the Iron Age. The traditional view on hiliforts mirrors the one of oppida. In the middle
1980s the established model of Iron Age society was that of dominant elites living in hillforts,
which were central places controlling a territory (Sharples 2010: 2). This model is based on
the belief in the inevitable agency of the 'great man', or the assumption that the presence of
hillforts must have required the presence of an individual who could plan the lay-out and
organise the massive labour force. Nonetheless the challenge remains to identify these leaders
and chiefs. There is not much evidence for elite goods and prestige buildings in hillforts. At
Danebury, for instance, the houses are small and surprisingly uniform (Sharples 2010: 181).

The organisation of these structures is reminiscent of terraced housing in the industrial cities
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commonly found at oppida are the residences of a land-owning aristocracy or just normal
farming settlements (Collis 2010: 5). Rich grave goods are generally connected with high
status (Collis 2010: 4), but there are exceptions. Recent studies on the Hallstatt site reveal that
the people with the richer grave goods were miners and not an elite group exploiting a slave
population who did the labouring (Collis 2009: 10). A small degree of differentiation in the
wealth of grave-goods tends to reflect an egalitarian society but this may be misleading
because wealthy items such as armour are found in other contexts such as hoards, rivers and
marshes (Collis 2009: 9). The aristocracy which is frequently mentioned in the written
sources is less well documented by archaeological finds (Collis 2009: 12). There are strong
indications for social differentiation, such as the sumptuous burials or special house types, but

it is not clear that it is a hierarchical differentiation.

2. Social status

The key challenge to the question whether society was hierarchical and led by an elite, is the
fact that term elite can be interpreted in various ways. The bases for elite status and the ways

to achieve that status are aptly summarised by Collis (2010: 4):

1. lineage: one's position within the system of extended family structure, supported by
the principles such as the right of primogeniture.

. inherited status and wealth: e.g. membership of an aristocratic and wealthy family.

. personal charisma: popular support, elections

. personal ability and intelligence; e.g. the novus homo like Cicero in Roman politics.

. control of land: through claim on its produce or collecting rent.

. control of primary production such as mining.

. industrial production.

0 3 N W A W N

. military power: perhaps by conquest.
9. patronage: especially through political liaisons of common interest, intermarriage,

etc.

10. restricted access to knowledge: especially religious control by priesthoods.

There is not one key element but instead status is usually facilitated by a combination of

factors (Collis 2009: 7-8). Possibilities 1 to 4 are the ways to achieve status, and listings 5 to
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10 are the basis of that status. Status can be achieved by the individual, reflected in listing 1, 3
and 4, or it can be based on the membership of a group, indicated in listing 2. This spectrum
of the possible routes to higher status is very valuable because it acknowledges the diversity
and dynamics of a social structure. However, despite this variety, the term 'elite' is still mainly
used interchangeably with 'aristocracy’, or inherited status. Such aristocratic or inherited status
is rigid and static. It excludes non-family members and it does not allow change over time and
space. Elite should not be reduced to inherited aristocracy. Therefore, differentiation in grave
goods and house size must not necessarily be indicative of the existence of aristocracy (listing
2) that has economic and/or political power (listing 5 to 8). The differentiation could equally
point to religious elite, for instance, and even then, the religious elite should not be interpreted
as an inherited religious class. A member of religious elite may well have had personal status,
for instance based on personal charisma, ability and intelligence, which would have been

enhanced by the restricted access to knowledge (listing 3, 4 and 10).

With these ideas on status and elite in mind, we can explore the status of the various groups in
oppidum society. Collis (2010: 3-4) reviews the professional and social status of the main

categories of possible oppidum residents:

- social elite: e.g. the vergobret or druid from historical records. We do not know what
the basis of their power was: land-owning, trade, headship of lineages, charisma,
others.

- merchants and traders: in traditional societies the social status of traders is low. In the
late Iron Age of temperate Europe we have no clear evidence for the existence of an
indigenous trading class but they are assumed to have existed.

- warrior class: although a 'warrior aristocracy' is supposed to be a characteristic of
'Celtic' society, there is no evidence for a grouping of such men in 'oppidum societies'.

- craftsmen: by the Late Iron Age there is a lot of evidence for the existence of a class of
full-time craftsmen, although some may have been controlled by aristocratic patrons.
However, like the merchants, by the Roman period the craftsmen already had their
own independent organisations in the form of guilds.

- farmers: their status too could vary from a relatively poor class tied to the land to a
relatively rich group, either owning their own land or renting it from the aristocracy.

- urban poor and slaves; they are less easy to identify by archaeological finds.

66



Chapter 2: Whence the current interpretations on oppida?

These are the main social categories traditionally referred to in oppidum studies. The
differentiation is relatively objective because it is mainly based on one's profession and
because Collis does not add a fixed status to the categories. Therefore the categories are very
useful as a starting point for social analysis. Their actual status has to be examined on the
basis of the archaeological data at each individual site. In addition it has to be kept in mind
that a combination may exist: farmers can be part-time craftsmen and maybe even have a

social elite role.

3. The Gallic society according to Caesar

There is a contemporary written record on the oppida in Gaul by an eyewitness namely
Caesar (Section 1). It would be mindless and thoughtless not to make use of such an
opportunity. His references figure in most publications on Iron Age society. The core of all
theories on oppidum society is his famous statement that Gallic society consisted of three
groups of people: the druids, the equites (translated with elite, nobles, knights...) and the

plebs (common people):

“In omni Gallia eorum hominum, qui aliquo sunt numero atque honore, genera sunt
duo. Nam plebes paene servorum habetur loco, quae nihil audet per se, nullo adhibetur
consilio. ... Sed de his duobus generibus alterum est druidum, alterum equitum.”
“Throughout Gaul there are two classes of persons of definite account and dignity. As
for the common folk, they are treated almost as slaves, venturing naught of themselves,
never taken into counsel. ... Of the two classes above mentioned one consists of Druids,

the other of equites.” (DBG 6.13; Translation by Edwards 1917)

The question remains if Caesar’s recording was actually correct. How well could a Roman
understand what was really going on in a foreign society? It is obvious that he imposes
Roman concepts on to a non-Roman society by using the words: plebs, equites, and
consilium. Thus he attempts to fit the foreign society into the familiar Roman structures.
Caesar’s situation is to some extent analogous with European nations setting up colonies and
interpreting the colonised society. Centralised, hierarchical systems were most familiar to the
Europeans (Hendry 1999: 166). A centralised system is also relatively easy to understand, to
defeat and to incorporate in the invader’s centralised system (Hendry 1999: 167). However,
societies with a less clear cut leadership system and no formal system of authority posed
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many problems to the colonising governments. Typically, such governments try to appoint a
local chief and work through that chief to maintain communication. Nonetheless in most cases
this was unsuccessful. Very often those new chiefs, who generally received incentives such as
a uniform, found themselves ridiculed by the community. Hendry (1999: 168) even states that

“in some areas only a person regarded locally as an idiot would contemplate such a role”.

The same must have been true for the Romans when they encountered European ‘Celtic’
society. The Romans were familiar with hierarchical and centralised social structures. They
were eager to find out who was the leader in the foreign lands, who were the ruling classes in
the hierarchical system in order to establish diplomatic contacts and political subjection.
Therefore Caesar’s interpretation of European society is shaped to the Roman political mould.

It is a valuable source, yet to be interpreted with caution.

4. Conclusion

Many scholars consider the oppidum society as hierarchical and led by an elite. The apparent
need for an elite may be best explained, to my opinion, by Smith (1976: 330-332) who states
that the agrarian society is economically divided between food producers on the one hand and
non-food producers or elite on the other hand. In the previous section, I reviewed various
interpretations of the idiom elite. These interpretations all fit in this framework forwarded by
Smith; the non-food producers can be land-owners, warriors, equites, merchants, religious
officials, administrators etc. The distinction, elite versus non-elite, is basically occupational.
The reason for such distinction may well be the underlying idea that large communities
require people with specific organising functions and that people who hold those positions,
which may be called elite, cannot be involved in food production on a full-time basis. In fact a
distinction, producers versus non-producers, might even be more accurate because craftsmen

are non-food producers but they are generally not regarded as elite.

The general distinction of Smith does not necessarily imply power or inhenited status.
Nevertheless, elite is commonly interpreted as the powerful class that dominates the others.
This is based on the idea that status is based on 'control’, referred in listings 5-8 by Collis.
Moreover the elite status is often interpreted as inherited, denoted in listing 2. This results in a
very rigid and static hierarchy. Such hierarchical view on society has been criticised.
Alternative social interpretations focus on the individual or argue for a heterarchical society.
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I adopt the notion of social differentiation but I do oppose the assumption that elite is equated
with aristocracy, that elite status is hereditary and that a differentiated society is hierarchical.
The term 'aristocracy' refers to a group of people with inherited status, also called 'class'. For
me the word ‘elite’ does not refer to aristocracy or class, unless the inherited status of the elite
is clearly proven. I will use the term 'elite’ as an open concept, meaning 'an individual or a
group of people who are for some reason differentiated from the others'. Nevertheless for their
actual status, power and membership I will start from the archaeological data and not from
general presumptions. I will look for individuality and I am fully aware of the fact that society

is not necessarily hierarchical.

6. Conclusion

This chapter aimed to explore the concepts that form the basis for oppidum interpretation:
Caesar's account, the concepts urbanism and city, the central place theories and the idea of
social hierarchy and elite. In this section I will draw conclusions from the summaries and

outline how I will treat these concepts in my dissertation.

From the origins and use of the Latin word oppidum it appears that it was essentially a
settlement and gathering place for communal events namely: jurisdiction, political assemblies,
religious festivals and economic markets. It includes the ability of gathering resources. The
ramparts may have served to protect and to symbolise the communal significance of the
oppidum although not every oppidum had ramparts. This interpretation will be tested in the
site-analysis of the oppida.

The modern concepts city and urbanism are proven to be inadequate for ancient sites. In fact
the idiom 'the city' is ambiguous, dynamic and individual. Therefore the common checklist
approach to identify the status of a site is found to be inaccurate. The oppidum and the city are
often associated with central place functions. However, this term implies specific roles and
functions that should not be simply transferred to oppida. The oppida are often compared to
'Mediterranean city' but from my review we can conclude that this is merely an ideal because
there is no match to the reality of Mediterranean cities. Therefore a comparison to this ideal is
futile. The 'traditional urban features' are not always present at a Mediterranean city and

therefore we should not put these standards to the oppida. The oppidum society is mostly seen
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as hierarchical and led by an elite. These elite are mainly interpreted as non(food) producers
and the distinction elite versus others is basically occupational. Nevertheless, elite is often
interpreted as the powerful class of aristocrats that dominates the others. This is a very rigid

and static interpretation.

I do not aim to define whether oppida are urban or not but rather to examine to what extent
the oppidum sites can be called urban and whether they reveal different forms of urbanisms. I
will not presume that oppida fit into one of the central place models but I will rather examine
their degree of centrality. I will not dismiss social differentiation within the oppidum society
but I prefer to look for individuality and to take into account that society must not be

necessarily hierarchical.

I will not start from presumptions such as urbanism, central place and elite and force them on
to the oppidum sites. On the contrary, I aim to understand the individual character and
significance of the oppida and deduce the interpretation from the archaeological data. I will
focus on the individual features and functions of each site. My aim is to find an alternative
interpretation of oppida that does not generalise, but that suit the dynamic and specific

character of each oppidum.

I will use the terms 'central place' and 'central place function' only if a site-analysis shows that
the site conforms to one of the existing central place models. Instead I prefer the word 'centre’'
to indicate a site that offers services to other settlements. I will not use the terms 'aristocracy’
or 'class' because they allude to inherited status. I will use 'elite’ as an open concept, meaning

'an individual or a group of people who are for some reason differentiated from the others'.
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Appendix 1: Caesar’s accounts on Avaricum, Gergovia and Alesia

The quotes of Caesar are translated by Edwards (1917). For the words oppidum and urbs 1
prefer to use the Latin word, because Edwards's translation 'city' involves an interpretation

which is the basis for the main research question of this dissertation.

Avaricum

- DBG 7.13: ‘. Caesar ad oppidum Avaricum, quod erat maximum munitissimumque in
finibus Biturigum atque agri fertilissima regione, profectus est, quod eo oppido recepto
civitatem Biturigum se in potestatem redacturum confidebat.” ‘... Caesar moved off to the
oppidum of Avaricum, the largest and best fortified in the territory of the Bituriges, and
situated in a most fertile district. He felt confident that by the recovery of that oppidum he
would bring the state of the Bituriges again into his power’

- DBG 7.16: ‘facile se loci natura defensuros dicunt, quod prope ex omnibus partibus flumine

3

et palude circumdata unum habeat et per angustum aditum’. ‘... they would easily defend
themselves by its natural strength, for it was surrounded by river and marsh on almost every

side, and had a single and a very narrow approach.

- DBG 7.17: “Castris ad eam partem oppidi positis Caesar, quae intermissa a flumine et a
paludibus aditum, ut supra diximus, angustum habebat, .." ‘Caesar pitched his camp on that
side of the oppidum which was unenclosed by the river and the marshes, and had, as above

mentioned, a narrow approach. ...’

- DBG 7.32:’Caesar Avarici complures dies commoratus summamque ibi copiam frumenti et
reliqui commeatus nactus exercitum ex labore atque inopia refecit’. ‘Caesar halted at
Avaricum for several days, and by the immense quantity of corn and all other supplies which

he found there recuperated the army after toil and want.’

- DBG 7.15: ‘Deliberatur de Avarico in communi concilio, incendi placeret an defendi. ... ne
pulcherrimam prope totius Galliae urbem, quae praesidio et ornamentato sit civitati, suis

manibus succendere cogerentur...’ ‘They deliberated in a general convention whether
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Avaricum should be burnt or defended. ... almost the fairest urbs in all Gaul, the safeguard

and the ornament of the civitas.’

Gergovia

- DBG 7.34: *...ad oppidum Gergoviam...’ “... to oppidum Gergovia ...’

- DBG 7.36: ‘Caesar ... Gergoviam pervenit equestrique eo die proelio levi facto perspecto
urbis situ, quae posita in altissimo monte omnes aditus difficiles habebat..” ... ‘Caesar
reached Gergovia... On the fifth day a slight cavalry skirmish took place; and having
reconnoitred the position of the urbs, which was set upon a very lofty height, with difficult

approaches on every side, ...’

- DBG 7.36: ‘Erat e regione oppidi collis sub ipsis radicibus montis, ...” ‘Opposite the

oppidum there was a hill at the very foot of the mountain, ..’

- DBG 7.41: “...castra ad Gergoviam movit.’ ‘... he struck camp for Gergovia.

- DBG 7.45: ‘Haec procul ex oppido videbantur, ut erat a Gergovia despectus in castra, ...’
“The proceeding was noticed afar from the oppidum, as there was a bird’s-eye view from

Gergovia into the camp.’

Alesia

- DBG 7.68: ‘.. protinusque Alesiam, quod est oppidum Mandubiorum, iter facere coepit...’

‘... at once (he) began the march to Alesia, an oppidum of the Mandubii, ...’

- DBG 7. 68: ‘...ad Alesiam castra fecit. Perspecto urbis situ ...’ ‘.he pitched camp near

Alesia. He reconnoitred the situation of the urbs..’

- DBG 7.69: ‘Ipsum erat oppidum Alesia in colle summo admodum edito loco, ut nisi
obsidione expugnari non posse videretur;..’ The actual oppidum of Alesia was sat atop of a

hill, apparently impregnable save by blockade.
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- DBG 7.69: .... ‘Ante id oppidum planities circiter milia passuum tria in longitudinem
patebat: reliquis ex omnibus partibus colles mediocri interiecto spatio pari altitudinis fastigio
oppidum cingebant.” ‘Before the oppidum a plain extended for a length of about three miles;
on all the other sides there were hills surrounding the town at a short distance, and equal to it

in height.’

- DBG 7.79: ‘Erat ex oppido Alesia despectus in campum.’ ‘There was a bird’s-eye view

from the oppidum of Alesia over the plain.’

- DBG 7.84: ‘Vercingetorix ex arce Alesiae suos conspicatus ex oppido egreditur’ ‘When
from the citadel of Alesia Vercingetorix observed his countrymen, he moved out of the

oppidum’

Oppida of the Bituriges

- DBG 7.14: ‘Praeterea oppida incendi oportere,..” ‘Moreover, any oppida which ...ought to

be burmnt ..’

- DBG 7.15: ‘Omnium consensu hac sententia probate uno die amplius XX urbes Biturigum
incenduntur.’ ‘This view was approved by general consent, and in a single day more than

twenty urbes of the Bituriges were set on fire.’
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Chapter 3: Introduction to the case-studies

The research aim requires a context specific approach. In order to examine the individuality of
oppida and to check the common assumptions to the archaeological reality I opt for a detailed
analysis of oppidum sites. In this chapter I will briefly outline the method of these case-
studies. I will also account for the choice of the case-studies and briefly explain the main

terminology. This chapter aims to be a guideline to the case-studies in chapter 4, 5 and 6.

1. The method of the case-studies

The site analysis will focus on specific features of the oppidum sites to solve the research

questions:

1. I will verify the presence of traditional urban features at the oppidum to check their
validity, and I will explore alternative features to reveal the individual character of
each site.

2. T'will explore the economic, political and ritual activity at the oppidum, as well as the
specificity of its location and its relation to the surrounding area. This way I aim to
reveal the function the oppidum and test its centrality in a region.

3. I will search for heterogeneity in material culture and for a significant spread of the
traditional indicators for elite, in burial and settlement evidence, to examine the
existence of elite and social hierarchy.

4. I will study the amount and origin of imports and coins to verify the oppidum’s
relation to long-distance trade.

5. I will include the period preceding and following the traditional oppidum period. It
aims to understand the oppidum as part of a long-term settlement history.

2. Selection of the oppidum sites

The selection of the oppidum sites is based on specific criteria. The sites have to be
- generally acknowledged oppidum-sites
- sufficiently spread geographically (Figure 1)
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- formally very different from each other (Table 1)

- sufficiently excavated and published

I selected sites that are already admitted into the category ‘oppidum’ because I aim to check
the homogeneity of the existing concept. I do not question the basic elements of the concept:
ramparts, and geographical and chronological definition. Questioning these three features
would require a different research question and method, more specifically a comparison

between traditional oppida and sites that are not acknowledged as oppidum.

Originally it was my intention to study the small and unknown oppida only. Rather early I
had to acknowledge that the less-known oppida are generally not systematically excavated
and badly published. That is why I shifted my attention to well-published sites with special
focus on geographical spread and formal variation between the sites. The spread and variation
aims at exploring the internal individuality of the oppida, and to check the analytical

questions against sufficiently different contexts.

The exclusion of Bibracte and French oppida

Initially, I selected the oppidum of Bibracte as a case-study because I wanted to find out what
that ideal prototype oppidum really looked like. I read the main publications on Bibracte,
subsequently I went on a site visit in July 2005 and afterwards I wrote a draft chapter. But the
result remained unrewarding and unsatisfying. The major problem was that it was not always
clear which structures were pre-Roman. In fact the major attention of studies on Bibracte lies
on the outstanding Gallo-Roman buildings. When 1 was reading through the publications on

Bibracte I realised that I did not have enough data to rely on for studying La Téne oppida.

Another, smaller problem is that publications on Bibracte mix description with interpretation,
and the interpretations are all based on Caesar. It is telling that in the main publication on
Bibracte each chapter, whether on economics, politics or inhabitants, starts first with Caesar’s
account and then, in the last resort, includes the archaeological data (Goudineau and Peyre
1993: 51-54; 81-82; 107-109). Furthermore, the data are approached from the explicit
research question to recover Caesar’s descriptions: for instance, the quest for the house of

Dumnorix, his men and his horses and the quest for granaries, based on Caesar’s account of
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grain at Bibracte (Goudineau and Peyre 1993: 109). Bibracte is not an exception. French
oppidum scholars generally base their interpretation of archaeology on history. That is fair
enough, but there should be a healthy balance between archaeology and history. The French

archaeological publications often verge on poetry and lack detailed descriptions.

Due to these problems, I had to accept, though very reluctant, to omit Bibracte as a case-
study. In its stead, I chose an oppidum site with a sufficient amount of objective and adequate

data: Manching.

Manching and Bavarian oppida, Germany

I selected Manching to replace Bibracte because it is also considered a prototype oppidum
(chapter 1). Furthermore it stands out because it is not located on a promontory, like most
oppida, because it is very large and it has a variety of structural forms within its ramparts. No
less than 26 ha have been examined. Manching is well published with 16 volumes describing
excavation areas and artefact types, and in numerous articles on thematic issues.
Unfortunately I did not manage to go on site visit because the shift from Bibracte to
Manching happened rather late in the research process: July 2008. It took me six months to

read through the lavish amount of publications and write the chapter.

The German approach is merely descriptive. As a result the publications are encyclopaedic
reports with very detailed descriptions of every single artefact and structure. Nothing is
missed out. Though it may lack a vivid expression of spirit, such publications are very
adequate for thematic analytical studies such as this dissertation. The reader can take out
whatever he or she needs as there is enough information available. The problem, and
opportunity at the same time, is the fact that the publications on Manching are so numerous
and extensive, with an enormous amount of detailed information. Here the challenge is to

keep in control of the amount of information, and to see the wood for the trees.

Titelberg and the Treveri oppida, Luxembourg.

The Titelberg was selected because it stands out among the oppida due to its very explicit

enclosed religious area, and the abundance of burials just outside the ramparts. I was also
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intrigued by the fact that Titelberg is generally considered to be the capital of the Treveri
(Fichtl 2000: 283), although it is smaller than the oppidum of Martberg. Over 3,000 m? has
been excavated by Luxembourg and American teams. The excavations are published in a
substantial two-volume monograph and in addition important articles have been published by

Metzler and Rowlett. I went on a site visit with my supervisor, Niall Sharples, in spring 2006.

The approach of the data and publication seems to reflect the geographical location of
Luxembourg itself. The publications are fairly descriptive like German publications, but they
are also quite narrative with some reference to Caesar like their French counterparts. This

middle-range approach is quite convenient for an analytical case-study.

Hrazany and the Bohemian oppida, Czech Republic.

I wanted to include a Bohemian Czech oppidum because they are generally considered to be
different from the general concept of ‘oppidum’ (chapter 1). In April 2006 I visited all the
main Bohemian oppidum sites, together with my supervisor, Niall Sharples. I examined the
available publications of all the oppida in order to find the most recent and detailed site
publications that were not written in Czech language. Hrazany and Zavist were clearly the
best published. Zavist is also a well-known site but the vast majority of its publications are on
the La Téne A period, which is traditionally excluded from the ‘oppidum-period’ (chapter 1).
Therefore I selected Hrazany as case-study. Hrazany is special because of the lack of imports,

sanctuaries and evidence for coin production. The absence of these features is quite intriguing.

Czech archaeological publications remain very descriptive, in line with the German scholars.
There is a similar tendency to detailed description and hesitant interpretation. This is also
reflected in the publication of Hrazany. Jansova (1986, 1988 and 1992) describes every
structure in detail and hardly develops innovative theories, apart from the ethnic question. The
reader gets a vast amount of detailed bits and pieces of information which he has to start
relating and combining in order to get a full picture. But there is definitely enough
information to do so. The plans bear no indications of interpretation of structures or phases.
This I had to deduce from the descriptive texts. Most of my work on Hrazany was to translate
the descriptions into visual, coherent contexts and to make clear indications on the plans.

Contrary to Manching and Titelberg, there is only sparse information on the immediate
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Chapter 3: Introduction to the case-studies

Titelberg Hrazany Manching
Size 43 ha 30 ha + 8-9 ha 380 ha
2.7 km of ramparts 2.1 km of ramparts 7 km of ramparts
Location On a promontory On a promontory In a plain
Atypical One, in large enclosed | None Many, spread over
buildings area oppidum
Mediterranean | Coins, amphorae,|Only one small object. |Coins, amphorae,
imports kitchen ware. No amphorae at all. campanian pottery,
style and knowledge.
Cemeteries Many None (not found?) Two
La Téne D - Gallo- La Téne B/C
Roman period Human bone deposits
in LaTéne D

Table 1: Main formal differences between the selected sites.

The three selected oppidum sites are indeed very different and located in a different
geographical area. As comparability was not a selection criterion, there is unfortunately also a
certain difference in the intensity of site excavation and publication. This reality is reflected in

the slightly different length and depth of the analytical chapters.

3. Terminology.

Certain commonplace terms are in fact loaded. To make clear statements and to avoid

interpretive problems I will explain my interpretation of these terms in this section.

The term 'aristocracy’' refers to a group of people with inherited status, also called 'class'. For
me the word ‘elite’ does not refer to aristocracy or class, unless the inherited status of the elite
is clearly proven. In that case I use these two terms and add evidence. I will use the term 'elite’
as an open concept, meaning 'an individual or a group of people who are for some reason

differentiated from the others'.

The term 'central place' is a concept with a wide range of interpretations, from political
dominance over a territory to mere central marketplace (Chapter 2). I will only use the term
‘central place' if an oppidum site clearly suits one of the existing central place models. The
term 'centre' I will use to indicate a place that offers services to other settlements, that is

central for some reason.
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The word ‘farmstead’ is generally used for an isolated house in an agrarian society. But,
specifically in the case of oppidum studies it often refers to an enclosed complex of buildings
that is in many cases assumed to be an elite residence. To avoid the assumption of an elite

building I will not use the term 'farmstead’, but rather ‘enclosure’ or ‘isolated structure’.

The meaning of ‘sanctuary’ is a complex issue. It implies a religious or ritual function. But all
too often the term sanctuary is used for any building which does not have a clear domestic
function and/or which has an unusual architecture. For instance, round or polygonal buildings
with an enclosing ditch are generally considered sanctuaries (Schubert 1983: 14). Too avoid
this loaded term, 1 will refer to such buildings as ‘atypical building’, and only call them
‘sanctuary’ when there is enough evidence to suggest a religious function. But even then, to

me a sanctuary is a public place for religious and non-religious activities alike.

With ‘traditional urban features’ I referred to: a large size, a considerable permanent
population, an urban lay-out which includes settlement planning, ramparts, public buildings,
public amenities, public places, and functional zoning, as well as a role as political, or at least
as economic centre. These are the criteria used in the current debate on the urbanism of

oppida. They are also recurrent in the modern definition of the ancient city.

Some German or French archaeological terms are too specific to be translated, especially

local types of objects. In that case the term is printed in italics and explained in a footnote.
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Chapter 4: The oppidum of Manching, Germany.

Manching was situated in a flat plain at the confluence of the Danube and the Paar. It was a
large oppidum with about seven kilometres of ramparts defining an area of 380 ha (Knopf ea
2000: 143).

The oppidum has suffered major damage in the last centuries. The west part of the ramparts
has been demolished because it was used as a stone quarry for the town of Manching.
Moreover, the construction of a fort in 1879 and the expansion of the town destroyed a large
part of the west oppidum area (Figure 1; Sievers 2003: 9-10). In 1936, large sections of the
east oppidum area, including parts of the ramparts and the cemetery of Hundsrucken, were
destroyed to build an airfield (Sievers 2003: 11-13). During World War II, allied bombing
raids targeted the airfield and after the war, the expansion of the airport caused further
damage (Sievers 2003: 14). In recent decades, development plans threatened the north and
south part of the oppidum and the threats continue (Sievers 2003: 15-16). Due to these
building activities, the excavations have mainly been rescue excavations. As a result, the
excavated areas are not selected on the basis of their archaeological significance (Maier 1992:
7.

Because Manching is a flat settlement, the archaeological remains did not suffer much
erosion, except in the area near the Paar, and they were not covered with woods (Sievers
2003: 9, 19). A culture layer is preserved in the central area, while it is only thin in the south
and completely lacking in the north and the Altenfeld (Gebhard 1989: 32; Sievers 1998: 620).
As a result, settlement stratigraphy is minimal and studies are concentrated on ditches, pits
and other negative features (Boessneck et al. 1971: 2; Gebhard 1989: 26; Gebhard 1991: 67-
70, Maier et al. 1992: 3). This should be taken into account when reading and interpreting the

excavation results.

For centuries, the ramparts of the oppidum were a pronounced feature of the landscape. The
earliest written account dates from 1417. The ramparts are clearly visible on old plans, as e.g.
on the Mappa of 1603 (Figure 2; Sievers 2003: 9). They were considered Roman remains and
related to Vallatum (Sievers 2003: 9). It was the army, stationed in the fort, who began to
examine the ramparts and their vicinity. Officer Amold was the first to interpret Manching as
an oppidum (Sievers 2003: 10). In 1892-1893, Fink excavated the rampart, the area of the
presumed gate and streets, as well as the cemetery ‘Steinbichel’ and the Viereckschanze. His

work was resumed in 1902-1903 by Birkner and Weber. In 1907 Strehle opened additional
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Chapter 4: The oppidum of Manching, Germany.

Denkmalpflege, Archdologische Staatssammlung Miinchen, the city of Ingolstadt and the

community of Manching (www.dainst.org/index 151 nl.html).
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Figure 3: Excavation areas 1955-2002 (Sievers 2003: 18, fig. 14).

The results of the excavations are mainly published in the series ‘Die Ausgrabungen in
Manching’ and in the journal Germania. Not all the excavations are fully published yet. From
the central area, only the areas excavated in 1955-1961 are published in volume 1 (Kridmer
and Schubert 1970), additionally a review of the 1961-1974 excavations appeared in volume
16 (Lorenz and Gerdsen 2004). The north area is published in volume 15 (Maier et al. 1992),
the east gate in volume 10 (Van Endert 1987). A preliminary report from the Altenfeld
excavations appeared in Germania (Sievers et al. 1998; Sievers 2002). The full publication of
the Altenfeld area, the 1955-1973 excavations and the 1999-2003 excavations, is forthcoming
(Forschungsplan des deutschen Archdologischen Instituts fiir die Jahre 2005/2006. In:
www.dainst.org/medien/de/forschungsplan.pdfp: 50-53). In addition, several volumes of the
series ‘Die Ausgrabungen in Manching’ are dedicated to specific categories of finds (Kappel
1969; Maier 1970; Boessneck et al. 1971; Pingel 1971; Jacobi 1974; Stockli 1979; Lange
1983; Kriamer 1985; Gebhard 1989; Kellner 1990; Gebhard 1991; Van Endert 1991). Two
other publications are planned (Forschungsplan des deutschen Archiologischen Instituts fiir

die Jahre 2005/2006. In: www.dainst.org/medien/de/forschungsplan.pdf: 50).

86



%

16 )

1?

I

%

% S n

:D

$ @6; #)I

% * $
&)@" &--(&-12%

@o#

#::. &

@eo;

:G

;62%

8"2%

| ¥®®25. 4589

9

%

3?

)2 %
&2

$$

*

#:5 )& 2%

#.:& &@2°9

/588>.129 #



Chapter 4: The oppidum of Manching, Germany.

Water, one of the basic requirements for settlement survival, was abundant at Manching. First
of all, it was located near the rivers Paar and Danube, and near various streams (Figure 3).
Second, there were numerous springs within the settlement area. For instance, in the Altenfeld
area there are many water sources and a possible basin to collect water (Figure 5; Sievers et
al. 1998: 623). The Altach is still a water source up to today (Kriamer and Schubert 1970: 24).

Water supply was permanently at hand in Manching.

Figure 5: The Altenfeld excavation area: postholes, ditches
and water sources (black dots) (Sievers 2003: 51 fig. 48).

Manching is surrounded by agricultural land according to Sievers (2003: 19). Indeed, grain
types which do well in wet environments are found in the oppidum (Maier et al. 1992: 455).
Yet, geological soil survey demonstrates that the soil in the region was poor in nutrients and
therefore not particularly good for agriculture. It might rather have been used as pastureland
(Brunnacker 1970: 19-20). The best agricultural land was situated to the north of the Danube
valley (Kramer and Schubert 1970: 17-20, Sievers 2003: 19). Brunnacker (1970: 19-20)
therefore concludes that agriculture was definitely not the motive for founding an oppidum at

this particular location.
The vicinity of iron ores might have been significant for the foundation and growth of the

oppidum (Sievers 2003: 76). Bog iron smelting places are found in the Feilen moors and the

Danube moors close to Manching (Figure 4 and 6). The smelting places clearly date back to
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Chapter 4: The oppidum of Manching, Germany.

distance (Kellner 1990: 13; Maier et al. 1992: 351-352). Particular kinds of stone, for instance
vulcanite, had to be imported as it was definitely not quarried in the vicinity (Trappe 1998:
654-655). Wood for construction of ramparts and houses was also available in the near
vicinity (Knopf et al. 2000: 144). A pine wood covered the gravel ridge before settlement and
oak forests were only a few kilometres away (Sievers 2003: 20). Clay for pottery is not
present in the settlement area and must therefore have come from the surrounding

countryside, according to Sievers (2003: 64).

The oppidum is said to be located at the confluence of two major communication routes: an
east-west route along the river Danube and a south-west route along the river Paar (Knopf et
al. 2000: 143; Sievers 2003: 19). The Danube was definitely a significant communication
route and Manching had a direct connection to the river. Its harbour was probably located
near the Diirre Au, on the Altach (Figure 3). But Manching’s location is not outstanding
compared to other settlements along the Danube (Figure 11). The significance of a second
route along the Paar can be questioned (Lorenz and Gerdsen 2004: 137). It is not a major
river. In addition, Manching was also accessible by long-distance roads along the Danube
valley (Figure 7). The significance of these roads is validated by their continuation in Roman
times and by the establishment of a Roman mansio, Vallatum, at the place of the former
oppidum (Krdmer and Schubert 1970: 50-51). In conclusion, Manching was favourably
located near main communication routes, but control of these routes or long-distance trade

along them is not clearly demonstrated.

The oppidum was not an isolated structure. On the contrary, it is related to other significant
landmarks in its near vicinity: an atypical building called the sanctuary of Zuchering, three
Viereckschanzen and three La Teéne B/C burial places (Figure 7 and 8). The burial places are
part of the early oppidum history (Section 4). A cremation burial and cemetery with at least 22
burials are found within the oppidum area. A second cemetery containing at least 43 burials is
found west of the area. The three burial places will be described and discussed in section 4.
According to Knopf et al. (2000: 144), there were also settlements and isolated buildings in

the oppidum’s vicinity, but they do not add any evidence or location.
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Chapter 4: The oppidum of Manching, Germany.

Manching also had a close connection to the open settlement of Berching Pollanten (Figure
11: 3). Berching-Pollanten exported iron to Manching (section 2). The coins found at
Berching-Pollanten had the same ratio as those in Manching: 88.5 % of coins are silver, 5%
gold and 6% others (Kellner 1990: 171). Oppida are commonly considered to be political and
economic central places in relation to other settlements (chapter 1). The same has been
assumed about Manching in relation to Berching-Pollanten (Knopf et al. 2002: 147).
However, there is no evidence for a political role of Manching over Berching-Pollanten, or
the economic dependence of Berching-Pollanten on the Manching market. The central place
relation is possible, but there is no clear evidence. Furthermore, the oppidum of Kelheim
seems, at first sight, better located to be a central place for Berching-Pollanten than the

oppidum of Manching (Figure 11: 3 and 4).

Conclusion

Manching is located in a plain, contrary to most oppida. It is safe from flooding and it is
naturally defended by rivers and moors. There is enough supply of water and building
materials. Yet, the location is not chosen on grounds of suitable settlement terrain, as it is too
marshy, or most favourable agricultural land. Iron was smelted in the close vicinity of
Manching. But iron quarrying and production was not sufficient to fulfil the oppidum’s need
for iron. The oppidum was an integral part of a wider cultural landscape including a sanctuary,
Viereckschanzen and burial places. It had close contacts with neighbouring oppida and open

settlements.

3. Settlement history: when did people walk the ground of Manching?

Before Téne B/C

The gravel ridge on which the oppidum of Manching emerged had been settled for centuries
(Maier et al. 1992: 455). Archaeological finds testify to the presence of people at Manching
from the Neolithic onwards. There were Bronze Age burials and presumably also Bronze Age
settlements (Kramer and Schubert 1970: 21; Maier et al. 1992: 358). There are only a few
finds from the Hallstatt period, but there is evidence for iron quarrying at the south border of
the later oppidum (Sievers 2003: 22). The La Téne A and early La Téne B period are only
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Chapter 4: The oppidum of Manching, Germany.

represented by a few finds (Sievers 2003: 22). Krimer (1985: 13) interprets this as a gap and
argues that the La Téne B/C settlement is a new start. Settlement is not clearly demonstrated
before La Téne B/C, but there is a continuity of human activity and maybe also of the
religious significance of the place. This is suggested by the presence of a Hallstatt sword
underneath a La Téne C/D sanctuary. The location of the La Téne B/C cemetery Hundsrucken
near Bronze Age burials may equally symbolise the continuity of a ritual tradition.

La Téne B/C

In La Téne B/C, significant features emerged: three burial places, three buildings interpreted
as sanctuaries and the first settlement core (Figure 12). A cemetery called ‘Hundsrucken’ is
located within the oppidum area, close to Bronze Age and Hallstatt burials (Kridmer 1985: 32-
33, 45, 91). The cemetery contains at least 22 inhumation graves (Sievers 2003: 25).
Unfortunately, the cemetery is destroyed and it has not been systematically excavated. There
is no plan left (Krdmer 1985: 91). An isolated cremation burial is located 600 m south of the
Hundsrucken cemetery, within the oppidum area (Figure 13b). It contains cremation remains
deposited in a burial coffin which has the size of an inhumation coffin (Krdmer 1985: 97). A
cemetery called ‘Am Steinbichel’ is situated west of the oppidum at the left bank of the Paar
(Figure 13a). It contained at least 43 inhumation burials (Sievers 2003: 25). From 1893 to
1939, minor excavations took place of which only the 1893 excavation generated a plan
(Figure 13a). The cemetery is not completely excavated (Krdmer 195: 71). The burials clearly

show that people were connected to the place Manching.

Cemeter B\
Xtemetedh "\

. Figure 12: Location of the La Téne B/C sanctuaries (A-E), cult tree (a), cemeteries and cremation burigy
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Chapter 4: The oppidum of Manching, Germany.

The La Téne B/C cemeteries and sanctuaries allude to the existence of an early settlement at
Manching. Indeed, the examination of artefacts indicates that there was a settlement in the
centre of the oppidum area in La Téne C (next pages). This is innovative, since oppida in
south-Germany are traditionally thought to emerge in La Téne D (Krdmer 1985: V). Some
scholars, for instance Gebhard (1991: 182) and Stockli (1979: 186), argue that settlement
begins in La Téne B. Their theory is based on glass arm rings, ceramics, fibulae, and
amphorae. However, there are no settlement remains left from that period (Gebhard 1991: 4,
183). Therefore La Téne C is mainly supported as the first settlement period (Krédmer 1985:
V; Van Endert 1987: 72; 1991: 106,111; Lorenz and Gerdsen 2004: 128).

The question is how the La Téne C settlement emerged, and why at that particular location. In
La Téne B, prior to the settlement, sanctuaries were built (Table 1) and at least a part of the
cemeteries may already have existed. From the presence of two cemeteries, Sievers (2003: 27)
concludes that there were different settlement cores which later fused together to the one large
settlement. Yet, alternative interpretations are possible. There may have been only one
settlement with different or successive cemeteries. There may have been only one settlement
with a cemetery, which was rebuilt at successive locations. The latter theory is appealing, as it
fits with Kridmer’s (1985: 56) observations that La Téne B/C settlements were short-lived and
fluctuating. In La Téne C1 settlement was significantly located near the older sanctuary A
(Sievers 2003: 30). It is not surprising that a settlement emerged near a sanctuary. Sanctuaries
were significant landmarks that symbolised continuity and the connection of people to the
place. Sanctuary A is even more significant, as it is the heart of the oppidum area and it
represents a long ritual continuity by means of the Hallstatt sword. The sanctuary is located
on a large paved open space that is thought to be a market place and meeting place used for
communal activities such as elections, processions or other sacred proceedings (Knopf et al.
2000: 144; Sievers 2003: 30). We can conclude that Manching started as a ritual place that

was marked by sanctuaries where people gathered and later settled down.

La Téne C - D: settlement expansion

The earliest settlement, in La Téne C1, was situated in the centre of the oppidum along the
road. This is indicated by the study of glass arm rings, fibulae, sapropelite rings, and animal
bones (Figure 14a and 14b; Gebhard 1989: 33; Stockli 1974: 370-371; Gebhard 1989: 32).
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