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Making use of funerary evidence associated with one individual pre-Roman Iron Age site discuss how the evidence can be used to identify differences in social status in this community
Funerary evidence uncovered at archaeological site, are arguably one of the most valuable sources of evidence when analysing the social structures of a past community, particularly when trying to establish social status. The site which I am going to look at is a Celtic site known as Heuneburg, which is an Iron Age hillfort that is considered to be an elite residence, often referred to as a Fürstensitz or princely residence. The hillfort itself is located on a steep hill overlooking the Danube River in southern Germany. The site consists of an area of 3.3 hectares (8 acres) within its fortifications in addition to at least 100 hectares (247 acres) of additional and separately fortified settlements surrounding the hill, according to the latest research. Based on this research, Heuneburg and its surrounding community was an important and early urban centre, believed to be one of the first in the north of the Alps. In addition to the fortified citadel, there are also extensive remains of burial areas the use of which spans the overall occupation of the site. 
Excavations at Heuneburg hillfort show eight main occupational period, as well as twenty three construction phases, spanning  between the Middle Bronze Age and Medieval periods, with the earliest settlement at the site occurring during the Middle Bronze Age (https://www.thoughtco.com/heuneburg-germany-iron-age-hillfort-171245 14/01/19), the site was later abandoned during the Late Bronze Age. During the Hallstatt Early Iron Age period, around ~600 BC, Heuneburg was reoccupied and extensively modified, with 14 identified structural phases and 10 phases of fortifications.
The funerary landscape at Heuneburg consists of several burial mounds which number around one hundred and fifty which are referred to as Tumuli, several of these burials which reside in the barrows are known as “Fürstengräber, "princely burials,"” (https://www.encyclopedia.com/humanities/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and-maps/heuneburg 16/01/19). These burials are considered to be classified this way due to the type of grave goods which were present during excavations in 1877 by Eduard Paulus, who discovered four of these burial mounds with a fifth being discovered in 1999. One example of these sites where a princely burial is present, is at Hohmichele, this barrow was one of the many barrows that was discovered at Heuneberg. The burial mound itself stands at 13.5 meters height and with a diameter of 85 meters, making it the second largest known Early Iron Age burial mound in Europe.  Despite the fact that the central chamber had been looted, seven inhumation burials were recovered, including an intact chamber grave known as Grave VI containing the inhumations of a man and a woman buried with a four-wheeled wagon, bronze drinking vessels, personal ornaments (for both individuals), and weapons which includes “a dagger, a quiver full of iron-tipped arrows, and a bow with the male individual” (https://www.encyclopedia.com/humanities/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and-maps/heuneburg 16/01/19). The presence of a large quantity of grave goods that were discovered in the burial chamber containing the man and woman suggests that each of the individuals which were buried in this chamber had a high social status either through ascribed status which is defined as “An individual's social standing or leadership which was inherited or assigned from his or her parents or other relatives, by sex, or some other fixed criterion” (https://archaeologywordsmith.com/search.php?q=ascribed%20status 16/01/19). Another possibility could be that they were well respected within the community, or they had achieved status which is defined as “The social rights and duties attributed to individuals according to achievement rather than inherited social position. An individual would work to gain a particular achieved status.” (https://archaeologywordsmith.com/search.php?q=status 16/01/19). What may be the case for the individuals, is that either both of the individuals had ascribed status, through either birth or through being associated with one another, which could suggest that there was a aristocracy or perhaps a group of elite families in the area. The other possibility could be that one or both of the individuals gained achieved status possibly through merit and if it is the case that one of the individuals attained achieved status, the other would have gained status through them, for example the weapons could suggest that the male buried in the chamber was a hunter and may have been a main provider of food for the town and the female would have been given ascribed status through that which may suggest a more egalitarian society. The individual’s social status can also be seen through the construction of the barrow as well as the burial chambers themselves. Due to its large size it would have used a large amount of resources in addition to the amount of time it would have taken to construct. This suggests that the individuals that were buried at the mound had the funds, or means to acquire the funds, to construct the burial mound. The burial chambers themselves can also show the social status of the individuals that were buried in them. In ‘The Celtic World’ by Miranda J. Green, she states that burials of individuals with a high status are characterized by inhumation burial in a wooden chamber. This clearly shows status through the additional time and effort that would have gone into the collection and preparation of the raw materials to make to wooden chamber, as well as its construction.
These types of burials seem to be the most common that have been discovered at the site, as well as in the nearby areas. An example of this being the Bettelbühl necropolis which is situated in the plain below the Heuneburg, on the opposite side of the River Danube, where the burial of a child was discovered. Further excavations show that it was unusually furnished in a very grand manner with many high value artefacts known as prestige goods, these types of artefacts are “Exchange goods, often limited in range, to which a society ascribes high status or value. Examples are amber, copper, glass beads, and marine shells. High-prestige goods served to enhance the political value of the trade to local elites who directed and controlled it.” (https://archaeologywordsmith.com/search.php?q=prestige%20goods 16/01/19), the artefacts which were uncovered in the child’s burial include “two gold-plated, navicella-type, boat-shaped fibulae and a pair of golden pendants decorated with filigree” (https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/antiquity/article/keltenblock-project-discovery-and-excavation-of-a-rich-hallstatt-grave-at-the-heuneburg-germany/06DA174F38A2CD1D2EB737222AAFCEBA/core-reader# 16/01/19). Due to the fact that only these kinds of burials which are the most common burials that have survived the archaeological record, it makes it difficult to identify major differences in social status between people within the community that lived around the Heuneberg area. However, it could also mean that there is a possibility that in the Heuneberg area they were more egalitarian, which is why there is very little differences in the quality and value of the artefacts which display the individual’s social status.
In conclusion, there is a lot of evidence in the Heuneberg area for many individuals who have a high social status, however there is little to no evidence which would indicate that there were individuals who had a low social status within the community. This gives the impression that the community which inhabited Heuneberg, as well as the areas surrounding it, have more of an egalitarian society where there is very little to no differences in the social status of individuals who are a part of the community and the differences which were present were inconsequential to their social status.
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	Strengths
I think that I have been able to identify artefacts which show status and explain why this is the case well




	Weaknesses:
I have not been able to discuss how the evidence shows the differences in status as well as I would have liked






	General Comments:
I found it very helpful to be able to put into practise what I have learnt in lectures
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