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POHJA-EESTI ARHEOLOOGILISED MAASTIKUD
SISSEJUHATUS

To understand a landscape truly it must be felt, but to convey some of this
feeling to others it has to be talked about, recounted, or written and depicted
(Tilley 1994, 31)

Teema valik: maastikud ja nende uurimine

Kogu inimesi timbritsev viliskeskkond on tdlgendatav maastikuna, olgu siis
tegu eri tiilipi loodusmaastike voi hoopis linnamaastikega. Koigil neil on arvu-
kalt erinevaid dimensioone ja aspekte, millest 1dhtuvalt on kujunenud ka uuri-
misviiside paljusus. Maastikke ja nende eri tahke kirjeldades on vdimalik koos-
tada selliseid toid, millel on iiksteisega véga vihe tihist. Enamgi veel — alati pole
voimalik vist aru saadagi, et algne ldhtekoht ja uuringu alusmaterjal on olnud
iiks ja sama.

Kéesolev uurimustdd on arheoloogiline, kuid see ldhtub itheaegselt nii maas-
tikust kui ka muististest, sest need on sageli omavahel niivord tihedalt seotud —
muistised on kisitletavad osana maastikust, mistttu on igati pShjendatud nende
kooskésitlemine. Seda viimast aga mitte liksnes sellisel moel, kus maastik
moodustab mingisugusele muistisele asukohalise raamistuse, vaid seisukohalt,
et sageli just maastik on pShjustanud inimeste seesuguse kditumise, mille taga-
jérjel on maastikule jddnud aastasadu voi -tuhandeid piisinud objekt. Seega selle
asemel, et vaadata suhteliselt anoniilimseks jddvalt maastikult muistist ning seda
sellelt positsioonilt kirjeldada, olen ldhtunud sageli just vastupidisest: olen piiiid-
nud analiiiisida muistist koos seda timbritseva keskkonnaga, mille osaks ta on.

Maastiku arheoloogilisel uurimisel on minu jaoks téhtis olnud, milline see on
praegu ning milline vois ta olla minevikus. Oluline on samuti see, kus ja millis-
tes tingimustes leiame muistiseid, ning pdhjused, miks need just seal asuvad.
Lébi aegade etendavad siin oma osa inimeste poolt tehtud ja tehtavad maastiku-
alased valikud ning vastuvdetud otsused. Kuigi maastik on arheoloogiliselt
ennekoike kasitletav kui inimeste elukeskkond, ei ole see siiski ainumaéérav, st
maastik ei ole iiksnes fiiiisiline keskkond inimtegevusele, vaid selles on erista-
tavad omad mentaalsed kihistused ja tdhendused. Selliste mentaalsete kihistuste
eristamine ja uurimine on kiill keeruline ning tulemused paljuski vaieldavad,
kuid sellest hoolimata on see ilmselt vajalik tegevussuund.

Kasutan selles t60s mdistet maastikuarheoloogia, mitte asustusarheoloogia,
kuigi mdlemad suunad tegelevad muistse asustusega (asustusarheoloogia mois-
test, uurimisobjektist ja rakendustest vt pikemalt nt Lang 1996a, 339-341;
maastikuarheoloogia kohta vt nt Knapp & Ashmore 2000). Need uurimissuunad
on paljuski sarnased, ent erinevad just rohuasetuse suhtes maastikule. Maastiku-
arheoloogiale on iseloomulik maastiku tdstmine kulissi staatusest aktiivseks
inimkditumise komponendiks, millekski selliseks, mis mojutas inimesi nende

7



kohavalikute tegemisel ning ilmselt laiemaltki. Seega ei ole tegu abstraktse
terminiga, vaid elava keskkonnaga, kus moju avaldasid iihtviisi nii fiitisilised
kui ka mentaalsed aspektid. Kodike seda arvestan ka oma analiiiisides.

Maastikku voib uurida mitmel moel, niiteks geograafiliselt, ajalooliselt ja
arheoloogiliselt. Maastik ei ole kunagi “valmis” voi 16plik — midagi kaob,
midagi tekib, midagi jadb piisivalt alles; seal vdib eristada palju eri kihistusi.
Samuti ei ole see kunagi 16puni uuritud. Iga uus uurija toob kaasa midagi uut:
uued motted ja vaatenurgad, teistmoodi ideed. Harilikult on Eesti arheoloogias
tegeletud ennekdike asustusega ning selle analiiiisimisel mainitud lihemalt voi
pikemalt ka looduskeskkonda, mitte maastikku, mille tdhendus on teistsugune.
Nagu 6eldud, ldhtun selles uurimuses vastupidisest, st ldhtekohaks asustuse
uurimisel on just maastik. Just selles kontekstis vaatlen iiksikute perioodide
asustust ning sellest jadnud mairke: asulakohti, kalmeid, fossiilseid pdlde jm.
K&ik need on saanud osaks praegustest maastikest, inimesed on nende olemas-
oluga alati arvestanud, need on kogu aeg olemas olnud nii fiiiisilisel kui ka
inimeste mentaalsel maastikul. Maastik on teatud mottes nagu tekst (Children &
Nash 1997, 1; Peil 2001), selle algne mote on kiill aegade jooksul hdagustunud,
ent seda vGib siiski mitmel moel lugeda. Ilmselt voidi maastikke koos selle
inimtekkeliste komponentidega mitmeti tdlgendada juba muinasajal — siis, kui
itht voi teist asja alles loodi ja rajati ning seeldbi maastikku muudeti.

Igasugune fiilisiline inimtegevus maastikul jitab jdljed. Mdned neist on
piisivamad, teised kaovad aga kiiresti, mone tegevusega loodu on méeldud kest-
ma, kuid vahel on eesmaérgiks vaid liihiajaline tulemus. Seega muudab inimene
maastikku vdhemalt osaliselt teadlikult ning tdiendab seda pdlvkonnast polv-
konda, elades iiheaegselt nii muutuvas, kuid samas pohijoontes siiski piisivas
maastikus. Maastik talletab endas jilgi inimpdlvede tdddest ja tegemistest, mida
on teatud ulatuses vdimalik rekonstrueerida, tuues sel kombel justkui hetkeks
tagasi ammu moodunud aegu. Teise voimalusena voib uurida maastikku kujun-
danud protsesse ning selle kaudu otsida vastuseid kiisimusele, miks on maastik
praegu just selline, nagu ta on. Kuigi maastikku v3ib uurida teoreetilises plaa-
nis, on see ka reaalne ja konkreetne: seda on voimalik kirjeldada ja modta ning
selle kohta kehtivad omad reeglid.

Samas jadb igasugune rekonstruktsioon siiski vaid katseks, iiheks tdlgendus-
voimaluseks. Kéesoleva t66 eesmargiks on maastike osaks olevate muistse inim-
tegevuse jilgede uurimine ning nende pohjal asustuse ning maastikukasutuse
interpreteerimine, pohjuste otsimine teatud kohtades aset leidnud arengutele.

Uurimispiirkond

Suurem osa selles to0s kisitletavatest kohtadest asuvad Pirita joe ja Valgejoe
vahel Harjumaal. Kuigi uurimispiirkonna néol on ka Eesti mdistes tegu iiksnes
vdikese alaga, ei ole pohjust seda késitleda millegi omaetteoleva voi vihe-
tdhtsana. See on seotud teiste Eesti osadega ning koos nendega ka laiemate



aladega. Niisiis, Eesti on osa suuremast tervikust ning kuigi maastikud voivad
eri kohtades olla véga erinevad, on neis siiski teatud tunnusjooni, mis on sar-
nased laiematel aladel. Samamoodi vdis sarnaneda ka inimeste arusaam maasti-
ke teatud komponentidest ning vastavalt sellele olla sarnane ka kditumine nende
suhtes. Erinevates piirkondades on seega sarnasusi, aga ka rohutatud erinevusi
inimeste maastikukasutuses, nende kditumises maastikus ning suhtumises sel-
lesse. Sellest tulenevalt ei tohiks kdesolev t60 jéddda isoleerituks ja suletuks,
iiksnes kitsale alale keskenduvaks méttemadnguks, vaid peaks sobituma laie-
masse pilti, olles sellega iiheaegselt nii sarnane kui ka erinev.

Selle t66 kaudu peaksid esile tulema maastikuarheoloogia vodimalused
viikeseulatuslikus detailuurimuses. Uheks iildisemaks eesmérgiks ongi liilitada
uurimisalad ja nende kaudu kogu Eesti laiemalt maastikuarheoloogilistesse
uuringutesse. Rakendades mujal maailmas 1ébi viidud vastavasisulistes uurimis-
toodes kasutatud metoodikat, piitian jouda arusaamisele, millised protsessid on
kehtivad ka Eesti alal ja millised mitte. Samas ei taha ma jddda vaid mujal maa-
ilmas tehtud uuringute kopeerijaks, vaid piiiian ka ise vilja tuua selliseid voima-
lusi maastiku uurimisel, mida teistes kohtades tehtud ei ole. Analiilisides maas-
tikku ning selle kasutamist ja teadlikku muutmist aegade jooksul, on minu ees-
margiks rohutada seda, mida mujal ei leidu, ning mis muudab siinsed alad teis-
tega vorreldes eriliseks. Samuti esitan moningaid seisukohti muistse maastiku-
kasutuse kohta, mis voiksid kehtida ka laiemalt. Kuid selle t66 peamiseks
eesmérgiks on ennekoike vélja selgitada, kuidas inimesed eri aegadel maastikul
elasid ja kaitusid ning miks nad seda just nii tegid.

Kéesolev viitekiri on kokku pandud artiklitest, mis kédsitlevad peamiselt Harju-
maa idapoolse osa inimasustuse kujunemist ja arengut maastikulises kontekstis.
Lahenemisviisist tulenevalt on tegu maastikuarheoloogilise uurimusega, kus
pohitdhelepanu podratakse maastikule ning seal muinasaja eri etappidel aset
leidnud inimtegevusele. Vaatluse alla olen votnud kdik muinasaegsest asustu-
sest jadnud jdljed, neid analiilisinud ja tdlgendanud ning piiiidnud otsida vastu-
seid nendega seotud kiisimustele. Samuti olen pidanud téhtsaks inimeste koha-
valikuid néiteks asulakohtade rajamisel ja kalmete ehitamisel ning otsinud
nende valikute voimalikke pdhjusi. Pliiian anda iilevaadet sellest, miks eelistati
iithtesid voi teisi kohti ning millisena vdidi neid inimeste poolt eri aegadel tun-
netada ja motestada. To6s on kesksel kohal muinasaegne maaviljeluslik asustus
ning selle areng, kuid samuti varasema ja vidga pogusalt ka hilisema perioodi
inimtegevuse jdljed ning eriaegse asustuse omavahelised seosed. Vdimaluse
piirides ptiiian vilja selgitada inimeste suhtumist varasematest perioodidest
maastikule jadnud muististesse. Késitletud on erinevate loodusoludega kohti
ning nende voimalikku kasutust ka siis, kui neilt on teada vihe muistiseid voi
need hoopis puuduvad. Viimast vdib pohjendada oletusega, et kuigi konkreetsed
muistised kusagil puuduvad, voidi selliseid paiku siiski inimeste poolt kasutada
mingiks piisivaid jilgi mitte jatnud tegevuseks. Kindlasti oldi sellistest kohta-
dest vihemalt kohalikul tasandil teadlikud ning need etendasid oma rolli ini-
meste jaoks nende iimbrust miératlevates arusaamades. Samas tuleb arvestada



ka teadmisega, et alati on olnud ka selliseid kohti, mida tdepoolest ei kasutatud
ning mida voidi mingil pdhjusel hoopis viltida. Viimasel juhul olid need mdis-
tagi mentaalses plaanis teadvustatud ning olulised, kuid selle tdestamine ei ole
enam voimalik.

Kéesolevas t00s koige pohjalikumat kajastamist leidev ala jadb Tallinnast um-
bes 20—-60 km ida poole ning holmab idapoolse osa ajaloolisest Jdeldhtme ning
enamiku Kuusalu kihelkonnast Harjumaal (joon 1). Muinasaja 16pul kuulusid
siinsed maad Repeli kihelkonda Révala maakonnas; tdnapideva administratiiv-
jaotuses jagunevad vaadeldavad alad Joeldhtme ja Kuusalu valda. Piirkond ja-
guneb kaheks erinevaks alaks: rannikumadalikuks koos Soome lahe véike-
saartega ning POhja-Eesti lavamaaks.

Esialgselt Jagala ja Valgejoe vahelise ala muistset asustust kajastama pida-
nud uurimistood laienesid sellest monevorra véljapoole. Seda pohjustas enne-
koike maastikul tdpse piiri tdmbamise keerulisus. Muistised on seotud iimbrit-
seva loodusega ja iiksteisega ning nende eristamine iseseisvateks iiksusteks ei
ole alati voimalik. Kui ida pool oli mottelise rajajoone paigutamine piki Valge-
joge suhteliselt pohjendatud, siis Jagala jogi uuritava ala laénepiiril ei olnud
muististe jirgi otsustades kiill looduslikuks piiriks, vaid pigem tuiksooneks,
mille dérde asustus koondus ja/vdi kus inimesed tegutsesid. Lisaks sellele on
minu viimaste aastate vélitood aset leidnud just Jdgala joest lddne poole jadvatel
aladel, ning nende kajastamata jatmine kéesolevas t60s oleks pohjendamatu,
kuna need kuuluvad samasse siisteemi idapoolsete aladega.

Kogu uuritav ala oli iihtseks késitlemiseks liiga suur ning looduslikult liialt
erinev, mistottu olen selle jaotanud véiksemateks allpiirkondadeks. Need on
paigad, kus muististe kontsentratsioon on olnud suurem (Rebala—Jdeldhtme,
Kuusalu—Kahala) ja/véi maastikukasutus erilisem (lisaks eelmainituile ka
Kaberla). Udistavamal tasandil leiavad kisitlemist aga mirksa ulatuslikumad
alad Harjumaal ja Virumaal. Selline jaotus on alati mdnevorra meelevaldne,
kuid samas vdimaldab see parema iilevaate andmist. Samuti ei saa sellist jaota-
mist véiksemateks aladeks pidada tiielikult kunstlikuks — sageli koonduvadki
muistised suhteliselt piiratud aladele, olles naabritest eraldatud teatud looduslike
vahevoonditega. Sellisteks vahe- voi eraldusvoondiks voivad olla niiteks
joeorud, (liig)niisked alad, metsad, liivikud vms. Kuigi need olid sageli loodus-
like eelduste poolest inimtegevuseks ebasobilikud, on mdningail juhtudel neid
alasid siiski inimeste poolt kasutatud.
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Joonis 1. Uurimispiirkonna asendiplaan.
Figure 1. Location of the study area.

Koiki artikleid ldbib iihel voi teisel moel maastiku temaatika, mis on uurimust
siduvaks mdisteks ning {ihtlasi t66 ldhtekohaks. Maastikuna mdistan siin ning
alljargnevalt tervikut, mille moodustavad loodus, inimtegevustest jdénud/tekki-
vad jéljed ning aeg. Viimane kujutab enesest mdttelist telge, mille timber koon-
duvad eriti just kultuurmaastiku erinevad kihid. Kultuurmaastik ise ei ole
midagi eraldiseisvat, vaid on iiks osa maastikust; nende kahe eristamine on ilm-
selt vajalik ennekoike inimese poolt mingil moel (piisivalt) muudetud (loodus)-
keskkonna réhutamiseks. Teatud mottes vOib kdiki kéesolevas t66s késitletud
maastikke pidada kultuurmaastikeks, sest algsed puutumatud loodusmaastikud
siin peaaegu puuduvad. Viimane vidide kehtib enam-vihem kogu Pdhja-Eesti
ning ilmselt ka suurema osa Laéne-Euroopa kohta.

Need olid moned kdige iildisemad ldhtekohad alljdrgneva teksti paremaks
moistmiseks, kuid meeles tuleb pidada seda, et maastiku teeb maastikuks enne-
koike selle vaatleja ja kogeja olemasolu. Sellest 1dhtuvalt vdib maastiku osaks
vihemalt kaudselt ja/voi teoreetiliselt pidada ka inimesi, nii muinasajal elanuid
kui ka niiteks maastikku uurivat arheoloogi. Muistised on aga jdljed nende
inimeste teadlikust tegutsemisest, mis tulenes heast kohatundmisest, aga ka selle
tunnetamisest ja tajumisest mentaalsel tasandil.
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Ajalised raamid ja varasem uurimine

To06s késitletakse inimasustust pikaajalises perspektiivis alates kiviajast, mil tek-
kisid esimesed asulakohad, kuni keskajani, mil kohalikud kiilad ilmuvad jark-
jérgult ka kirjalikesse allikatesse. Minu pdhiline huvi on siiski suunatud ajale, mil
inimene esmakordselt teadlikult ning jadvalt hakkas end iimbritsevat muutma —
ehitades kestma mdeldud kivikalmeid — pronksi- ja eelrooma rauaaeg.

Uleschituselt olen oma artiklites enamasti 1ihtunud kahekihilisest analiiiisist,
millest esimene on viiksemate alade maastike ja muististe tutvustus ning teine
sellele jargnev arutlus vastava piirkonna muinasaegsest asustusest.

Kasitletavate Pohja-Eesti alade muistne inimasustus on olnud arheoloogide
huvisfaaris juba alates 20. sajandi algusest. Kuigi kaevatud muististe koguarv
on kiillaltki suur, annavad need siiski iisna iihekiilgset informatsiooni muistse
asustuse kohta, sest varasematel aegadel olid tdhelepanu objektiks peamiselt iiht
tilipi muistised — kivikalmed. Kodige rohkem on neid uuritud Kahala jérve
iimbruskonnas, ent iisna arvukalt ka Joeldhtmel, Rebalas ning véiksemas ulatu-
ses ka mujal. Teiste muististe uurimine jéi aga varem tagasihoidlikuks. Ka tildi-
semalt on iiksikasjalikum asustusarheoloogiline uurimus vaadeldaval alal koos-
tatud vaid Kahala jérve iimbruskonna kohta (Vedru 1998), iilejaénud asustus-
keskused on aga seni jadnud terviklikumalt uurimata, kuigi iiksikuurimusi muis-
tiste kohta on {isna mitmeid (nt Kraut 1980; 1981; Selirand 1962). Koigi nende
alade muististest on antud iilevaade Valter Langi Révala maakonna muinasaega
kédsitlevas monograafias (Lang 1996a). Mainitud uurimuses on aga kesksel
kohal Pirita joe alamjooksu muistised, teised alad on esitatud pigem laiema
tausta loomiseks ning vordlusmaterjali esitlemiseks.

Lisaks arheoloogilistele uurimistdodele on Kahala jarve ldhikonnas teostatud
ka loodusteaduslikke uuringuid rahvusvahelise programmi PACT raames
teemal “Balti regiooni keskkonna ajalugu”. Seoses alaprojektiga “Esmane maa-
kasutus ning pdllumajanduslik areng loopealsetel aladel neoliitikumist raua-
ajani” koostati uued dietolmudiagrammid Kahala jarvest ning seda timbritsevast
soost. Uurimistd0 eesmérgiks oli hankida uut informatsiooni Kahala piirkonna
looduse arengust ning maahdivest. Toode kidigus tehti diatomeede, Sietolmu
ning makrofossiilsete taimejdéinuste analiiiisid. Proove dateeriti *'°Pb ja 'C-
meetoditega (Saarse et al. 1999).

Kéesoleva uurimuse tegelikuks sissejuhatuseks voib pidada Eesti Teadus-
fondi poolt 1995.—-1998. a finantseeritud grandiprojekti “Kahala jirve iimbruse
asustuspiirkond muinasajal” (grant nr 2260). Kolme aasta jooksul uuriti arheo-
loogiliselt kuut sealset muistist ning teostati kogu ala hdlmavaid arheoloogilisi
maastikuinspektsioone, mille kdigus avastati 17 uut muistist. Labi viidud uurin-
gud vottis kokku minu magistritod (Vedru 1998). Ka siinses t60s esitatud artik-
litest pShineb iiks osaliselt just viimatimainitud t661 (I). 1999. a alustasin vili-
toid juba laiemas, Jégalast Valgejoeni ulatuvas piirkonnas. Ala ldéneosas teos-
tatud arheoloogilise inspektsiooni kédigus avastati tol aastal seitse uut muinas-
ja/voi keskaegset asulakohta ning muinaspdldude jddnused. Just see inspekt-
sioon sai ldhtekohaks 2000. a alanud Eesti Teadusfondi grandiprojektile “Pohja-
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Eesti maaviljelusliku asustuse rannikukasutus Jégala joest Valgejoeni ulatuva
piirkonna nditel” (grant nr 4202). Jirgnenud nelja aasta jooksul viidi 14bi arheo-
loogilisi maastikuinspektsioone, mille kdigus avastati 29 uut muistist, samuti
tehti viikesemahulisi kaevamisi 13 muistisel piirkonna eri osades. Lisaks gran-
tidele toetas uuringuid ka Ajaloo Instituudis aastail 1998-2002 teostatud siht-
finantseeritav teadusteema “Keskus ja ddreala: linn(us), maa ja voim Eestis
muinasajast keskaega” (SF 0040008s98).

Aastatel 2004. ja 2005. jatkusid arheoloogilised uuringud samas piirkonnas,
seekord rahastas neid sihtfinantseeritav teadusprojekt “Maa, meri, rahvas: Eesti
teel rauaajast keskaega. Pohja-Eesti, Laéine-Eesti ja saarte areng 600—-1600 pKr”
(SF0042477s03). Vilitoode kéigus kaevati kaht muistist ning avastati 10 uut
muistist. Kdikide nende vilitodde tulemused koos varasematel aegadel teostatud
arheoloogiliste uuringutega ongi liheks selle uurimuse aluseks. Teiseks pohi-
aluseks on nii nende vilitoode kdigus kui ka neist eraldiseisvad (kui neid on
iildse voimalik voi mdttekas tiksteisest lahutada) maastikul kdimised. Korduvat
isiklikku kohalviibimist pean vidga oluliseks mingi paiga mdistmisel, saamaks
aru selle olemusest, eripdrast ning iseloomust. Ilma nende kéikudeta ei oleks
selle uurimuse koostamine ilmselt voimalik olnud.

Probleemiasetus

Maastikutemaatika on leidnud kasutust paljudes (asustus)arheoloogilistes kasit-
lustes ning selline ldhenemine on kasvanud sageli vilja asustuse ja/voi iihis-
konna arenguga seotud kiisimuste lahendamisest. Selline uurimisviis on kahtle-
mata tulemusrikas ning pohjendatud, kuid mind hakkas huvitama kiisimus,
millised vdiksid olla uurimistulemused, kui l&htuda vastupidiselt positsioonilt,
st maastikust. Kas tulemused on erinevad, kui analiilisida muistse inimtegevuse
jélgi maastiku kaudu, mitte vastupidi? Millised protsessid tulevad siis esile, kas
(taas)luuakse sama pilt, mis vastupidisel ldhenemisel, ning kui ei, siis mis voiks
olla selle pohjuseks?

Jargnevalt plitidsin vaadelda uurimisalade looduskeskkonda kui tervikut, mis
siiski koosneb erinevatest véiksematest aladest ning hdlmab mitmesuguse ise-
loomuga eriaegseid muistiseid. Oma t6ddes ldhtusin eeldusest, et ka need
kohad, kus muistised puuduvad, vdisid omada tdhtsust inimeste mottemaailmas
ning maastikupildis. Igast maastikul viibimisest ja/v0i selle kasutamisest ei jda
arheoloogiliselt kindlakstehtavat jélge ning see ei olnud ilmselt ka muistsete
inimeste eesmérgiks. Maastiku tdhistamine teatud objekti piistitamisega (nt
kalme ehitamisega) ja/vdoi moni teistsugune ndhtav muutmine (nt pollusiistee-
mide rajamine) ei olnud kahtlemata juhuslik, vaid sihipdrane tegevus, mille
eesmirgiks vois olla muuhulgas erinevate iihiskonnasiseste suhete viljenda-
mine. Selliste piisivate inimtekkeliste objektide loomine oli mdeldud nii kaas-
aegsetele kui ka suunatud tulevikku. Niisuguste muististe puudumine ei tdhenda
samas ilmtingimata koha mittekasutamist voi nende paikade enese jaoks tead-
vustamata jatmist. Nende seoste ja tihenduste tdestamine on muidugi proble-
maatiline, ent leiab teooria tasemel allpool siiski kajastamist.

13



Kéesolevas t60s olevaid artikleid ajendasid koostama mitmed kiisimused ja
probleemid, mis ldhtuvad eelpool sétestatud rGhuasetusest maastikule. Milliseid
kohti asustati ning kasutati ja miks? See kiisimus on ilmselt keskne nii asustus-
kui ka maastikuarheoloogias ning sellele on vastust otsitud enam-viahem koiki-
des sellesuunalistes uurimustes. Harilikult on vastus leitud mingi koha loodus-
likes tingimustes. Nii nditeks on korduvalt viidatud looduskeskkonnale esitata-
vatele ndudmistele kiviaja eri etappide asustusega seoses (nt Jaanits 1959;
Kriiska 2003), samuti seoses pronksiacgse maaharimisega (nt Lougas 1970, 28,
29, 44; Jaanits et al. 1982, 134-135) ning ka hilisemat asustuspilti analiilisides
(nt II; Lang 1996a; Mégi 2002b). Kiisimus, mis on sageli jédnud vastamata,
tihti ka esitamata, on mingi konkreetse paiga kasutamine ning selle eelistamine
teisele samasuguste looduslike tingimustega kohale kusagil 1dheduses. Sellist
kiisimuseasetust voimaldab ilmselt vaid teatud piirkonna detailne analiiiis, kuid
voimalikud vastused jddvad siiski lahtiseks ning suuresti interpreteerijast sol-
tuvaks. Sellest hoolimata olen piitidnud sellele kiisimusele vastust otsida.

Omaette probleemidering on seotud inimeste suhtumisega neid imbritse-
vasse maastikku ning selle suhtumise véljaselgitamisega. Selline uurimine on
keeruline, kuid arvatavasti voib taas aluseks votta olemasolevad muistised ning
analiilisida neid maastikulisest aspektist. Siin tulen tagasi eespool juba kaudselt
puudutatud nn muististe loome probleemi juurde. Arvatavasti lahtusid muistsed
inimesed teatud olukordades muuhulgas maastiku teadlikust piisivast muut-
misest, mis ajas tagasi vaadates on kisitletav muistiseloomena. Sedalaadi tege-
vus vois olla suunatud mitmetele aspektidele, nditeks sotsiaalsetele vOi, miks
mitte, ka mingil tasandil poliitilistele. Mééravaks osutus sel juhul tulemus —
kestva objekti rajamine monumendi ndol. Lisaks tulemusele, monumendile, oli
oluline ka muutmisprotsess ise kui selline. Konkreetsest eesmérgist soltumatult
muudeti sel moel jaiddavalt maastikku, seda nii kaasaegsete kui tulevaste polv-
kondade jaoks. See muutmine vois iiheaegselt olla nii eesmérgiks kui ka vahen-
diks teatud eesmairgi saavutamisel. Kohad, mida muudeti, valiti vélja ilmselgelt
véiga hoolikalt ja labimdeldult, mitte juhuslikult. Valiku juures etendasid oma
osa nditeks mitmesugused vahemaad, vaated, looduslikud objektid ning suhe
teiste kohtade ja inimeste elupaikadega, aga ilmselt ka see, kuidas neisse suh-
tuti, millised parimused ja narratiivid olid nendega seotud.

Inimesed suhtuvad erinevatesse maastikuelementidesse erinevalt ning vasta-
valt sellele on neid ka tihistatud voi siis tdhistamata jaetud. Sealjuures tuleb
silmas pidada, et kuigi niiteks kalme ehitamine mingisse kohta v3ib néidata
selle erilisust, ei tdhenda see, et sellise kestva mérgistuseta paigad oleksid kohe-
selt olnud téhtsuseta. Vastupidi, mitmelt poolt maailmast on andmeid ka selle
kohta, kuidas olulised paigad on jaddnud inimeste poolt muutmata (nt Bradley
2002), samas on kestma moeldud muistised rajatud kohtadesse, mis kahtlemata
omasid tdhtsust juba lihtsalt iseenesest. Viimase sobivaks niiteks on kéesolevas
tooski kdsitlemist leidev Kahala jarve timbrus, kus algselt on ilmselt tdhtsust
omanud iiksnes jérv, tdendoliselt koos osaga seda iimbritsevatest aladest (IIT).

Kas ja kuidas voidi kasutada paiku, kus muistised puuduvad? See problee-
mistik on tihedalt seotud eelmisega. Kahtlemata suuremat osa neist kasutati,
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kuid need tegevused ei jitnud enesest jélgi, ega pidanudki neid ilmselt jatma.
Moningaid neid on vdimalik erinevate uurimismeetoditega kindlaks teha, teised
jédvad aga vaid oletuseks. Néiteks voib siinkohal tuua dietolmuanaliiiiside pSh-
jal koostatavad diagrammid, mis vdivad néidata inimtegevust ka sellistel aega-
del ning kohtades, kus arheoloogiliselt kindlakstehtavaid jilgi ei ole. Uheks sel-
liseks on taas kord seesama Kahala jarve timbrus, mille kohta jarvesoost voetud
proove analiiiisides on vélja selgitatud inimtegevuse jétkumine ka leiutiithjadel
sajanditel (I). Sama kehtib ilmselt ka mitmete teiste, arheoloogiliste leidudeta
paikade ja perioodide kohta. Ka kiisimus erinevate looduslike tingimustega koh-
tade kasutamisest liitub sama probleemideringiga. Harilikult on jéllegi selle
teema juures lahtutud looduskeskkonnast, mis iseenesest loob hea aluse kiisimu-
sele vastamiseks, kuid ilmselt saab ka siin kasutada teisi ldhenemisvoimalusi.

Konkreetsematest teemadest on kéesolevas td0s esile tdstetud Pohja-Eesti
rannikumadaliku piisiasustuse vdimalik olemasolu. Viimase puudumisel on olu-
liseks kiisimuseks, kuidas rannikut ja rannikumadalikku kasutati. Aastakiimneid
olid uurijad {ihesel seisukohal, et kiviajale jargnenud muinasaja etappidel
piisiasustus rannikumadalikul puudus. Uhe peamise pdhjusena toodi asjaolu, et
rannikumadaliku kiilad ilmusid kirjalikesse allikatesse hilja (nt Johansen 1933,
250 jj; Varep 1974, 164; Linkrus 1998, 69). Teise argumendina esitati fakt, et
sealsed mullad olid pdlluharimiseks vdhesobivad (nt Linkrus 1998, 69). Siiski
on voimalikuks peetud ka vastupidist (II; Tarvel 1983, 54-55).

Millised olid sakraalsed maastikud, mis olid nende kujunemise/kujundamise
tingimusteks? Sellise kiisimuseasetuse juures jadb moneti lahtiseks vastava
moiste kasutamine — kas iildse on pohjust rddkida eraldi sakraalsetest maasti-
kest, sest iiks ja sama maastik vdis mingil ajal olla sakraalne, monel teisel aga
profaanne. Ja kui tdepoolest eksisteerisid sakraalsed maastikud, siis mis andis
algtouke mingi paiga kujunemisel selleks? Oli see iiksnes loodus, mérgid
varasematest elanikest voi midagi muud? Sakraalsete maastikena analiiiisin
artiklites kivikalmete ja lohukivide imbrust, kuid ka selliseid looduslikke kohti,
mis jdid kiill inimeste poolt muutmata, kuid mille erilisusest voiks oletada
potentsiaali mentaalse tdhenduse jaoks.

Huvipakkuvaks on ka maastikukasutus pikaajalises perspektiivis, st kuidas
paiknesid hilisemate perioodide muistised varasemate suhtes? Kas saab vilja
tuua mingeid tldiseid tendentse ning milles need voiksid avalduda? Sellegi
probleemiga on enamik asustuse ning maastikuga tegelevaid arheolooge kokku
puutunud, seni on see jadnud aga marginaalseks ning pole kusagil pdhjalikumat
analiilisi leidnud. Eelmisega on kaudselt seotud kiisimus, mis pShjustas asustuse
katkemise vOi pilisimise iithes kohas. Kas tuleneb see puhtalt looduslikest
oludest — see, mis kord sobis elamiseks, kaotab hiljem tdhtsuse, niiteks
pOlluharimiseks kasutatavad maad kurnatakse vélja ning asustus nihkub, v3i on
seal laiem tagapdhi?

Eeltoodud on vaid moéned kiisimused, mida endale esitasin. Osale neist suu-
dan alljargnevatel lehekiilgedel vastata, osale mitte. Sellest hoolimata pean vaja-
likuks ka nende probleemide sOnastamist, millele esmapilgul vastamine niib
voimatu, kuna edasised t66d vdivad ka neis positiivseid tulemusi anda.
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MAASTIK ARHEOLOOGILISE UURIMISOBJEKTINA:
SUUNAD, VOIMALUSED NING LAHTEKOHAD

Kéesolevas to0s esitatud artiklid on suunitluselt, nagu 6eldud, maastikuarheo-
loogilised ning ldhtuvad konkreetsetest kohtadest, neis valitsevatest (loodus)-
oludest ja olemasolevatest muististest, moningatel juhtudel aga nende puudu-
misest. Koike seda aluseks véttes on eesmérgiks anda iilevaade inimasustusest
ja maastikukasutusest 14bi kogu esiaja. Loomulikult ei saa see jddda iiksnes
muististe/maastike/esemete kirjelduseks, vaid peab pakkuma vdimalikke vastu-
seid piistitatud kiisimustele ning olema aluseks laiemale analiiiisile.

Nagu nimigi iitleb, on maastikuarheoloogia arheoloogia uurimissuund, mil-
les pooratakse erilist tdhelepanu maastiku mitmekiilgsele tundmadppimisele.
Tegu ei ole siiski mitte {ihtse distsipliiniga, vaid selle sees on mitmeid erinevaid
lahenemisvoimalusi ning vaatenurki, mis rohutavad maastiku vigagi erinevaid
aspekte.

Moiste maastik voeti Eestis teaduslikku kdibesse 20. sajandi esimesel poolel,
mil Tartu Ulikooli geograafiaprofessor Johannes Gabriel Grand seda esma-
kordselt teaduslikult lahti seletas (Grand 1922). Tema jérgi on maastik seotud
ndgemisega ning seda piirab vdhemalt iihes sihis silmapiir. Domineerivate
looduslike isedrasuste pohjal antakse sellele iseloomustav nimetus, nditeks
metsa- vOi joemaastik, iildistavamalt nditeks laas- voi kultuurmaastik. Ta jétkab
oma defineeringut Geldes, et maateaduses tarvitatakse seda moistet ruumiliselt
laiendatult ning sisuliselt tipsustatult, kusjuures vaatleja asendil ei ole otsus-
tavat téhtsust, vaid maastik on maapinna teatav osa, regionaalne tiksus. Inimene
voib seal olla vihemalt ajutise vaatlejana. Maastikul on horisont ning samuti
teatud iseloomustavad, alalised voi perioodiliselt vahelduvad, maastikuliselt
esinevad ning nigemise libi defineeritavad omadused (Grano 1922, 2).'

Grand aegadest alates on maastiku tdhenduse lile arutletud, {ihtne definit-
sioon puudub veel praegugi ning ilmselt ei saa sellist olema ka tulevikus (vt nt
Palang 2001; Sinijarv 2001; Jauhiainen 2001; Kull 2001). Maastiku ja selle eri
aspektide uurimisega tegelevad mitmete erialade teadlased, itheks keskseks tee-
maks on see geograafidele. Viimased vodivad aga olla iiksteisest vigagi erine-
vatel seisukohtadel muuhulgas nii maastiku olemuse kiisimuses kui ka mééaratle-
mises, mis on uurimise juures esmatéhtis. Nii v3ib eriti suuri erinevusi vélja
tuua thiskonna- ning loodusgeograafide seisukohtade vahel (sellest nt Jau-
hiainen 2001; Marksoo 2001; Palang 2001; Peil ef al. 2004).

Niisiis motestavad erinevad teadusharud ning inimesed maastikku erinevalt.
Harilikult seostub maastik esmalt mingi paiga loodusega, selle geograafilise
ruumiga ning keskkonnaga iildisemalt, seega ennekdike loodusteaduslike mois-
tetega. Inimesed ndevad ning motestavad neid iimbritsevat keskkonda maas-

" Grané polnud siiski piris esimene maastikuga tegeleja Eestis, juba enne tema saa-
bumist oli siin voetud kasutusele nn Landschafti printsiibid, mis mdjutasid koolides
geograafia Opetamist. Kuid need varased uurimused ning siistematiseerimiskatsed pdhi-
nesid liksnes maastike vélisilmel (Peil et al. 2004).
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tikuna, valjaspool inimmdtet seda niisugusel kujul ei eksisteeri. Geograaf Han-
nes Palang ongi kisitlenud maastikku siisteemina, milles liituvad looduslikud
komponendid, inimeste poolt loodu ja tunnetatu ning aeg — kohana, kus kohtu-
vad inimene ja loodus (Palang 2001, 9). Seisukoht on {isna iildaktsepteeritav;
teiste seas on ligildhedaselt samasuguse definitsiooni andnud néiteks ka arheo-
loog Michael Shanks (1997). Siinkohal jadbki iile ndustuda nende seisukohaga
ning selline méédratlus on seetdttu aluseks ka alljargnevalt kasutatud maastiku
moistele. Maastik on seega loodus, aegade jooksul inimeste poolt tehtust jadnud
jéljed ning aeg ise. Nii on ka muistsest asustusest jadnud objektid osa maasti-
kust, mitte aga eraldiseisvad néhtused.

Koigest eelnevast johtuvalt voib eristada mitmeid maastikke ning nende-
vahelisi ruumilisi piire. Ilmselt v3ib niisuguse eristamise juures ldhtuda erine-
vatest asjaoludest, kusjuures pole voimalik véltida moningast subjektiivsust
ning tulemus soltub vihemalt osaliselt sellest, mida {iks voi teine uurija tdhtsaks
peab. Kahtlemata on koikidel neil aladel nii looduslikke kui ka kultuurilisi
eripdrasid. Olen ldahtunud seisukohast, et PGhja-Eesti selles osas, kuhu kuulub
kiesolevas t00s uuritav ala, kattuvad maastikulised piirid suuresti looduslikega.
Uheks maastikuks on rannamaastikud oma kalurikiiladega ning sadamatega.
Klindiesised madalad alad eristuvad lilejdénust juba oma asukohaga mere ning
paekalda vahel, jdddes seega omaette ning teistest selgesti eraldatuks. Inimeste
poolt on seda ala aegade jooksul vordlemisi vihe muudetud ning asustus on
praegugi veel suhteliselt hore. Eelmisest erinev on paepealne klindiserva ldhe-
dane voond. Valdavalt lagedate loopealsetega kaetud ala on inimtegevuse 1dbi
koige rohkem muudetud, seda nii looduse suhtes (lagedad loopealsed kunagiste
loometsade asemel) kui ka mitmesuguste monumentide rajamisega. Ka asustus
on just siin 18bi aecgade olnud koige tihedam. Selle piir 10una poole jddva alaga
on pigem motteline. Viimane tduseb esile oma paksemate muldadega ning ko-
hati ka ulatuslikumate metsadega. Maastikul selgesti eristatavaid inimeste poolt
muinasajal rajatud kalmeid ja pollusiisteeme on siin vdhem, kuid neid siiski
leidub. Niib, et tegu ei ole olnud niivord soositud asustusalaga, mida oleks
téhistatud selgesti eristatavate ja piisivate objektidega. Tédnapéeval on siin tegu
suhteliselt suurte kiiladega®, mille ajalised dimensioonid ei ole alati nii ulatus-
likud kui klindivootme omadel.

Mingil moel on arheoloogid tegelenud maastikuga distsipliini algusaegadest
saadik, kuid see holmas vaid selle looduskeskkonna poolt. Muistise kaevamise
vOi juhuleiu puhul on alati vihemalt pdgusalt mainitud ka timbritsevat kesk-
konda voi leiukonteksti. Tosi kiill, sellest 1ahtuvaid ulatuslikumaid vaatlusi voi
analiiiise pole varasematel acgadel just sageli tehtud.

Nagu mujal, nii on ka Eesti arheoloogid pidanud maastikku, tdpsemalt kiill
loodust, tihtsaks teguriks mineviku uurimisel ning see traditsioon on piisinud
juba pikka aega. Nii nditeks kirjeldas geoloog Constantin Kaspar Andreas Gre-

> Paljud oma tekkega muinasaega tagasi ulatuda vdivad sumbkiilad hajutati Eestis

19. sajandil 14bi viidud kruntimisega (Troska 1987, 88—89).
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wingk 19. sajandi teisel poolel Kunda leiukohta uurides ka sealset looduskesk-
konda, mille tingimustes tolleaegne asustus kujunes (Grewingk 1882). Sama
suunda jétkasid hilisemad arheoloogid, kusjuures loodustingimustele tdhelepanu
pooramine oli eriti iseloomulik just kiviaegse asustuse uurimisel. Nditena olgu
siinkohal toodud Arne Michaél Tallgreni 1922. a ilmunud t66, milles ta muu-
hulgas peatus pikemalt muistsetel looduslikel oludel ning nende tundmise
vajalikkusel kiviaegse asustuse leviku selgitamisel (Tallgren 1922). Sellisest
lahenemisviisist kujuneski iildaktsepteeritud ning -kasutatud meetod muistse
asustuse uurimisel, mida on rakendatud teatud ulatuses kuni tinase péevani
vélja. Kuna kdikide t60de loetlemine siinkohal pole vajalik, toon vaid iiksikuid
nditeid sellise uurimissuuna kasutamise kohta. 1934. a ilmus Richard Indreko
artikkel Eesti muinasaegse asustuse arengust ning looduse ja maastiku osast
selles, kuid selleski t66s oli maastik looduskeskkonna stinoniiiimiks. Mainitud
tods on pohitdhelepanu osutatud kiviaegsele asustusele, mille levikut, {imber-
paiknemist ja elanikkonna tegevusalasid on seostatud looduslike oludega ning
eriaegsete leidude esinemistihedusega ranniku suhtes. Uheks keskseks problee-
miks oli tal iileminek viljelevale majandusele. Kuigi lithidalt mainitakse ka
hilisemat asustust, sealhulgas ka muinasaja I6ppjarku, on seda siiski ddrmiselt
napilt kajastatud. Viimane asjaolu on muidugi pohjendatav sellega, et Indreko
oli ennekdike kiviaja uurija ning muinasaja hilisema osa kohta nditas ta oma
to0s vaid tildiseid arengusuundi asustuses (Indreko 1934).

Kui esmalt tdhtsustati looduskeskkonda peamiselt kiviaja uurimisel, siis jark-
jargult hakati sellele tdhelepanu podrama ka hilisemaid perioode kisitledes.
Sobivaks nditeks sellise t66 kohta on 1939. a ilmunud kogumik “Muistse Eesti
linnused”. Kuigi selles sisalduvad artiklid olid vastavalt tolle aja Eestis valit-
senud suunitlusele ennekdike objektikesksed ja esemeuurimuslikud, annab suu-
rem osa neist siiski moningase iilevaate looduskeskkonnast, kus uuritud muis-
tised asusid. Ent selleski kogumikus peatuti loodusel, mitte aga maastikul (nt
Indreko 1939; Schmiedehelm 1939; Moora & Saadre 1939). Samasugune
lahenemisviis looduskeskkonnale jatkus ka ndukogude ajal (vt nt Jaanits 1959;
Moora 1966; Schmiedehelm 1955) ning siivendatult kasutatakse seda praegugi
(nt II; Kriiska 2002a; 2003; Lang 1996a; 2000a; Moora 1998; Migi 2002b),
kusjuures viimasel ajal on jarjest rohkem hakatud kéisitlema ka maastikku kui
eri komponentidest koosnevat tervikut. Seega on maastiku, peamiselt kil selle
ithe komponendi — looduse — arheoloogilise uurimise traditsioon Eestis pikk
ning sellega on tegeletud pidevalt, iithe osana uurimistodst. Alates 1990. aastate
keskpaigast on aga maastiku uurimisega seotud probleemidele ldhenetud laie-
malt, mitte peamiselt loodusgeograafilisest vaatenurgast, seda nii arheoloogias
kui ka tihiskonnageograafias (Lang 2006; Peil ef al. 2004).

Eelnev oli pogus pilguheit maastiku tolgendamisele looduskeskkonnana,
mida asustasid ning kasutasid inimesed eri aegadel. Samas on esitatud ka mit-
meid teoreetilisemat laadi maastikutdlgendusi ning -kontseptsioone, mida on
voimalik rakendada vastavatele probleemidele lahendusi otsides. Ka selles ei
pretendeeri jargnev tekst tdielikkusele, vaid tegu on subjektiivse valikuga sellest
kirjanduse hulgast, mis mulle kittesaadav. Moned neist uurimustest on iildisema
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iseloomuga, teised spetsiaalsemad, osa leiab kasutamist kdesolevas t66s. Téna-
paevases arheoloogiakirjanduses rohutatakse védga sageli maastiku sotsiaal-
stimbolistlikku dimensiooni — maastik eksisteerib ténu sellele, et inimesed taju-
vad, kogevad ning kontekstualiseerivad seda (Knapp & Ashmore 2000, 1).
Samalaadsel seisukohal on ka teiste teadusharude uurijad. Nii nditeks arvab
antropoloog Barbara Bender, et maastikud on loodud inimeste poolt nende
kogemuste ning seotuse kaudu neid limbritseva maailmaga. Samas juhib ta
tdhelepanu asjaolule, et mineviku inimeste, nagu ka tdnapdeva traditsiooniliste
kultuuride maastiku moistmine vGib ldhtuda meie omast vdga erinevatelt posit-
sioonidelt. Pohiliseks erinevuseks peab ta seda, et kaasaegses Lédne kultuuri-
ruumis ldhtutakse maastikutajumises minakeskselt positsioonilt, kus maastik on
sageli vaid see, mis on visuaalselt maapinnal néhtav. Traditsioonilistes kultuu-
rides, nagu arvatavasti ka varasematel aegadel, on sageli olulisem see, mis jdéb
nihtava maastiku taha (seda nii otseses kui ka iilekantud tidhenduses) ning
maastikutunnetus ei pdhine minakesksel positsioonil (Bender 1993, 1). Selline
seisukoht ndib esmapilgul olevat vastuolus Christopher Tilley ning teiste maas-
tiku fenomenoloogiat rakendava suuna esindajate arvamusega, kelle ldhte-
kohaks maastiku uurimisel ongi just seesama muistne inimene, kes timbritsevat
maastikku nédgi, tunnetas ning endale lahti seletas. Siiski ei tdhenda see ldhtu-
mist mingist kindlast isikust, egost, kes end iimbritsevat néeb ning enese jaoks
motestab, vaid hoopis iihekorraga konkreetset ja abstraktset piilidu mdista maas-
tikku nii, nagu seda vdidi niha seal viibinud inimeste poolt.’> See on lihene-
mine, mille abil iiritatakse (taas)luua inimestega maastik — ruum, milles on méaa-
ravaks inimeste kohalolu mingis kindlas paigas. Nii vilistatakse eelmainitud
vastuolu. Konkreetne 1dhenemine aitab viltida maastikualaseid iildistusi ning
mingi paik saab isikliku, vaid talle ainuomase olemuse, oma “néo”. Kuna need
todd voi digemini uurimisviis on mind véga tugevasti mojutanud, pédrdun
Tilley tolgenduste ja arvamuste juurde tagasi allpool.

Maastike mitmekesisus on tdesti suur: niiteks puutumatud loodusmaastikud,
inimeste poolt loodud agraarmaastikud, sajandite jooksul kujunenud linna-
maastikud. Koik need on pidevas muutumises, iga jargnev faas nende arengus
sisaldab iiheaegselt nii varasemaid kui ka voimalikke tulevasi ning kuigi maas-
tik voib fiilisiliselt kardinaalselt muutuda, jddvad mineviku olekud temas men-
taalsel tasandil varjatult plisima (vt ka Peil 2001). Selliste vaimsete kihistuste
eraldamine on itheks votmeks maastiku ning tema olemuse lahtimotestamisel.
Kas ja kuivord see alati onnestub, on isekiisimus.

Uhes ja samas kohas viibivad inimesed tunnetavad, tdlgendavad ning md-
testavad iimbritsevat maastikku erinevalt. Kuigi algne ldhtepunkt on sama, vdib
siiski oletada, et niipalju kui on inimesi, on ka erisuguseid maastikukogemusi ja
-tunnetusi. Kindlasti on erinevatel inimrithmadel (niiteks kaasaegsetel, eakaas-

Tegu on fenomenoloogia maastiku-alase rakendamisega. Fenomenoloogiast kui
tihest filosoofia uurimisviisist vt iilevaatlikult nt Moran 2004, iiksikkésitlusi leiab selle
suuna esindajatelt (Nt Husserl 1964; Merleau-Ponty 1962).
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lastel, pdliselanikel) maastikutunnetuses ja maailmandgemuses tervikuna palju
tthist, kuid detailides need ilmselt ei kattu. Samuti on keeruline hinnata mine-
viku maastikutunnetust tdnapdevase inimese arusaamade ja seisukohtadega.
Kahtlemata suhtusid ka muistsed inimesed neid iimbritsenud maastikusse erine-
valt, seda mitmel moel motestades ning tunnetades. Selliseid suhtumisi ei ole
loomulikult enam vdimalik kindlaks teha, kuid iiht-teist voib siiski oletada
muististe paiknemise jargi, nagu ka nende suhete pohjal iimbritseva loodusega
ning neid tervikuna analiilisides. Viibides pikemat aega mingis kohas, tekib sel-
lega teatud vaimne side. Inimene Opib teda tmbritsevat tundma, kohtadega
seostuvad isiklikud kogemused ja ldbielatud siindmused, isiklik elu pdimub
mingi paigaga. Sel moel seostuvad inimeste elulood teatud kohtadega ning
muutuvad osaks nende kohtade biograafiatest (nt Bender 1993; Tilley 1994;
Knapp & Ashmore 2000, 21).

Kui maastiku moiste on mitmeti tdlgendatav seda oma peamiseks uurimis-
objektiks pidavate geograafide jaoks, siis veelgi varieeruvamal moel kisitlevad
seda arheoloogid. Nii ongi tdnapdeva arheoloogias terminile maastik mitmeid
seletusviise ja lahenemisi ning selle uurimiseks kasutatakse erinevaid vGimalusi.
Maastikuarheoloogias, nagu arheoloogias iildse, valitseb arvamuste-seletuste-
tdlgenduste mitmekesisus ning pole voimalik viita, et mdne uurija arusaam ja
kisitus on digem kui teisel. Just selles teistsuguste arvamuste aktsepteerimises
valitsebki maastikuga tegelevate arheoloogide seas iiksmeel, kuivord iikski
suundumus pole iseenesest dige ega vale, erinevad ldhenemised vdivad aga
iiksteist oluliselt tdiendada. Siiski, iihtseks jooneks, mis seob maastikuarheo-
looge, on maastiku tdhtsustamine ning tdstmine inimtegevuse passiivsest taus-
tast selle aktiivseks komponendiks, mis omas suurt mdju kogu inimkditumisele.
Maastikuarheoloogiliste uurimistoode lahtepunktiks on alati mingi konkreetne
koht ning edasine uurimine, milline see ka ei ole, ldhtub alati just sellest. Iga
koht on alati ainulaadne just talle omaste parameetrite, tingimuste ja olekutega.
Viimased on arusaadavalt kdikjal erinevad ning pohjustavad erineva inimtege-
vuse ja/voi asustuse arenguloo. Millise vaatenurga alt mingi koha voi piirkonna
edasine uurimine toimub, soltub juba konkreetsest uurijast, tema eesmarkidest,
vahenditest, teadmistest, huvidest ning paljust muust.

Uurijad on maastikuarheoloogias eristanud mitmeid suundi. Neli ildisemat
lahenemisviisi, mille alla on vdimalik sobitada paljusid teisi ning mis iildistavalt
ithendavad arvukaid erinevaid maastikuarheoloogilisi uurimusi, on &ra toodud
1996. a. ilmunud Robert W. Preuceli ja Ian Hodderi toimetatud kogumikus
tdnapdeva teoreetilisest arheoloogiast (Preucel & Hodder 1996). Eesti
arheoloogiakirjanduses on neid juba lihidalt késitletud (II, 112; Lang 2001, 78—
79), kuid kdesolevast teemast johtuvalt toon need suunad siin veel kord vélja.
Uks selles kogumikus eristatud uurimissuundadest hdlmab tdid, kus maas-
tikku vaadeldakse elukeskkonnana. Sellisel puhul uuritakse, milline oli mingi
konkreetne piirkond minevikus, kui muistsed inimesed sellega kohanesid ja seal
elasid. Téhelepanu pdoratakse varustusalade analiiiisile, loodusele ning kliimale
(Preucel & Hodder 1996, 32-33). Uurimisviis on suhteliselt turvaline, st selle
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tulemused annavad {isnagi tdepirase pildi omaaegsetest keskkonnatingimustest,
kuna nende rekonstrueerimine baseerub mitmesugustel loodusteaduslikel mee-
toditel, mida on vdimalik kontrollida ning saadud andmeid omavahel vorrelda.
Arvan, et see ldhenemisviis annab hea aluse konkreetsete kohtade ning neis
elanud inimriihmade uurimiseks. Selline loodusgeograafiline meetod, nagu iilal
mirgitud, on Eestis leidnud laialdast rakendamist muinasasustuse uurimisel,
ning saadud on mitmeid olulisi tulemusi nii kivi- kui ka metalliaja uurimisel (nt
Moora 1972; 1998; Lougas et al. 1996; Veski & Lang 1996; Kriiska 1999;
2003; Kriiska & Lougas 1999; Raukas er al. 1999; Valk & Karukidpp 1999;
Laul & Kihno 1999). Siiski jaéb sellisest analiiiisist iiksinda véheseks, kuna
kogu inimkéitumist ei ole vdimalik taandada liksnes olemasolevate loodusolude
drakasutamisele. Sugugi mitte koiki mingiks tegevuseks sobilike looduslike eel-
tingimustega kohti ei kasutata vastavalt. Seega on inimeste otsustel mingi koha
kasutamiseks voi kasutamata jatmiseks aluseks siiski nende poolt tehtav kultuu-
riline valik. Samuti ei anna suiraanaliiiis tegelikku tilevaadet sellest, kes mingit
taime kasvatas ning kus ja kuidas ta seda tapselt tegi.

Osas uurimustes késitletakse maastikku kui siisteemi, kus teadaolevad muistised
on paigutatud iildisesse levikumustrisse. Lisaks arvestatakse ka neist vdljapoole
jédva alaga, mida inimesed minevikus mitmesugustel eesmérkidel kasutasid.
Kuna enamasti eksisteerivad seosed muististe paiknemise ning ithiskonna oma-
aegse majandusliku ja sotsiaalse korralduse vahel, peetakse sellist 1dhenemist
sobilikuks eelkdige majanduse ning sotsiaalse struktuuri uurimisel (Preucel &
Hodder 1996, 33). Seda suunda esindava Lewis Binfordi arvates on arheoloogi-
line andmestik parimal juhul aegruumis leiduvate asjade omavaheliste assotsiat-
sioonide staatiline muster, mille moistmiseks peab arheoloogidel olema pohjalik
arusaam kultuuriadaptsioonide diinaamikast. Samuti tuleb mdista seoseid mine-
viku kultuurisiisteemide ning nende ténapéevani séilinud korvalproduktide (nt
tooriistad, kalmed jms) iseloomu vahel. Ainult niimoodi voib arheoloogilise
materjali pdhjal saada mingisuguse iilevaate sellest, milline kultuurisiisteem
neid omal ajal ellu kutsus. Nende seoste kindlakstegemiseks peab Binford koige
otstarbekamaks etnoarheoloogilisi vaatlusi (Binford 1996, 39-40). Sellegi
uurimisviisi métete kasutamist voib leida mitmetest Eesti arheoloogide toddest.
Harilikult on need jadnud konkreetselt vélja toomata, kuid moningaid sarnaseid
jooni voib leida nditeks Marika Mégi ning Valter Langi uurimustest (vt Méagi
2002a-b; Lang 2002).

Uldiselt tuleb sellise lihenemise puhul siiski meeles pidada, et kultuuriliste
tdhenduste tuletamine iiksnes inimeste ja neid iimbritsenud keskkonna vahelis-
test suhetest voib viia selleni, et ei tunnetata vajadust modista omaaegset inimest,
kuna arvatakse, et nende ideoloogiat on vdimalik siduda vaid esemelise mater-
jali ja keskkonnaga (Hodder 1988, 18).

Lahenemisviisis tingnimetusega “Maastik kui voim” ndhakse maastikku
manipuleerimisvahendina nii ideoloogilisel domineerimisel kui ka vastupanu
osutamisel. Tahelepanu pooratakse vastuoludele ning konfliktidele, mis tekivad
tunnetatud keskkonnas ning avalduvad véimusuhetes (Preucel & Hodder 1996,
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32). Kahtlemata on see iiheks vdimaluseks, kuid siin tuleb lisaks arvestada ka
mitmesuguseid muid tegureid, mis sellistes voimusuhetes oma osa etendavad,
sest maastik oli vaid iiks paljudest. Vihjeid maastiku kasutamise kohta mingi
rithma ihiskonnasisel domineerimisel voib leida néiiteks seoses Eesti kivi-
kalmete interpreteerimisega (nt Ligi 1995, 216, 222-223; Migi 2004a, 140-
141), samuti kindlustatud asulate ja avaasulate (Ligi 1995, 214-215) ning
hilisemate linnamégede ning asulakohtade suhteid analiiiisides (nt Lavi 2002,
261-263). Siiski pole neis téodes inimeste teadlikku maastikukasutust kui sot-
siaalse manifestatsiooni {iht voimalust alati eraldi vélja toodud. Maastiku-
dimensiooni kaasamine vastavasse analiiiisi ning diskussiooni on aga oluline
ning alljargnevas tekstis seda ka kasutan.

Kiésitledes maastikku kui kogemust, selgitatakse, kuidas looduskeskkond on
omandanud mitmesuguseid kulturoloogilisi tdhendusi, samuti uuritakse, kuidas
voidi tunnetada imbritsevat ning milline oli see maastik, kus omal ajal elati
(Preucel & Hodder 1996, 32—-33). Viimase suuna alla vdib paigutada muuhulgas
juba varem mainitud Christopher Tilley maastiku fenomenoloogia alased t66d,
milles autor ldhtub teatud kindlatest muististest konkreetsetel maastikel. Ta ana-
liiisib neid maastikul viibija seisukohast, st podrab tihelepanu vaadetele ja
perspektiividele, mis avanevad nii muististe juurest {imbruskonnale kui ka
vastupidi — kaugemalt muististele. Samuti peab ta tihtsaks liikkumist maastikul,
ithendusteid jms (Tilley 1993; 1994; 2004; 2008). Samas on teised uurijad
viidanud sellele, et muistised moodustavad vaid viikese osa maastikust, ning
kuigi nad etendasid tdhtsat osa muistsete iihiskondade elus, on detailsemaks
analiilisiks siiski vajalik maastiku laiem tundmine ning sellega arvestamine
(Knapp & Ashmore 2000, 4 ja seal viidatud kirjandus).

Fenomenoloogilist maastikuarheoloogiat eristab iilejadnutest inimese fiiiisi-
lise kohaloleku arvestamine mingis kohas maastikul. Kogu fenomenoloogias
iilldiselt piilitakse aru saada sellest, kuidas inimesed maailma mdistavad ja
kogevad; rohutatakse katset tabada asjade ja nédhtuste tdelist olemust, fenoment,
nii nagu need manifesteerivad end teadlikkusele, kogejale (Moran 2004, 4). Siit
saab tuletada ka fenomenoloogilise maastikukésitluse peaeesmairgi, milleks on
maastiku analiiiisimine seal viibivate vOi viibinud inimeste kaudu. Inimene
nideb, tajub, kogeb ning tdlgendab teda limbritsevat; erinevad paigad avaldavad
erinevaid muljeid, mida tajutakse iga indiviidi poolt isemoodi. Ka muistse ning
tdnapdeva traditsiooniliste {ihiskondade kunstis kujutatakse maastikku mitte
niivord vélise ilme kui just mulje, tdhenduse, tdhtsuse ning tunnetuse kaudu,
kohti kogetakse seestpoolt (Thomas 1993, 21). Selline suhtumine erineb kaas-
aegse ladne tihiskonna omast, milles ruumi/ala/kohta, kus mingisugune (inim)-
tegevus aset leiab, késitletakse harilikult tisnagi abstraktselt. Need jddvad oma
olemuselt universaalseks ja neutraalseks ning neil puudub siigavus, moodus-
tades tausta millelegi tihtsamale, v0i kisitletakse neid lihtsalt inimtegevust
sisaldava mahutina. Nii voibki jddda tdhelepanuta asjaolu, et just koht vdis pdh-
justada seda konkreetset inimkaitumist, mis seal aset leidis. Fenomenoloogiline
maastikukésitlus peab kohta vahendajaks, millekski selliseks, mis on inim-
tegevusega tihedalt seotud ning mida pole vdimalik sellest eristada. Arvesta-
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takse, et sellist ruumi luuakse sotsiaalselt ning selles elavad ja tegutsevad eri-
nevad iihiskonnad, rithmad ja indiviidid. Koige selle tottu pole olemas koike-
hdlmavat tihtset ruumi, vaid on mitmed paralleelsed ja/vdi osaliselt kattuvad
ruumid. Viimaste loomine leiab aset inimeste ja/vdi rithmade igapéevaste
praktiliste toode-tegemiste kdigus kogu maailmas. Humaniseeritud ruum on
seega nii tegevuse vahendaja kui ka selle tulemus, seda tihtaegu nii piirates kui
vOimaldades. Selliselt koondatud tdhenduslik ruum hoélmab mitmesuguseid
ithendusi fiiiisilise looduskeskkonna, keha somaatiliste olekute ja mitmesuguste
erinevate tegevuste (nt tunnetuse ja mentaalse taasesitamise, liikumise) vahel,
samuti ka inimeste ja maastiku vahelisi suhteid. Sotsiaalselt loodud ruum liidab
eneses kognitiivse, fiilisilise ja emotsionaalse millekski, mida v6ib reprodut-
seerida, aga mis on alati avatud muutustele.

Kohad ning paigad maastikul pole iihesugused ning mingi koha spetsiifika
tundmine on oluline selle tihtsuse mdistmiseks. Kohal iseenesest kindel olemus
siiski puudub, on vaid suhteline iseloom ning vairtus, mis alati ning koikjal
luuakse inimeste ja kohtade omavaheliste suhete kaudu. Inimesi timbritseva
ruumi tdhtsusest aru saamine sisaldab alati subjektiivset mdddet ning seda ei saa
kisitleda eraldiseisvana inimeste kui sotsiaalsete olendite siimbolistlikult konst-
rueeritud maailmadest. Selline ruum on olemuselt kohast abstraktsem ning loob
viilmasele konteksti, saades samas oma tihendused erilistest kohtadest. Ka
ruumikogemus ei ole kunagi neutraalne, vaid sdltub kogeja vanusest, soost,
sotsiaalsest positsioonist ning suhetest teistega. Seega ei saa limbritsev ruum
olla tiksnes konteiner, vaid elatakse selles ja sellest 1dabi. Ruum koosneb kohta-
dest, teadmine neist kasvab vilja inimeste kogemusest, tunnetest ning motetest.
Ruum eksisteerib iiksnes kui seoste vorgustik asjade ja/voi kohtade vahel, olles
sel moel loodud sotsiaalsete suhete ning looduslike ja kultuuriliste objektide
poolt (Tilley 1994, 9-11, 17).

Koha kui véiksema iiksusega on seotud nii isiklik kui ka kultuuriline identi-
teet, mille tdhendus tuleneb selle eksistentsiaalsest voi ldbielatud teadlikkusest.
Kohad on alati palju rohkem kui vaid punktid v6i asukohad, kuna nad omavad
inimeste jaoks mitmesuguseid tidhendusi ja védirtusi, mingi koha tihenduse
moistmiseks peetakse fenomenoloogilise késitluse puhul kdige olulisemaks
selle omapira tundmist. Koha- ja/voi maastikutunnetus, arusaam ja sellest tule-
nevalt ka kasutamine erineb iihiskonnasiseselt ning neid teadmisi voib kontrol-
lida ja dra kasutada domineerimiseks, samuti saab moningatele indiviididele
keelata voi nende eest varjata teadmisi mingite konkreetsete paikade kohta ning
luua sellega eeldused voimu kui domineerimisvormi jaoks (Tilley 1994, 9-11,
14-15, 26 jj). Sdilinud muististe ndol ongi sageli tegu just ideoloogiliselt kujun-
datud maastikuga, samas tuleb siiski arvestada, et maastik ei olnud minevikus
asustatud integreeritud iihiskonna poolt, vaid ka siis tuli igapédevases elus ette
mitmesuguseid vastuolusid. Uhed ja samad maastikud vdisid erinevate inimeste
poolt olla hoopis teisiti modistetavad ning suhe nendesse vois olla samuti erinev.
Seega tuleb maastikuarheoloogias podrata tdhelepanu lisaks domineerivale
maastikule ka vastupanu osutava(te)le ruumi(de)le (Thomas 1993, 28-29).
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Inimesed, kes asustavad mingit kohta, Opivad oma igapdevaelus seda iiksik-
asjadeni tundma. Ko&ik omab maastikul nende jaoks tdhendust: kivid, puud,
veekogud, samuti pollud, teed ja teised inimeste poolt aegade jooksul rajatud/
kujundatud objektid. Lisaks néhtavale liituvad nendega ka ajalises mottes siiga-
vuti minevad teadmised, s.o legendid ja parimused. Kohtade biograafiaga seostu-
vad ka inimeste elulood ja sotsiaalsed identiteedid. Nii voib niiteks teed médda
litkkudes tdlgendada maastikku (ja teed koos sellega) kui narratiivi, kus tulevad
esile erinevate ajastute ja teadvuste tasandid ja kihid. Sellised tdhenduslikud
kohad ja maastikud {ildisemalt annavad seal elavatele inimestele nii tdhenduse,
kindlustunde kui ka téhtsuse ning koht loob sedasi inimese, vdimaldades talle
kuuluvustunde ning omaenese juurte tunnetamise (Tilley 1994, 26-34).

Piitides luua enesele arusaama muistsetest inimestest maastikul, ei piisa iiks-
nes levikukaartide koostamisest, st sellest, et kdike ndhakse iilevalt poolt, vaid
oluliseks tuleb pidada seda, kuidas nihti mingit objekti konkreetses kohas maas-
tikul. Seda, mida nihakse, saab moista lihest kohast teise litkudes, kusjuures
nihtavaga liituvad ka mittendhtavad kogemused ja teadmised. Seega rohutab
fenomenoloogiline 1&henemine maastikul viibimise téhtsust, kohta analiiiisides
arvestatakse inimese kohalolemist. Téhtsaks peetakse ka asjaolu, et inimeste
poolt loodud materiaalseid asju hingestavad tdhenduslikud sotsiaalsed suhted,
mitte mehaanilised asjadevahelised seosed (Thomas 1993, 28-30). Nendest
seisukohtadest 1dhtudes olen varem analiiiisinud Kuusalu iimbruse ning Kahala
jarve ldhikonna lohukive ning kivikirstkalmeid (IIT), hiljem olen samasid pohi-
motteid rakendanud Pohja-Eesti joemaastike asustuse uurimisel (IV).

Loomulikult on veel teisigi voimalikke ldhenemisi maastikule, millest
moningaid saab kajastada eeltoodud nelja iildistava 14henemisviisi all, teine osa
jadb neist vilja. Nendes erinevates késitlusviisides podratakse rohkem tdhele-
panu iihele voi teisele aspektile ning maastikku néhakse erinevate filosoofiate
kandjana. Sageli rohutatakse sotsiaal-siimboolseid dimensioone, kus maastik
kui liksus eksisteerib seetdttu, et teda kogetakse, tajutakse ja kontekstualiseeri-
takse inimeste poolt (Knapp & Ashmore 2000, 1). Kuna viimane ei eelda maas-
tiku fiilisilist muutmist, siis ei ole selle tdhtsus omaaegsetele inimestele otseselt
seotud sellega, kuidas teda on madrgistatud arheoloogiliselt jilgitavate objek-
tidega. Voib muidugi véita, et enamasti on inimeste kohalolust jadnud mingi-
suguseid jélgi, mida arheoloogid saavad uurida. Samas on selge, et inimestele
olid tdhtsad ka need kohad, kus muistse asustuse resp. inimtegevuse jiljed
arheoloogiliselt avastataval moel puuduvad. Samuti on iisnagi ilmne, et teatud
kohtadesse rajatigi selliseid objekte, mille eesmérk oli olla néhtav ning piisida ja
kesta 14bi aegade. Sellisteks on niiteks monumentaalsed kivikalmed. Kiila-
asemed ning talukohad, mis uurijatele annavad samuti mitmekesist teavet, on
lihtsalt asustusest jérele jéddnud ning kajastavad (argi)elu moningaid tahke;
nendele jidlgedele inimesed ei mdelnud, neid ei loodud jilgedena teadlikult.
Selle teema juurde podrdun tagasi allpool.

Teiste véljapakutud maastikukasitluste puhul on kasutatud niiteks ldahene-
mist neile kui ideelistele, kontseptualiseeritutele ja/vdi konstrueeritutele. Konst-
rueeritud maastikena kisitletakse nii neid, mida inimesed on muutnud (niiteks
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kalme ehitamisega), kui ka selliseid, kus muistiseid kiill ei ole, aga mis kuulusid
muistsete inimeste (igapdeva)ellu ning olid/on tdidetud mitmesuguste ideede ja
emotsioonidega. Viimased on iseloomulikud mobiilsetele inimriihmadele, kes
kannavad oma motted ja arusaamad iile sellisesse maailma ja keskkonda, nagu
nad selle eest leiavad. Paiksed kogukonnad seevastu kujundavad oma maastikke
nidhtavamalt: hooned, pollusiisteemid, kalmed jm jitavad enesest piisiva(ma)
jélje (Knapp & Ashmore 2000, 10-11). Kédesolevas t60s késitletavad Pdhja-
Eesti maastikud on koik sellised, nagu ka ilmselt suurem osa Eesti maastikest
iildse. Nad on alati olnud osa inimeste igapéevasest elust, isegi juhul kui see on
olnud vaid pogus kontakt, niiteks labirdindamise voi mingiks otstarbeks (kiitti-
miseks vms) kasutamine.

Kontseptualiseeritud maastikud saavad oma tidhtsuse 1dbi sotsiaalsete toimin-
gute ja kogemuse, neid iseloomustavad tugevad religioossed, kunstilised ning
teised kultuurilised tihendused. Viimatimainitud tdhenduste kandjaiks on aga
pigem loodusobjektid kui monumendid ning muud materiaalse kultuuri
ilmingud, mis vdivad maastikul tdielikult puududa.

Ideelised maastikud on theaegselt mentaalsed ja emotsionaalsed ning
omavad laiemat tihendust kui sakraalsed vOi siimboliseeritud maastikud.
Sellised maastikud voivad sisaldada moraalseid sonumeid, jutustada timber
miiiitilisi (aja)lugusid ning salvestada genealoogiaid, kuid ei pea alati sisaldama
mingit ideoloogilist doktriini (Knapp & Ashmore 2000, 10-13 ja seal viidatud
kirjandus). Selliselt késitlevad maastikku néiteks austraalia aborigeenid (vt nt
Tagon 2000).

Kuigi teoreetiliselt voib maastikke sel moel eristada, pole see tegelikkuses
sugugi alati voimalik. Sageli v3ib iiht ja sama kohta késitleda nii konstruee-
rituna kui ka nditeks kontseptualiseerituna. Eriti néib see iihtsus kehtivat kahe
viimasena vélja toodud maastikutdlgenduse kohta: kontseptualiseeritud maastik
sisaldab eneses kahtlemata siigavaid mentaalseid tdihendusi (tegelikult sisalda-
vad seda ilmselt peaaegu koik kohad ja maastikud, soltub vaid, kellele), reli-
gioosne ja kultuuriline maastik kitkeb aga mingisuguseid moraalseid sonumeid
ning miks mitte ka lugusid (miitologiseeritud) esivanematest, olles seeldbi ka
genealoogiliseks aluseks seal elavatele inimestele. Sedalaadi uurimuste alla v3ib
Eestis tehtust paigutada ennekoike V. Langi essee maastiku religioossest ning
stimboliseeritud korraldusest. Analiiiisides piihitsetud aega ja maastikulist
ruumi, leiab ta, et asustuskeskuste tekkimisel iihte voi teise kohta etendas olulist
rolli vaimne aspekt ning eelistada voidi paiku, kus mingil moel ilmnes iileloo-
mulik vigi. Viimane avaldub aga maastikuelementides, mis tavamaastikust
milleski erinevad. PShja-Eestis on tema arvates selliseks paeastang, eriti neis
kohtades, kus avaneb vaade merele (Lang 1999a). Klindiserv vois olla toe-
poolest tliheks selliseks mentaalselt tdhtsaks kohaks, mis mdjutas kohavalikut
kalme rajamisel. Kas ja kuivord see oli oluline elupaiga asukoha juures, sellel
peatun pikemalt allpool.

Kohalike maastike morfoloogilisi tunnusjooni peetakse jérjest enam siimbolite
allikateks ja subjektideks ning neid seostatakse sageli esivanematega. Samuti on
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oluline arusaam, et maastik sisaldab eneses rohkem kui vaid ihemOotmelist
neutraalset suhet inimeste ja looduse vahel. Veel kisitletakse seda sageli milu
materialisatsioonina, mis kinnitab sotsiaalseid ja individuaalseid ajalugusid.
Mailu omakorda rohutab kontinuiteeti maastikul, sageli 1dbi taaskasutuse,
reinterpretatsiooni, taastamise ja rekonstruktsiooni. Maastik kui milu on sel
viisil seotud sealsete elanike identiteediga (Knapp & Ashmore 2000, 1-14 ja
seal viidatud kirjandus). Selline ldhtekoht on olnud aluseks mitmetele etno-
arheoloogilistele uurimustele. Néiteks on Susanne Kiichler selgitanud maastiku
tdhendust Uus-lirimaa saare elanikel Melaneesias. Ta vastandab ldéne aru-
saamasid maastikust kui pinnasest, millele on “peale kirjutatud” mitmesuguseid
protsesse ning mida saab moota ja kirjeldada, sealsete inimeste ettekujutlusele
maastikust kui mélust. Selle kohaselt on maastik ise pigem maélu kui protsess,
(ette)kujutluste loomine ning nende néhtavad vormid on kaasatud pigem méile-
tamise ja unustamise protsessi kui eraldiseisvate mélestuste loetelusse (Kiichler
1993, 85-86). Selline ldhenemine seostub suuresti eelmistega; oma seotust
mingi kohaga tunnetati ilmselt just esivanemate kaudu, keda voidi vordsustada
kohtadega, kus nad omal ajal elasid v&i viibisid. Selline esivanemate kohalolu
voidi iihendada viljapaistvate, st harilikust erinevate kohtadega maastikul,
millega seostusid parimused ning uskumused. See 1dhenemine haarab enesesse
maastiku mitmetasandilise uurimise, mida allpool kasutan nii matmis- kui ka
elupaikadega seoses.

Inglise arheoloog Chris Scarre on sarnaselt paljude teiste uurijatega rohu-
tanud vajadust piilida moista konkreetsete uuritavate kohtade siimboolseid voi
kosmoloogilisi tdhendusi ning seda hoolimata kartusest, et sellist uurimisviisi
voidakse pidada mitte teaduslikuks, vaid empaatiliseks ldhenemiseks mine-
vikule. Ta r6hutab monumentide paiknemist maastikul spetsiaalsetes kohtades,
mis omasid mitmesuguseid tdhendusi nii neid rajanud inimestele kui ka nende
jarglastele hilisematel aegadel. Maastiku ning monumentide suhet vdib tema
arvates votta kui omalaadset dialoogi, mitte aga kultuuri ning looduse vastanda-
mist omaaegsete inimeste poolt (Scarre 2002a, 3, 8). Scarre kasutas sellist ldhe-
nemist megaliitehitiste uurimise juures, kuid seda saab suuremal vdi vdhemal
maédral laiendada kogu muistsele asustusele. Seega, maastik on nii raam inim-
tegevusele kui ka inimtegevuse looming. Inimesed elavad ja tegutsevad juba
enne neid olemas olnud maastikul, tdiendavad seda seelédbi omalt poolt ning
lisavad uut ka varasematele maastiku kohta kehtivatele oletustele ja ideedele.
Neist ideedest osa on seotud suurte geograafiliste voi topograafiliste tunnus-
joontega, mis on alati olemas ning millega inimesed pidid ja peavad jatkuvalt
arvestama. Sellisteks on joed, jirved ja méded, mis aegade jooksul on olnud osa
iildisest teadmisest ning vastava maastiku kogemisest ning kuuluvad seetottu
inimeste mentaalse maastiku juurde (Bergh 2002, 139).

Lisaks maastikule kui looduslikule tervikule ning selle suhtele muististega
on eraldi vaadeldud ka maastikuelementide tdhtsust traditsionaalsetes kultuu-
rides ning rakendatud neid tulemusi muinasaja asustuse uurimisel. Nii on néi-
teks uuritud jogede ja jugade vaimset tihendust kohalikele elanikele. Paralleele
kasutades voib arvata, et joed, voi viahemalt osa neist, omasid kindlat kohta
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muinasaegsete inimeste usundilises maailmas. Jogede ja jugade téhtsustamine
ndib olevat {isnagi universaalne, ning seda on peetud kehtivaks néiteks nii Aust-
raalia parismaalaste (Tagon 2000), saamide (Bradley 2002, 6) kui ka muistsete
kreeklaste juures (Bradley 2002, 23 ja seal viidatud kirjandus). Briti neoliiti-
kumi kohta on arvatud, et need joed, mis olid piirideks v&i paikadeks, kus leidis
aset kommunikatsioon vaimumaailma(de)ga, omasid kohta miiiitides. Joed olid
itheaegselt nii takistuseks liikumisel kui ka vahendajaks ldbikdimisel, avatud tee
labi kohtade ning maailmade (Edmonds 1999, 21, 99). Lisaks iildisematele uuri-
mustele jogedest ja nende limbrusest, on uuritud ka neisse ja teistesse veekogu-
desse tehtud ohverdusi (Bradley 2002, 51 jj). Selliste ohverduste olemasolu
viitab aga omakorda nende veekogude téhtsusele inimeste jaoks. Ka Eestis on
mitmeid uurimusi jogede dérsest asustusest ning iihtlasi ka jogede vdimalikust
siimboolsest tihendusest. Uhest kiiljest vdib neid kisitleda looduslike piiridena,
mis monedel juhtudel eraldavad asustuspesi iiksteisest (nt Lang 1996a, 399,
joon 120, 121, 123), teisalt on need omalaadsed teljed, mille {imber asustus on
1dbi aegade koondunud (IV, 185). Joed, nagu teisedki veekogud, on ldbi acgade
kahtlemata olnud téhtsaks elemendiks inimeste jaoks nii fiiiisilisel kui ka men-
taalsel maastikul. Nagu muud kohad maastikul, nii omasid ka erinevad veeko-
gud erisugust tahtsust — millist just, see peaks vihemalt osaliselt selguma neid
iimbritsevatest muististest.

Mitmel pool maailmas peetakse eriti jugasid vaimselt olulisteks kohtadeks,
kus kohtusid erinevad maailmad. Moned uurijad on selliseid kohti interpre-
teerinud Mircea Eliade’i jargi kolme eri ilma — allilma, iilemise ilma ning
keskmise ilma ehk maa — kohtumispaigana, kohana, kus v3ib kogeda maa keset,
kus asub axis mundi (Eliade 1987). Sellistes paikades on véidetud olevat tugev
ithendus eksistentsi eri tasandite vahel (Tagon 2000, 37; Eliade’i seisukohtade
rakendamisest Eesti muististe kohta vt Lang 1999a). Noustun selle seisukohaga
osas, mis puudutab jugade vdimalikku mentaalset tdhtsust. Kahtlemata on need
silmapaistvad ning timbritsevast selgesti erinevad, mistdttu vdisid saada erilise
tahelepanu osaliseks. Lahtisemaks jééb jugade interpreteerimine just maa kesk-
me tunnetamise kohtadena, kuigi samas on mitmetest kultuuridest andmeid eri
maailmade kohtumisest sellistes paikades (Tagon 2000, 40). Kahtlemata aga
vois jugade kui eriliste servaaladega seostuda ka teistmoodi suhtumine nen-
desse. Milline see oli, sOltus ilmselt iga kord konkreetsest kohast ning sellega
seostuvatest parimustest ja uskumustest. Jugade ldheduses olevad muistised
voivad anda moningat infot selle kohta, kuid samas ei saa nende puudumist
vordsustada joa tdhtsuse puudumisega. Inimtegevuse mirgid voivad selliste
loodusobjektide ldhikonnast puududa hoopis vastupidisel pohjusel: tegu on
voinud olla nn suletud kohaga, mille kohta kehtisid teistsugused reeglid (vt nt
Tacon 2000, 38). Ehk vodiks just sellisest seletusest otsida pohjuseid, miks
nditeks Keila-Joalt ja selle l1dhiiimbrusest ei teata mingeid arheoloogilisi objekte.

Lisaks jogedele ja jugadele on uuritud ka teisi looduslikke kohti, mida on
inimeste poolt tdhtsaks peetud, kuid sageli tdhistamata jadnud voi jaetud. Sel-
lised on niiteks koopad, mied, kivikogumid, aga ka puud ja salud. Richard
Bradley on analiiiisinud selliste, sageli inimeste poolt muutmata jaanud, kuid
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minevikus ilmselgelt tdhtsaks peetud kohtade arheoloogilise uurimise vdimalusi
(Bradley 2002). Ta juhib tdhelepanu asjaolule, et looduse kontseptsioon ise-
enesest voib olla Lédne filosoofia tunnusjoon. Looduslike kohtade uurimine on
oluline seetGttu, et need omasid tdhtsust mineviku inimeste mottemaailmades,
nende meeltes. Sellistes kohtades voidi viia l1&bi mitmesuguseid toiminguid,
nditeks ohverdamisi, nende tdhtsust voidi réhutada kunstiteoste loomisega
nende ldheduses voi vastupidi, nende kujutamisega kunstiteostel. Samuti voidi
selliste kohtade jédnuseid (nt kivitilkke, puuoksi jms) viia mujale (Bradley
2002, 34 jj). Arvan, et sellisel ldhenemisel on omad vdimalused ka Eestis, mida
vihesel médéral olen juba ka kasutanud, peamiselt kiill teiste teemade raames (vt
nt IIL; IV; V; VI). Kuid objekte, mida sellise l&henemisviisiga vdiks uurida, on
veelgi; tiheks selliseks voiksid olla niiteks kivikiilvid, mida Pdhja-Eestis voib
leida mitmelt poolt. Arheoloogiliselt nende {imbrust uuritud ei ole, samuti ei
teata nende ldhikonnast mingeid muistiseid. Samas pole kahtlust, et inimesed
olid neist teadlikud ning otsisid nende olemasolule pdhjuseid ning tdhendusi.
Millised need just olid, jddb teadmata, ent muististe puudumise tottu nende
vahetus laheduses voiks selle kohta tuua mitmesuguseid oletusi.

Arthur Bernard Knapp ja Wendy Ashmore on oma maastikuarheoloogiat
kisitleva kogumiku avasOnas toonud vélja neli voimalikku l&henemisviisi.
Nendeks on lisaks juba varem kirjeldatud vdimalusele “maastik kui mélu” veel
maastik kui identiteet, maastik sotsiaalse korraldusena ning maastik kui trans-
formatsioon. Késitledes maastikku kui identiteedi loojat ning vdljendajat, tauak-
se vilja asjaolu, et inimesed kasutavad moningatest kohtadest v3i regioonidest
radkides/moeldes rituaalseid, siimbolistlikke vO1 tseremoniaalseid termineid.
Sellise suhtumise osaliseks saanud kohad omakorda taasloovad ning viljen-
davad sotsiaalkultuurilist identiteeti. Erilist tdhelepanu pdoratakse sellisel puhul
nditeks silmapaistvatele maastikulistele tunnusjoontele ning iileminekutele eri
okoloogiliste tsoonide vahel (Knapp & Ashmore 2000, 1415 ning seal viidatud
kirjandus). See iihtib eelpool toodud looduslike, st inimeste poolt sihilikult
muutmata jdetud paikade tdhtsustamisega ning on viga oluline kohalike maas-
tike uurimisel. Toendoliselt on sel viisil suhtutud ka moningatesse paikadesse
Eestis. Uheks niisuguseks on arvatavasti olnud Pdhja-Eesti paekallas, mis vas-
tab hésti eelnevalt toodud tingimustele, olles nii silmapaistev ja erandlik loodus-
objekt kui ka iileminek itihesugusest looduslikust (aga ka kultuurilisest) piir-
konnast teise. Tanapdeval késitleme neid alasid kui erinevaid maastikurajoone,
kuid vahe nende vahel oli ilmselt mdistetav ka muistsetele inimestele. Lang on
klindiserva kui kohalike elanike identiteedi loojat késitlenud Vihasoo—Palmse
piirkonna uurimisel. Alates hilisneoliitikumist koondus seal asustus paeastangu
juurde; kuna tegu on iihega vihestest Pohja-Eesti erilistest maastikuelementi-
dest, siis voidi sellega siduda ka oma suguvosa périmused ning miiiidid. Sel
moel kultuuris polistatuna sidus paeastang enesega ka jéreltulevad polved ning
asustus jéi seal piisima aastatuhandeteks. Loomulikult ei vilista Lang soodsate
loodustingimuste téhtsust asukohavalikul, kuid rohutab ka mittemajanduslike
faktorite olulisust (Lang 2000a, 81).
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Mitmed sedalaadi kohad on iisna kergesti ka niiiidisajal dra tuntavad, paljud
aga ilmselt mitte. Kuidas selliseid kohti tdnapdeval kindlaks maérata, on proble-
maatiline, kuna mitmel puhul on viidatud vaid suulise parimuse olemasolule,
mida meil muinasajast muidugi ei ole.

Maastik kui sotsiaalne korraldus annab vdimaluse iihiskonna interpreteeri-
miseks. Selline vaatenurk ei seostu mitte iiksnes ruumi jaotamisega eri tegevus-
teks, vaid hoopis laiema kontseptuaalse maastikuga. Arvestatakse, et maa(stik)
on sotsiaalselt loodud ja etendab téhtsat rolli kultuuriliste suhete suunamisel;
inimeste tegevuse kaudu voib maastikust saada oluline osa nii iiksikisikute kui
ka riihmade identiteedi viljendamisel (Knapp & Ashmore 2000, 16 jj). Olulisel
kohal on siin muuhulgas omandisuhted, mis avaldusid teatud alade kasutamis-
diguses, selle saamises ning véimalikus iimberjagamises. On iisnagi moistetav,
et erinevatel aladel on need digused erinevad. Voib oletada, et Pohja-Eestis tuli
see lisna selgesti esile rannikumadaliku ning lavamaa-alade vahel.

Maastiku tdlgendamine transformatsioonina ldhtub asjaolust, et inimesed
lokaliseerivad end igas {ihiskonnas eri kohtades, st omavad erinevaid kontsept-
sioone maailmast ja enda kohast selles. Tulemuseks voib olla pingelisus, rahu-
olematus v0i transformatsioon. Maastike transformatsiooni on kdige sagedamini
seostatud tsiiklilise ajaga ning sotsiaalse korralduse jaddvustamise vdi muutmi-
sega. Tdhelepanu osutatakse veel sellele, et maastikes sisaldub mitmesugustes
mastaapides ka aeg. Maastik ning selle mdistmine voib eneses kehastada lisaks
kontinuiteedile ja jargnevusele ka muutusi ning transformatsiooni. Seda pohjus-
tab asjaolu, et ruum ning aeg saavad kokku kohas, maastik aga sisaldab mitmeid
aegu ja paljusid kohti (Knapp & Ashmore 2000, 18 jj ja seal viidatud kirjandus).

Eeltoodust, mis tegelikult on ju vaid pdgus pilguheit monedele arheoloogide poolt
kasutatavatele maastiku uurimise viisidele, vis moista, et ei ole olemas iiht ja
ainsat, koikide poolt aktsepteeritavat ldhenemist vastava temaatikaga seotud
probleemidele. Koik algab ikkagi uurijast enesest, sealhulgas tema enese-
médratlusest ja muudest, sageli lisnagi subjektiivsetest asjaoludest. Kuigi eelne-
valt toin néiteid mOningatest eri uurimustest, kus oli kasutatud vastavalt erinevaid
uurimisviise, siis arusaadavalt on rohkesti ka selliseid maastikuarheoloogilisi
uurimusi, mis thendavad eneses mitmete siin vélja toodud Il&ahenemiste
tunnusjooni, neid kombineerides ning teineteisega tdiendades. Lisaks ei olegi alati
voimalik ega ka pohjust maastikuarheoloogilisi toid konkreetselt ithe voi teise
kitsama teema alla lahterdada, kuna neis kasutatakse korraga mitmeid teoreetilisi
lahtepunkte ning arengu- ja uurimisskeeme. Samuti ei ammenda eeltoodud
vOimalused maastiku arheoloogilisi uurimisvoimalusi. Mitmed neist on aga
sellised, mida suuremal v6i vihemal mééral ka allpool kasutan. Arvan, et iihest
lahenemist nii ulatuslikule temaatikale nagu seda on maastikuarheoloogia, ei olegi
voimalik rakendada, kuna erinevad kiisimused monikord lausa eeldavad erinevaid
vaatenurki ning seetdttu voib neid ka selles t60s leida sageli ithendatult.

Nagu mainitud, kasutan kdesolevas t60s mitmeid eeltoodud ldhenemisviise
maastikule, neid omavahel seostades ning tdiendades. Esmalt ning koige iildise-
malt leiab rakendust uurimismetoodika, mida Hodder ja Preucel téhistasid nime-
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tusega maastik kui elukeskkond, millega saab luua iildistava arusaama kohalikest
oludest uurimispiirkonna mikrotasandil. Olemasolevatel looduslikel tingimustel
oli kahtlemata suur téhtsus asustuse kujunemisel ning maastiku kasutamisel, seda
eriti inimajaloo varastel etappidel. Siiski ei saa muistse asustuse maastiku-
kasutuses koike pdhjendada vaid konkreetsete loodustingimustega, mistdttu
ithendan vastavat ldhenemist teiste, fenomenoloogiliste vaatenurkadega, mis
rOohutavad inimeste maastikukogemust. Seegi on uurimisviis, mida voib
rakendada ilmselt kdikide ajastute ja tihiskondade puhul. Samas rohutan veel kord
vajadust meeles pidada, et iga inimese maastikutunnetus on erinev ning sdltub
paljudest asjaoludest, kusjuures maastikku uuriva arheoloogi arusaamised ja
lahenemised erinevad kahtlemata oluliselt tema poolt uuritavate muinasaegsete
inimeste maastikutunnetustest. Pole ju praegugi arvatavasti kahte inimest, kes
maastikul viibides suhtuvad tépselt iihte moodi mingisse konkreetsesse kohta v4i
siis maastikku tervikuna. Ka maastiku-alase arheoloogilise uurimistdo tulemused
jaavad alati vaid itheks voimaluseks, mitte aga kindlateks véideteks ja 10plikuks
toeks ning seetdttu tulebki kdesolevat teksti késitleda just sellisena.

Enne uurimispiirkonna maastike ning sealsete muististe juurde siirdumist
tuleb veel lahti seletada muististe representatiivsus. See on ilmselt iiheks es-
maseks kiisimuseks iikskdik millise piirkonna muinasasustusega tegelemisel.
Kui suur hulk omaaegse inimasustuse jdlgedest on avastatud? Kindlasti on mo-
ned muistised uurimuse koostamise ajal veel leidmata, seda sellisteski kohtades,
mida korduvalt inspekteeritud, ning osa neist jddbki teadmata. Probleem ise-
enesest on veelgi ulatuslikum, kuna ei saa ju kindlalt véita, et mingi ala, kust
muistiseid ei ole teada, oli tdielikult asustamata ja/vdi kasutamata. Kuigi ini-
mesed sellises kohas piisivalt ei elanud, vdisid nad seda kasutada muul otstarbel
ning lisaks on terve hulk selliseid inimtegevusi, mis enesest maastikule piisivaid
jélgi ei jatagi. Samuti jadb mdneti problemaatiliseks asulakohtade avastamine.
Nende leidmine ning hulk sdltub paljudest asjaoludest, muuhulgas sellestki,
milline on maakasutus omaaegsete elukohade alal praegu. Maaparandus voib
olla hévitanud muistise kultuurkihi ning praegune pealmine pinnasekiht v3ib
olla hoopis omaaegne alumine mullahorisont. Uhtlasi tuleb arvestada, et muis-
tised ei peagi jddma kdikjale, kus inimesed on viibinud. Kestmiseks ning nihtav
olemiseks moeldud objekte (nt kivikalmeid) rajati maastikul vaid erilistesse
kohtadesse ning vaid teatud perioodidel. Pole mingit pShjust oletada, et acgadel
ja/voi kohtades, kus monumentaalsed kalmed puuduvad, inimesed ei elanud voi
oma surnuid kuidagi ei matnud. Sama kehtib ka néiteks pollujddnuste kohta —
kahtlemata hariti pdlde ka mujal kui vaid neil suhteliselt vdhestel aladel, kust
praegu teatakse muistseid pollujdénuseid. Asula- resp. talukohtade arv perioo-
dist pronksiajast viikingiajani on véhene, kuid seegi ei tdhenda asustuse tege-
likku puudumist. Needki teemad leiavad késitlemist kdesolevas tekstis.
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MAASTIKUKASITLUSED

Kéesolevas t60s kasutatud artiklid on kirjutatud ajavahemikus 1999-2009, mis-
tottu on probleemipiistitused ning réhuasetused neis monevorra erinevad. Pohi-
liselt on kasutatud kahte erinevat ldhenemisvoimalust, millest iiks on inimene
teda iimbritsevas looduskeskkonnas ning teine inimene ja maastik. Esimene
kasutab konkreetset ning kitsamatki vaatenurka, teine aga laiemat ja iildista-
vamat. Mdlemad on siiski ennekdike seotud inimeste kohanemisega mingi
konkreetse paigaga, mida iseloomustavad just sellele alale/kohale iseloomulikud
tunnusjooned. Uhised on teemakisitlustes ka uuritavad alad Pdhja-Eestis.

Inimene ja looduskeskkond:
Pohja-Eesti loodus, selle isedrasused ning moju inimasustuse
kujunemisele

Pdhja-Eestit on sageli peetud tasase pinnamoega suhteliselt iiksluiseks alaks,
mida ilmestavad vaid veekogud ja klindiserv. Suuremaid tduse-langusi siin ei
ole, valitsevad pigem tasandikud (joon 2). Tegeledes mingi paigaga mikrotasan-
dil, selgub siiski, et maastikus on mitmeid seljandikke, mis kiillaltki selgelt eris-
tuvad timbritsevast. Vaheldust toovad ka juba mainitud veekogud: joed ja ojad,
jérved ja allikad ning Pohja-Eesti paekalda serva ldhedalt paistev meri, lisaks
veel sood ja rabad ning kohati ka karstindhtused (V). Loodusesse on vaheldust
toonud ka rdndrahnud ja kivikiilvid, liivikud, metsad ning tiksikud polispuud.

Looduskeskkond on inimesi alati mdjutanud ning kohaliku looduse hea tund-
mine on vajalik uuritava koha ning sealse inimtegevuse mdistmiseks. Soltuvad
ju inimeste valikud ja tegevused suuresti sellest, mida timbritsev keskkond neile
pakub. Seda viimast nii majanduslikke tegevusi vdimaldades ja piirates, ent ka
selliste toimingute juures, mis ei seostu toimetulekustrateegiatega, niiteks kal-
metele asukoha valimisel (III; V).

Inimese ja looduskeskkonna uurimisel on lisaks arheoloogilisele materjalile
iisna sageli kasutatud ka paleodkoloogilisi andmeid. Sellised uurimisto6d hoo-
gustusid Eestis 1990. aastate keskpaiku eelpool juba mainitud PACT program-
mi raames.
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Joonis 2. PGhja-Eesti maastik Rebalas.
Figure 2. North-Estonian landscape in Rebala.

Kéesolevas td0s analiiiisitava piirkonna iihest kesksest kohast, s.o Kahala jér-
vest vOetud suiraproovide pohjal eristati neli peamist maakasutuse faasi, millest
esimene dateeriti mesoliitikumi ning selles esines metsade ebastabiilsust. Teine
faas langes ajavahemikku neoliitikumist pronksiajani. See avaldus metsaraies
ning voimalikus karjatamises. Kolmas leidis aset pronksiajast eelrooma raua-
ajani, pohiliseks tunnusjooneks oli siis alepdllundus. Viimane maakasutusfaas
sai alguse hilisel rauaajal, mil pohiline inimmdju avaldus kiinnipdllunduses,
voimalike polispoldude olemasolus ja karjakasvatuses (Saarse et al. 1999, 373).
Niisiis mdjutasid inimesed Kahala jérve &éres kohalikku looduskeskkonda
esmakordselt umbes 5000-3000 eKr (Saarse ef al. 1999, 397), Eesti muinasaja
praegu kehtiva periodiseeringu jargi on tegu vara- ja keskneoliitikumiga (Lang
& Kriiska 2001, 89, joon 1).
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Joonis 3. Kahala jarve timbruse asustuspiirkonna kiviaegsete muististe levikukaart 1 —
asulakoht, 2 — hiline silmaga kivikirves, 3 — venekirves, 4 — talb, 5 — Litoriinamere
rannajoon, 6 — Joldiamere rannajoon. Kahala jiarve iimbritsev viirutus tdhistab
mesoliitikumiaegset veetaset, siksakjoon klinti.

Figure 3. Distribution map of archaeological sites of the Stone Age in the surroundings
of Lake Kahala 1 — settlement site, 2 — late shaft-hole stoune axe, 3 — boat-shaped
battle-axe, 4 — adze, 5 — coast line of the Litorina Sea, 6- coast line of the Joldia Sea.
Striation surrounding the Lake Kahala marks the water level of the Mesolithic; zigzag
line marks klint.

Uhtegi kiviaegset asulakohta Kahala jirve #dres kaevatud ei ole, kuid pinna-
leidude jérgi otsustades parinevad mitmed neist juba hilismesoliitikumist (joon
3). Kuigi selleaegset mdju siinsele loodusele dietolmudiagramm ei niita, pole
tingimata pdhjust dateerida kvartsesemetega asulakohti {iksnes hilismesoliiti-
kumi 16ppu ja/vdi varaneoliitikumi, pigem voib pidada vdimalikuks, et varase-
mad véikesed kogukonnad ei muutnud loodust nii palju, et sellest oleks jaanud
kindlakstehtavaid jilgi jarvesetetesse ladestuvasse Oietolmu. Pigem kohaneti
maastikuga, seda vaid vdhesel mddral muutes. Esimesed konkreetsed tdendid
inimese mojust kohalikule loodusele on dateeritud u 2900 eKr, mil laialehiste
puude arv langes jarsult, ilmselt metsaraie tagajérjel. Samal ajal sagenesid
ruderaaltaimede ning niidumaade indikaatorid. Umbes 2000 eKr tdusis niitude
osatdhtsus samaaegselt lagedal kasvavate taimede omaga, esmakordsele esineb
kultuurkdrreliste Gietolmu. Samal ajal leiab aset teine langus laialehiste puude
arvukuses. Kdige selle pohjal oletavad uurijad, et maastik on olnud véga avatud.
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Otseseid jélgi alepdletamisest veel ei ole, kuid kultuurkorreliste dietolm osutab
polluharimisele (Saarse et al. 1999, 397). Hilisneoliitikum on jdrve dédres esin-
datud mitmete asulakohtadega ja juhuleidudega (joon 3) ning seega langeb
arheoloogiline andmestik paliinoloogilisega kokku.

1650-1300 eKr toimus teatud tagasiminek inimmdjus loodusele — mingis
ulatuses taastusid laialehiste puude salud ning laienesid kuusikud. Muutus maa-
kasutuses toimus u 1300 eKr: laialehiste puude pealetung peatati ning soekiibe-
mete hulk suiraproovides, nagu ka kultuurkorreliste dietolm, osutab ulatuslikule
alepdllundusele. Lithike, u 200 aastat kestnud tagasiminek leidis aset pronksaja
16pul, asendudes eelrooma rauaajal taas inimmdju tousuga. Sel perioodil aval-
dus see eriti ruderaaltaimede hulga kasvus, samuti suurenes ka avatud niitude
osakaal ning karjandusele viitavate indikaatorite hulk. Selle pdhjal arvatakse, et
pOlluharimine ning karjakasvatus olid imbruskonnas {isna harilik tegevus. Endi-
selt on viga palju soekiibemeid ning seda peetakse kas alepdllunduse indikaato-
riteks vO1 siis, arvestades Kahala timbruse kalmeterohkust, siin asetleidnud
poletusmatuste tunnusteks (Saarse et al. 1999, 397). Tdsi kiill, enamik Kahala
jarve iimbruses kaevatud kivikalmetest on sisaldanud peamiselt laibamatuseid,
mistottu voib viimast oletust pidada suhteliselt vdhetdendoliseks. Samas voidi
aletamisega puhastada maad kalmete ehitamiseks. Arheoloogilises materjalis on
hilispronksi- ja eelrooma rauaaeg esindatud peamiselt kivikirstkalmetega, mida
on jirve iimber teada u 250, linnamée ning kahe asulakohaga, kuid mitte pdllu-
jaénustega (joon 4). Tundub, et tegu ongi olnud ennekdike rituaalselt tdhtsa
alaga, mida peamiselt just matmiseks kasutatigi.

Uued muutused toimusid u 200 eKr, mil s6eosakeste osakaal langes mirga-
tavalt, samas tdusis aga poOlluharimise niit ning ruderaaltaimede osa. Ka
kultuurkdrrelised on endiselt esindatud, kuid aset leidis méirgatav langus avatud
niitude ning karjatamise osas. Uurimuse koostajad seostavad selle ndhtuse
pollunduse téhtsuse tdusuga karjakasvatuse arvelt (Saarse et al. 1999, 397-398).
Eelrooma rauaaja 16pul on kahtlemata aset leidnud mingisugused muutused piir-
konna asustuses ning maakasutuses. Arvatavasti jitkus matmine Kahala {imb-
ruse kivikirstkalmetesse, alguse saab ka Kalamée asulakoht jérve 1dunakaldal.
Toendoliselt olid metsad selleks ajaks juba suuremas osas likvideeritud ning
aletamise osatdhtsus vahenenud.

Oietolmudiagramm niitab pidevat inimmdju kohalikule looduskeskkonnale
rooma rauaajal ning jargnevatel sajanditel (Saarse et al. 1999, joon 10). See on
ajajark, millest arheoloogilist leiumaterjali on aga Kahala imbrusest vihe teada
(I, 409410, joon 3). 2005. aastal avastati Tsitre kiila maadelt omaaegse mere-
lahe kaldalt kultuurkihiga ala. Kaevamistel koguti 5.—6. sajandile iseloomulikke
savindude kilde ning kaevandi alalt kogutud siisi dateeriti ajavahemikku 399—
539 (Tln 2940). Seega on ilmne, et inimesed on alal jétkuvalt elanud ja tegut-
senud, tolleaegsete asutusjéilgede leidmine on aga keeruline.

Hilisrauaajal on laialehised puud piirkonnast juba téielikult kadunud, jatku-
valt esineb proovis kultuurkorreliste, eriti rukki dietolmu. Soekiibemete osakaal
on minimaalne ning seda on tdlgendatud kui polispollundusele osutajat (Saarse
et al. 1999, 399). Viikingiajast alates on jarve {imbert teada mitemeid asulakohti
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ning ka fossiilseid pdlde (joon 5). Seega on arheoloogiline andmestik vastavu-
ses paleodkoloogiliste andmetega (I, 413, joon 4).

Analoogseid uurimusi on Eestis aegade jooksul koostatud mitmeid. Neist geo-
graafiliselt kdige ldhedasem on t66 Maardu jarve timbruse kohta (Veski ja Lang
1996). Sealgi langevad paliinoloogilised andmed arheoloogilise materjaliga
iildiselt hésti kokku, erandiks vaid periood alates 2300 eKr, mil jérvesetetesse
ladestus pidevalt kultuurkdrreliste Oietolmu, ent arheoloogiline leiumaterjal
puudub. Valter Langi hinnangul seostub viimane perioodi vdhese uuritusega.
Samas jargneb II aastatuhande 10pul eKr langus Sietolmudiagrammi koikide
muude inimtegevust kajastavate faktorite osatdhtsuses.

Kolga laht
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Joonis 4. Kahala jarve iimbruse asustuspiirkonna pronksi- ja eelrooma rauaaegsete
muististe levikukaart 1 — linnamégi, 2 — asulakoht, 3 — kivikalme, 4 — Hundikangrud,
5 — lohukivi.

Figure 4. Distribution map of archaeological sites of the Bronze- and Pre-Roman Iron
Ages in the surroundings of Lake Kahala 1 — hill fort, 2 — settlement site, 3 — stone
grave, 4 — Hundikangrud group of stone graves, 5 — cup-marked stone.

Seega annab paleodkoloogia vaartuslikku lisateavet omaaegse keskkonna kohta,
mis arheoloogiliste andmetega kombineerides pakub parema iilevaate loodusest
ning inimeste tegevusest.
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Maastik kui voimalik elukeskkond tuleb selgesti esile ka Pohja-Eesti ranniku-
madaliku voimalikku muinasaegset inimasustust uurides (II). Uurimust koos-
tades oletasin, et arvestades teadaolevaid leide ja muistiseid, vois ranniku-
madalik ka metalliajal olla teatud méiral asustatud. Hilisemad vilitodd, enne-
koike maastikuinspektsioonid on andnud uusi andmeid ka varem teadaolnud
muististe kohta ning viinud uute seisukohtade kujunemiseni. Rannikumadaliku
arheoloogilised uuringud olen 14bi viinud peamiselt Juminda poolsaare muistis-
tel (joon 6), lisaks ka Tsitres ja Andineemel, maastikuinspektsiooni aga teosta-
nud mérksa laiemal alal.

Kolga laht
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Joonis 5. Kahala jarve timbruse asustuspiirkonna viikingiaegsete ja muinasaja 10pu
muististe levikukaart 1 — linnamégi, 2 — asulakoht, 3 — fossiilsed pdllud, 4 —
sadamakoht.

Figure 5. Distribution map of archaeological sites of the Viking Age and the end of
prehistory in the surroundings of Lake Kahala 1 — hill fort, 2 — settlement site, 3 — fossil
fields, 4 — harbour site.

//////// f/ALAMAE

KAHALA

Jargnevalt keskendun metalliaegse pilisiasustuse olemasolu v&i puudumisega
seotud probleemidel ennekdike Juminda poolsaare néitel.

Juminda poolsaare erinevates kohtades on teada mitmeid véimalikke muisti-
seid, mis olid veel hiljuti uurimata, kuid mida peeti maa-alusteks kalmistuteks.
Koiki neid on kirjeldanud Oskar Parmas, kelle info pérines muuhulgas ka
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kohalikelt elanikelt (vt Parmas 1925, 78-93, 105). 2001. a suvel toimunud
vilitodde kiigus otsiti need muistised maastikul iiles ja tehti kindlaks nende
olemus. Muististe uurimine pakkus huvi mitmel pohjusel, millest peamiseks oli
fakt, et tegu on Juminda poolsaare vidheste kinnismuististega ning neid ei olnud
kunagi arheoloogiliselt uuritud. Viimase tottu oli ka nende esialgne dateerimine
muinasaja 10ppu vaid oletuslik. Kalmistute vanuse ja iseloomu kindlaks-
tegemise kaudu loodeti saada informatsiooni piirkonna kasutusest, samuti seati
eesmérgiks otsida kalmete 1dhikonnast teisi samaaegseid muistiseid. Kindlasti

aga taheti hankida konkreetseid andmeid rannikumadaliku alade kasutusest neis
kohtades.

KOLGA- AABLA
NI HARA
W 2
Qs
Kolga laht Lohja
jarv A 4
4 km X 5

Joonis 6. Juminda poolsaare muististe ja leidude levikukaart 1 — hiline silmaga
kivikirves, 2 — maa-alune kalmistu, 3 — mullakuhjatised, 4 — Koljuvare, 5 — aardeleid.
Figure 6. Distribution map of archaeological sites in Juminda peninsula 1 — late shaft-
hole axe, 2 — pit-grave cemetery, 3 — earthen heaps, 4 — Koljuvare, 5 — hoard.

Kaks“maa-alust kalmistut” oli kirjas Kolga-Aabla kiila maadel. Neist esimene
jé4b kiila 1dunapoolsetest majadest umbes 300 m kagusse ning Leesi teest 200
m edela poole. Muistist on kirjeldatud kui timmargust 13 m labimddduga ning
1,25 m korgust kiingast, kust Jungi andmetel on leitud luupuru, tuhka ja rahasid
(Jung 1910, 81; Parmas 1925, 78-79). Looduslikult on tegu mere, st lddne
suunas laugelt kallakja maapinnaga, mis praegu on suures osas kaetud méindide
ning vosaga. Kogu iimbruskonnas on rohkesti korratult paiknevaid {isna suuri
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raudkive, mis oma suuruselt jaddvad siiski alla paarsada meetrit ida pool korge-
matel aladel olevatele rahnudele. Selgus, et hunnik vastab kirjeldusele iisna
tapselt, ent selle kuju ei ole immargune vaid piklik, mddtmetega umbes 13 x
4 m, kdrgus limbritsevast maapinnast u 1 m. Selgitamaks vélja kuhila ehitust,
tehti sellesse mitmeid proovisSurfe. Ilmnes, et see koosneb viga tumedast, suuri
soetiikke sisaldavast mullast. Lisaks soele oli Surfides ka tugevasti pdlenud
raudkive ning raudkivipurdu. Voimalik, et just viimast oli varem luupuruga
segamini aetud. Seega ei ole Kolga-Aabla I mitte maa-alune kalmistu, vaid hoo-
pis koht, kus pikema aja viltel intensiivselt tuld tehtud. Kogutud soest tehti '“C
analiiiisid, mis méérasid kuhjatise eri kihtide vannuseks kalibreerituna 10.—8. saj
eKr ning 1.— 3. saj pKr (Vedru 2002, 45-46).

Teine analoogiline kuhjatis, Kolga-Aabla Tondimégi jdi eelmisest u 600 m
pohjaloode ning Leesi teest 50 m ida poole. 20. sajandi esimesest veerandist
parit kirjelduse jérgi oli see samuti immargune, 12 m labimddduga ning 2 m
korgune kiingas. Viliskirjeldus on jdllegi iisna tdpne, erinevuseks taas see, et
tegu oli pikerguse, mitte immarguse kuhjatisega. Ka Tondiméel tehti mitmele
poole hunnikusse viikesem0dddulisi proovisurfe. Nagu Kolga-Aabla I, oli siingi
mattakihi all must, rohkesti siitt ning polenud raudkivipuru sisaldav muld.
Midagi matustega seonduvat ei leitud. Kogutud soe analiiiis andis muistise
vanuseks 6.—4. saj eKr (Vedru 2002, 45-46). Seega olid mdlemad Kolga-Aabla
kuhjatised iihesugused, sisaldades rohkesti siitt ning pdlenud raudkivide
tiikkikesi, millest ndhtub, et mdlemas kohas oli korduvalt tuld tehtud ning seda
pika aja jooksul. Kuna molemad objektid jdéivad omaaegsele rannale, siis voib
oletada, et siin on tegu olnud randumiskohtade juures olnud voi lihtsalt rannal
paiknenud maérgutulede asemetega. Voimalik, et samasuguse iseloomuga
muistis on olnud ka Viimsi poolsaarel Parnamide ldhedal. Sealgi oli suur
kuhjatis, mis koosnes polenud kividest, soest ning tuhast (Lang — autorile).

Kolga-Aablast Leesi teed méoda poolsaare tipu poole suundudes jadb Kolga-
Aabla ja Kiiu-Aabla kiila vahele veel iiks matmispaik — maa-alune kalmistu
Suurel Liival. Tegu on mereldhedase korge liivaluitega, mis ulatub kaugemale
poolsaare siseosa poole. Veel praegugi on see avatud liivaga ala, kus vaid iiksi-
kuid puid ja pddsaid peal kasvab. Ladnde, s.o mere poole avaneb luitevallilt
avar vaade alla. Kohalike elanike sOnutsi on sealt “laipu vélja tuisanud” ning
leitud vasest kaelarahasid ning hdbedast sdrmuseid (Parmas 1925, 91-92).
2001. a inspektsioonil korjati mainitud liivaluite 1dunapoolse osa korgelt alalt
iiles hulk inimluid, kohati mérgati ka rohelist vasepuru (Vedru 2001, 8). Siin on
ilmselt tdesti olnud maa-alune kalmistu, mille dateering jii leidude puudumisel
siiski lahtiseks.

Tapurla kiilas poolsaare kirdekaldal on samuti teada koht, kust on luid vilja
tulnud. Paik jadb kiilahoonetest lddne poole, samuti mere ddrde kdrgemale
liivaseljandikule, kus praegu kasvavad moned ménnid. Kunagi olevat siit vilja
tulnud kaks panusteta luustikku (Parmas 1925, 105). Umbes 30-50 m kaugusel
praegusest veepiirist leitigi tuiskliiva alalt mdned inimluud ning vdib arvata, et
ka siin on olnud matmispaik, mille vanust ei olnud vdimalik kindlaks méirata
(Vedru 2001, 10).
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Lisaks neile kindlakstehtud kalmetele ning arvatavatele méargutulekohtadele
on Juminda poolsaarel teateid veel mitmete ebakindlate ning -mééraste muis-
tiste kohta. Neist iiks on Leesi kiila kalmemaégi, mis asus mere suunas kallakjal
maal. Siin oli suurem, iimbritsevast maapinnast umbes 0,5 m kdrgem kiingas.
Kohalike elanike andmeil oli sealt leitud rahasid. Ka Jung mainib sealt leitud
hobe- ning vaskrahasid, samuti tuhka ja luupuru (Jung 1910, 82; Parmas 1925,
83-84). 2001. a inspektsiooni kiigus seda kohta ei leitud, kiill aga v&ib kirjel-
duste sarnasuse pdhjal oletada, et siingi vois olla pigem varasemast ajast parit
mairgutule alus — samalaadne, nagu Kolga-Aablas.

Ka Juminda poolsaare lddneneemel Sééreotsal, umbes 1 km pohja pool Ju-
minda kiilast, on mainitud maa-aluse kalmistu olemasolu (Parmas 1925, 85-87).
Maapind on seal madal, kohati kivine. Neeme kirdeosas, mitte viga kaugel vee-
piirist asub viikesemddtmelise kabeli vundament. Kabelialusest sisemaa suunas
maapind tduseb mérgatavalt, kuid sinna tehtud proovisurfidest mingeid leide ei
saadud.

Juminda poolsaare idapoolsel neemel ehk Koljuninal on Koljuvarena tuntud
muistis®. See jaib merest umbes 50 m kaugusele, paiknedes kdrgeimal kohal.
Tegu on suure, umbes 20 m 1dbimdddu ning u 2 m korguse kivikuhjatisega,
mille pealmine osa koosneb valdavalt suhteliselt viikestest raudkividest. Um-
marguse pdhiplaani tottu on Koljuvaret peetud kivikirstkalmeks (nt II, joon 2),
kuid seda see ilmselt siiski ei ole. Arvatavasti on Koljuvare hoopis omaaegne
meremérk, mis varem vois olla kdrgem ning paista kaugemale merele (vt 1dhe-
malt allpool). Sel moel liituks see teiste Juminda poolsaare omaaegsel ranna-
joonel olnud ja meresdiduga seotud muististega, ehituslikult ning iseloomult
sarnaneb ta aga Andineeme kivikuhjatisest meremargiga.

Koljuvarest u 20 m kirde poole jadb lohukivi. Sellised kivid avatud mere-
maastikus on haruldased, kuid kahtlemata néitavad inimeste (korduvat) kohal-
viibimist ning téhistavad inimeste jaoks olulist kohta maastikul.

Lisaks kinnismuististele on Juminda kiilast saadud veel rooma rauaaega kuu-
luv neljast rooma vasksestertsist koosnev miindileid. Rahad on vermitud keiser
Marcus Aureliuse valitsemisajal ehk ajavahemikus 161-180 (Molvdgin 1976).
Uurijad on oletanud, et need miindid vdisid olla ette ndhtud timbersulatamiseks
voi siis oli see omaaegne luksuskaup (Tamla & Kiudsoo 2005, 14).

Ebamaéirase dateeringuga ning iseloomuga objektina on kirjeldatud Kolju-
nukk Virve kiilas. Paik asub neemikul kiila pdhjaotsas. 5—6 m merepinnast
korgemalt kohalt olevat kdidud “Kolju taadile” ohverdamas, et tagada endale
nditeks kaladnne (Jung 1910, 83; Parmas 1925, 61).

Merendusliku tegevusega on ilmselt seotud ka Tsitre — koht, mis jadb
Muuksist pdhja poole. Omaaegse merelahe kaldal olnud paik on olnud kasutusel
5.-6. sajandil ning muinasaja 16pul (Vedru 2005; 2006). Arvukaimaks leiu-
liigiks olid siin savindude killud. Saaremaa sadamakohti uurinud Marika Magi
andmetel peetakse rannikul asuvat asustuskihti Pohjamaades alati sadama-
kohaks, isegi siis, kui see esmapilgul ei erine millegagi harilikust asulakohast

* Veel 17. sajandi kaartidel oli Juminda poolsaare tipp margitud omaette oleva saarena.
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(Mégi 2009 ja seal viidatud kirjandus). Seda arvestades oli Tsitreski ilmselt tegu
randumis- ja sadamakohaga.

Kuigi ranniku kasutamist teatud hooaegadel pole varasemate uurijate poolt
vilistatud, on selle ldhtekohaks peetud sisemaa kiilasid, mitte aga vahetult mere-
rannal paiknenud asumeid. Arvatakse, et rannakiilad hakkasid tekkima alles 13.
sajandi teisel poolel, varem olid soodsad rannaalad jagatud sisemaal paiknenud
kiilade vo&i saraskondade vahel. Toepoolest, 13. sajandi esimese poolel eksis-
teerinud kiilade nimesid sisaldavas Taani hindamisraamatus ei ole kirjas iihtegi
rannakiila. Alles 1259. a mainivad kirjalikud allikad Parispea kiila, mis jadb
Juminda poolsaarest ida poole, Parispea poolsaare pShjatippu. Jark-jargult lisan-
dusid sellele kiilale ka teised. Vanimaks rannakiilaks Juminda poolsaarel on
allikate jargi Juminda kiila, mida mainitaks esmakordselt aastal 1290 (Johansen
1933, 250-251). Kuid esimene sattumine kirjalikesse allikatesse ei pea siiski
tdhendama kiila asustamisaastat. Pealegi on ju teada mitmeid selliseid kiilasid,
mida niiteks Taani hindamisraamatus ei ole, kuid mis arheoloogilise leiu-
materjali pdhjal siiski eksisteerisid. Sellisteks on niiteks Tougu, Vohma ja Ilu-
mée ida poole jéévalt alalt (Lang 2000a, 267-269) ja Loo kiila Kahala jdrve
lahistelt. Olen varem oletanud, et PShja-Eesti rannikumadalik vdis siiski olla
asustatud (II), kusjuures selle arvamuse aluseks olid muuhulgas needsamad
muistised, mida iilal analiilisisin. Tosi kiill, neist mitme iseloom ei olnud siis
veel vilja selgitatud ning nende kohta kéiv hinnang pdhines vaid 20. sajandi
algul kogutud suulisel parimusel, mis hiljem osutus ebatidpseks. Seega muis-
tiseid kiill on, kuid kas need esindavad kohalikku piisielanikkonda?

Vilitoodega hangitud uute teadmiste valgusel tasub siinkohal veel kord pea-
tuda sellel teemal ning otsida vastust samale kiisimusele: kas Juminda poolsaar
ning teisedki rannikumadaliku alad olid piisivalt asustatud voi mitte? Lébi acga-
de oli inimasustus rannikumadalikul kord olemas ning kord puudunud. Keegi ei
kahtle inimasustuse olemasolus neil aladel kiviajal. Mitmed rannikumadaliku
paigad olid asustatud juba mesoliitikumis, mil siinsed soodsad loodustingi-
mused pakkusid erinevaid ressursse ning nende kasutamise kaudu suhteliselt
holpsa éraelamise. Jadb ju niiteks Jigala omaaegse suudme ldhedale mesolii-
tiline asulakoht ning samuti ei saa tdielikult vélistada voimalust, et ka hilisemat
Joesuu linnamége asustati esmakordselt juba mesoliitikumis; Miiiirisepa asula-
koht Uuri kiilas paiknes samuti mererannal. Lisaks oli tolleaegset asustust
Narva joe alamjooksul ning Loobu joe dires. Viimases kohas oli sel ajal
asustatud Vihasoo I asulakoht. Neis paikades on tegu anastava majanduse tingi-
mustele vastavate elukohtadega. Kuid rannikumadalikul elati hiljemgi, seda
toestavad samuti mitmed asulakohad. Varaneoliitikumis oli mingil ajal kasutu-
sel nditeks Kroodi oja timbrus, kus elati Litoriinamere rannavallil (Jaanits 1959,
88; Jaanits et al. 1982, 66), samuti asulakohad Narva joe alamjooksul Riigikiilas
(Kriiska 1999b, 173—177) ning Vihasoo II-IV asulakoht (Kriiska 1997b).
Teatud ulatuses pilisis rannikuasustus ka jargnevatel aastatuhandetel, mil olid
asustatud Jigala Joesuu ning Rahunurme Valgejoe déres, kuid selliseid asula-
kohti on teada ka mujalt, niiteks oli jatkuvalt asustatud Riigikiila ldhikond
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(Kriiska 1999b, 178-180).” Nende asulakohtade paiknemine jogede suudmete
laheduses on aga sarnane varasemale anastava majandusviisiga asustusele, juhu-
leidudena saadud kivikirved on neist hilisemad ja leitud teistsugustest loodus-
tingimustest. Peamiselt juba viljeleva majanduse ajal kasutusel olnud kivi-
kirveste maastikuliselt erinevad leiukohad kajastavad asustuses aset leidnud
ildisemat muutust. Kuigi juhuleidude puhul peetakse vGdimalikuks ka nende
sihilikku viimist ja jétmist kaugetesse kohtadesse, siis siinkohal pole erilist
pOhjust viita, et néditeks Juminda poolsaare alad ei voinud olla asustatud. Arvan
pigem, et need seda olid, v3i vihemalt olid need pidevalt kasutusel. Seda tden-
dab Leesi kivikirves; mitu kivikirvest on leitud ka Viimsi poolsaarelt sama-
sugustest loodustingimustest, st rannikumadalikult.

Pérast kiviaega asustuspilt tervikuna muutus ning siinsed alad ei moodus-
tanud erandit. Kui asustus tldiselt liikus kiviaja 16pul pdlluharimiseks sobiva-
tesse kohtadesse, siis tekib kiisimus, millega tegelesid rannikumadaliku elani-
kud. Polnud ju Juminda maad (nagu teised samasuguste muldadega aladki)
maaviljeluseks kohased. Pdldude harimine algeliste tooriistadega ei olnud
rannikumadaliku muldadel ilmselt voimalik ning puudus arvatavasti ka vajadus
selle jarele — seda enam, et Juminda ldhedal oli piisavalt sobivaid pdllumaid,
kuhu inimesed aegade jooksul kahtlemata ka siirdusid. Seega vdis siin hilis-
neoliitikumis viibinud inimrithm voi -rithmad, kes algselt tegelesid néiteks sega-
majandusega, sealhulgas karjakasvatusega, siit ikkagi lahkuda soodsamatesse
paikadesse. Selline areng on olnud arvatavasti laiem ning just arheoloogilises
materjalis kivikirvestega esindatud hilisneoliitikum ja varane pronksiaeg niib
olevat olnud kogu piirkonnas kdige laiema maastikukasutusega periood. Tdsi
kiill, laiem maastikukasutus ei tdhenda siinkohal mitte kdige suuremat inimeste
hulka, vaid just ala, millelt on saadud vastavaid leide. See probleemistik holmab
aga marksa laiemat ala kui vaid rannikumadalik.

Pikka aega oli ainsaks oletamisi pronksi- ja eelrooma rauaajast périnevaks
muistiseks Koljuvare Juminda tipus, arvatav kivikirstkalme. L&hedalasuv lohu-
kivi on hiljem avastatud. Uksiku suure kivikuhjatise paiknemine avatud mere-
maastikus, omal ajal ilmselt vahetult veepiiril voi selle vahetus ldheduses pool-
saare tipus muudab selle tdlgendamise aga keerulisemaks. Olen pidanud voima-
likuks, et see kalme rajati omaaegse sadamakoha juurde, nagu on tehtud eri
aegadel ka mujal (II). Samas on tegu erandiga — kivikirstkalme Eestis tdiesti
ainulaadne, harilikult paiknesid sellised kalmed riihmiti ja merest kaugemal. Ka
Virumaa rannal erandlikult leiduvad seda tiilipi kalmed on koondunud rithma-
desse ning seetottu pole pohjust oletada, et vaid iihe kalme paigutamise ranni-
kule tingiski selle eriline asukoht. Arvan pigem, et Koljuvare on omaaegne
meremérk, mis oli suunatud merel sditjatele, teine samasugune on Andineemel,
samuti ilmselt omaaegse veepiiri ldhistel. Kuigi tegu ei ole kivikalmega, on see
siiski oluline muistis. Juminda poolsaare tipu korgeim koht ulatub tdnapieval
peaaegu 10 m merepinnast kérgemale, omal ajal vdis siin olla véike saar, mille

> Samas tuleb arvestada, et hilisneoliitikumiks olid varasemad rannikuasulad maa-

tousu tottu juba jadnud sisemaale.

41



juurest vois kulgeda laevateid (viimasele ndib osutavat ka Juminda miindileid).
Seegi ndib kinnitavat oletust, et tegu on meremairgiga. Sellise piistitamine
eeldab kahtlemata inimeste organiseerimist, koha olemasolu teadmist ning
kasutamist ning ka seda, et siinne paik omas tihtsust nii inimeste igapievaelus
kui ka mdttemaailmas. Samas ei saa moistagi 10plikult vilistada kalme voima-
lust — kuigi Eestis ainulaadne, on meremaastikus leiduvad suured kivikalmed
levinud vanemal pronksiajal nditeks Soomes (Huurre 1990, 106; Salo 1995,
joon 1).

Kuna Koljuvare, nagu ka tema Andineeme analoog, suure tdendosusega ei
ole mitte suhteliselt kindla dateeringuga kivikirstkalme, vaid arvatav meremark,
siis pole esialgu voimalik selle vanust tépselt miérata. Ainus eeldus muistise
dateerimisel on, et see ei saa olla vanem kui siinne maismaa. Samakorgusjoonte
jérgi jaab Koljuvare alune maapind pisut rohkem kui 5 m {ile merepinna ning
tegu on suhteliselt noorte aladega, mis veest kerkinud alles Laanemere Limnea-
mere staadiumis ehk siis umbes viimase 4000 aasta jooksul (vt ka Kessel &
Raukas 1979, joon 10; Linkrus 1998, 33, joon 7). Seega voib Koljuvare
pustitamise ajaks olla samuti pronksiaeg, ent see voib kuuluda ka hilisemasse
ajajarku. Kahtlemata tiitis see kuhil oma iilesannet meremérgina pika aja
jooksul.

Sellise tdhise olemasolu néitab ala kasutamist, kuid ei eelda piisiasustust
kusagil ldheduses. Samalaadsed on ka teised Juminda muistised, mida kirjeldati
eespool. Ilmselt on tegu olnud merenduslikule tegevusele suunatud objektidega,
milliseid kindlasti leidus Pohja-Eesti rannikualal laiemalt.

Kogu pohjaranniku ulatuses on rannikumadalikult teada ka moned lohukivid,
neist iiks dsjakirjeldatud Koljuvarest vaid 20 m kirde pool ning teine Kaberla
lahistel. Needki kivid osutavad nende alade tdhtsusele inimeste jaoks. Samal
moel koha tdhtsust rShutavalt voib interpreteerida ka Aseri ldhedase Merikiila
rannast leitud vanemal pronksiajal, Il at keskpaiku eKr valmistatud pronksist
rantkirvest (Al 6638), mingeid muid leide sealt hilisemal inspekteerimisel ei
saadud (Tamla 2004, 18).

Siiski on rannikualal ka erandeid — nii niiteks on eelrooma rauaaegne asula-
kiht tuvastatud Jagala Joesuu linnaméel, samast ning ldhemast {imbrusest on
saadud ka rooma rauaaega ning keskmisesse rauaaega kuuluvaid leide (Johan-
son & Veldi 2006; Ldhmus & Oras 2007; Kriiska et al. 2009). Kuna koht asub
liivikul, pollumaadest kaugemal, siis ilmselt on siin tegu randumiskoha juures
asunud kindlustatud asustusiiksus(t)ega.

Juminda kiilast saadud Rooma keisririigiaegne miindileid voib osutada ldhe-
duses asunud sadama- resp. randumiskohale. Aarde leiukoha iimbrusest olen
kiill otsinud jilgi inimtegevusest, kuid mitte leidnud. Voimalik, et siingi oli tegu
niiteks sesoonse kohakasutusega, millest jadnud jélgi pole veel leitud.

Muinasaja lopu ja/voi hilisemad maa-alused kalmistud eksisteerisid toe-
poolest mitmel pool Juminda poolsaarel, seda tdendavad leitud inimluude frag-
mendid. Juhul kui tegu on just rauaaegsete kalmistutega, on selliste matmis-
kohtade ldhedal siiski pohjust samuti otsida pigem sadamakohti, mitte aga pdlis-
kiilasid. Seda ennekdike seetdttu, et Juminda poolsaarel pdllumaad sisuliselt
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puudusid ning avatud meremaastikus olevad kiilad oleksid olnud holpsasti
riinnatavad-riisutavad. See kdik niib viitavat sellele, et kuigi siinseid alasid
kasutati merelkdimiseks, ei tarvitsenud need pidevalt asustatud olla. Loomu-
likult ei saa vilistada iiksikute kalapiiligist elatuvate majapidamiste olemasolu,
eriti kui tegu oli hajali paiknevate taludega. Sellisel juhul pole vdimatu, et neist
ei jadnudki jéarele kultuurkihti voi on see hévitatud hilisematel aegadel. Kuid ka
nende olemasolu puhul pole pdhjust rdédkida piisiasustusest sellises moistes,
nagu seda voib teha néiteks Pohja-Eesti paelava serva ldhedal paiknenud polis-
kiilade puhul. Seetottu néibki tdendolisem vdimalus, kus klindiserva 1dhedal
paiknenud kiilad iiksnes kasutasid rannikumadaliku alasid. Meri oli nende
suhtes piisavalt 1dhedal, et osa saada selle poolt pakutavatest voimalustest, ilma,
et oleks pidanud elama vahetult ranna déres, kus pdllumaad olid véhesed ning
kehvad. Enamgi veel, ka nende paeplatoo servaldhedaste kiilade puhul oli asus-
tus siiski pigem suunatud sisemaale, mitte aga rannikule, st tegu oli ennekodike
pollunduslike poliskiiladega, mille elanikud kéisid kiill merel, kuid see oli
nende jaoks ilmselt siiski vaid kdrvaltegevus.

Inimene ja maastik: maastiku muutuv tihendus

Teine viis maastikku késitleda hdlmab maastikukogemust — seda, kuidas ini-
mene end iimbritsevat tajub ning vastavalt ka lahti motestab. Inimene annab
iimbritsevale mdtte ja kultuurilise tdhenduse ning loob sel moel maastikku.
Samas ei ole maastiku tdhenduskihid koikidele iihesugused, iiht ja sama paika
tolgendavad ka samal ajal elavad inimesed erinevalt. Samuti muutub mingi
koha téhtsus aja jooksul ning tdhendusedki muutuvad.

Aegade jooksul on inimeste suhtumine end imbritsevasse kahtlemata muu-
tunud, seda nii maastiku osas tervikuna kui ka selle iiksikute elementide ja/voi
tunnusjoonte suhtes. Koht, mis kord vois olla ideaalne elupaigaks, voeti hiljem
kasutusele matmiseks, veelgi hiljem aga hakati seal harima pdldu v6i toimus
kdik vastupidises jérjestuses. Millised olid need muutused, milles nad tépsemalt
avaldusid ning miks iilelildse aset leidsid? Kas osutusid alati miiravaks
looduslikud ja majanduslikud pohjused vodi oli nende néhtuste taga veel midagi?
Ning kui oli, siis mis just? Selliseid kiisimusi v3ib esitada palju, vastused neile
jédvad enamasti ebakindlaks ning paljuski tdlgendajast soltuvaks arvamuseks.
Kuid siiski vdib moningat valgust sellele suhtumisele heita eri perioodide
muististe levikukaartide vordlemine.

On mdistetav, et mitmed eriotstarbelised kohad (nt randumiseks sobivad
paigad) voisid aegade jooksul olla {ihesuguse kasutusega, seda muidugi juhul,
kui loodustingimused oluliselt ei muutunud. Nii nditeks oli Tsitre oletatav
sadamakoht ilmselt iiks selliseid, mille kasutamisaega voib lugeda sajanditega.
Ka siin on algne koht aja jooksul maha jietud ning siirdutud rannikul pohja
poole. Sellist liikkumist pdhjustas ilmselt nii maapinna kerkimine kui ka
muutused randumiseks vajalike ndudmiste osas. Siiski oli sadamakoha nihku-
mine rannikul suhteliselt véike, veel praegugi kasutatav sadam jaib muinas-
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aegsest umbes 0,3 km pdhja poole. Selliseid muutusi on toimunud mujalgi.
Koikjal ning alati ei saa sedalaadi protsesse aga seostada vaid loodustingimuste
teisenemisega, vaid selles on oma osa etendanud ka uute keskuste esiletdus.
Ilmselt ongi sellised asukoha muutused eri juhtudel isesuguste pdhjustega,
kusjuures need vdivad esineda omavahel kombineeritult.

Kiviaegne asustus: asulad ja kirved

Jargnevalt analiilisin Pohja-Eesti asustusjélgi 1dbi kogu muinasaja, ldhtudes
kronoloogilisest printsiibist. Selle eesmérgiks on anda iilevaade muutustest, mis
leidsid aset maastikukasutses ning samuti sellest, milliseid kohti véértustati eri-
nevatel perioodidel. Esimeseks vaadeldavaks/vorreldavaks paariks on piiiigi-
majanduslik ning vdhemalt osaliselt viljelusmajanduslik kiviaeg. Mesoliitilisi
asulakohti on teada iisna mitmeid (vt nt Kriiska 1997; Lang 2000a, joon 4),
(hilis)neoliitikumist teatakse neid vaid tiksikuid, kiill aga on kogu alalt erinevate
looduslike oludega kohtadest leitud arvukalt kivikirveid. Nende kirveste leiu-
kohtade otsene seos kusagile 1dhedusse jadnud asulakohtadega ei ole kindel,
kuid samas ei saa seda ka vilistada. Kahtlemata niitab aga kirveste levik nende
leiu- resp. mahajatmispaikade tihtsust tolleaegsete inimeste jaoks, mistottu seda
saab siiski pidada kiillaldaseks aluseks vordleva analiilisi jaoks. Arvestades li-
saks sellele ka vOimalust, et mingi osa kivikirvestest on lihtsalt kaotatud, siis
nditab seegi, et inimesed on neis kohtades viibinud. Vahemalt osaliselt on piisi-
nud kasutusel samad kohad, kuigi aset on leidnud mdningane asustuse nihku-
mine maastikul. Nii on Kuusalu mesoliitiline asulakoht olnud jéele umbes 300—
400 m ldhemal kui noodrkeraamika kultuuri aegne elupaik. Viimase liheduses
voimaldab maapinna reljeef oletada varasema véikese veekogu — allikakoha? —
olemasolu. Ka Kahala dédrses Muuksi kiilas teadaolevad nodrkeraamika asula-
kohad paiknesid veel praegugi olemasolevate allikate 1&hedal (I5; joon 3). Samas
on venekirved leitud ilmselt asulakohtadest eemal — erandiks on siinkohal
arvatavasti Kuusalu, kuid sealse kirve tdpne leiukoht pole teada. Lisaks on sama
kirvest hilisematel aegadel iimber t66deldud ning tarvitatud, mistdttu seda tuleb
seostada ennekdike just hilisema asustusega.

Mitmed venekirved, nagu ka hilised kivikirved, on saadud veekogude léhe-
dusest, kuid samas on enamik neist leiukohtadest sellised, kus maaravaks vois
osutuda ldheduses olev pollumaa (joon 7). Lati venekirveste levikut analiitisinud
Ilze Loze andmetel on need saadud enamasti juhuleidudena, kusjuures téhel-
datav on nende seotus jogedega (Loze 2000, joon 1). Uurija seostabki nende
levikut suurt osa Létist hdlmava veetranspordivorguga (Loze 2000, 144). Kuna
Loze uurimus keskendub Léti ala venekirveste tiipoloogiale, siis autor ei paku
vilja omapoolset selgitust esemete mahajatmise pdhjusele. Soomeski on paljud
venekirved leitud jogede lihedusest (Ayripii 1937, joon 19).
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Joonis 7. Uurimisala neoliitilised leiud ja muistised 1 — venekujuline kivikirves, 2 —
hiline silmaga kivikirves, 3 — sarvkirves, 4 — adratera, 5 — talb, 6 — asulakoht.

Figure 7. Archaeological finds and sites of the Neolithic in the study area 1 — boat-
shaped battle-axe, 2 — late shaft-hole stone-axe, 3 — antler axe, 4 — ard point, 5 — adze,
6 — settlement site.

Jérjest rohkem on uurijad hakanud tdhelepanu osutama sellele, et juhuleidudena
saadud kirved, st need, mis ei seostu asulakohtadega, on sihipéraselt teatud
kohtadesse viidud ning neisse maha jdetud. Samuti on kirveid, mida on
panustena pandud haudadesse, eristatud nendest, mis on saadud asulakohtadest,
ning neist, mis on sihilikult eri kohtadesse maha jaetud. Naiteks Kesk-Rootsi
idaosa kivikirveste levikut uurides on joutud jareldusele, et hauapanusteks
olnud kivikirved kajastavad lineaarset levikumustrit, tédhistades piki seljandikke
kulgenud teid ja radu ning samuti veeteid. Aarde- v&i ohvrileidudeks olnud
kirved on harilikult maetud rannikupiirkonda vdi spetsiaalsetesse kohtadesse
sisemaa teede &ares, tdhistades sedasi maastiku solmpunkte, nagu nditeks
koolmekohti voi sadamaid (Lekberg 2002, 229). Hiliste, hilisneoliitikumis voi
pronksiaja alguses kasutusele voetud kivikirveste levikut on analiilisitud ka
Latis (Vasks 2003). Sealgi eristati kaks leiuriihma, millest esimene sisaldab
varase metalliaja elukohtade kaevamistel kogutud kirveid ning teine ilma asula-
voi matusekontekstita juhuleide. Viimaste hulgas on nii katkisi kui ka terveid,
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kusjuures tervete arv on selges iilekaalus ning vélistab seega vdimaluse, et neid
kirveid kaotati niiteks metsaraiumistodde kdigus. Seda enam, et iihe kirve
valmistamiseks vois kuluda umbes 10-30 tundi, ning need olid seetdttu iisna
vadrtuslikud (Vasks 2003, 28 ja seal viidatud kirjandus). Samas on juhuleidu-
dena saadud kirveste hulgas mérkimisvddrne hulk vidga heas seisukorras ek-
semplare. Vasks oletab, et kirveste jatmine teatud kohtadesse tdhistab tolleaeg-
sete inimeste ideoloogilise tagapohjaga kéitumist. Kirvel oli arvatavasti téhtis
koht stimboli ja maagilise objektina. Varasel metalliajal, mil kirveid enam
matustesse ei pandud, ei omanud lihtne kivikirves téhtsust sotsiaalse staatuse
nditajana, kuid ilmselt arvati sel siiski olevat teatud maagilisi omadusi. Selle
toestuseks peab Andrejs Vasks linnamégedelt leitud miniatuurseid kivikirveid,
millest osa on valmistatud ka paekivist, ning viikeseid savikujukesi, mis jéljen-
davad hiliseid kivikirveid. Kdike seda arvestades oletab ta, et varase metalliaja
kivist tookirved olid lisaks toovahendile ka talismanid voi amuletid, mida jaeti
teadlikult muistsetele pdldudele, et kaitsta neid vaenulike joudude eest (Vasks
2003, 29-31). Siiski nédib nende interpreteerimine liksnes seoses omaaegsete
poldudega pisut kitsendav. Eesti alal teadaolevate leiukohtade pohjal voib
arvata, et kivikirveid ei jaetud vaid iihte kindlalt mairatletavaks otstarbeks kasu-
tatud kohta. Sellise tolgenduse vilistab juba nende leidmine paikadest, kus va-
raste poldude oletamine on enam kui kahtlane. Samas on arusaadav, et kirvestel
lisaks nende praktilisele otstarbele pidi olema ka siimboolne tidhendus, sest
vastasel korral poleks olnud mdtet nende maastikule jatmisel. Nii voi teisiti,
vorreldes varasemaga on asustuses toimunud muutus, kuid seda ennekdike
seoses selle laienemisega uutele aladele veekogudest kaugemal. Arvestades aga
juhuleidudena saadud kivikirveste levikut, on oma téhtsuse sdilitanud ka paljud
varasemad kohad.

PShjalikum uurimus kivikirvestest nende maastikulises kontekstis on koosta-
tud Kagu-Eesti kohta (Johanson 2005; 2006). Vorreldes sealseid iiksikleidudena
saadud kivikirveid samaaegsete teadaolevate asulakohtade ning matmispaika-
dega, selgus, et moningais kohtades on kirveid arvukalt leitud nende 1dhedusest,
samas teisal on kinnismuistiseid vaid iiksikuid voi puuduvad need hoopiski.
Lisaks leiti rohkem kirveid neist paikadest, mis olid muutunud elamiseks roh-
kem sobilikuks alles hilisneoliitikumis. Samuti saadi selles piirkonnas kirveid
juhuleidudena jogede-ojade ning viikeste jarvede ldhistelt, samas, kui elukohad
olid sageli suuremate jarvede ddres. Kuigi uurimuse autor on oletanud, et selline
levikupilt voib osaliselt tuleneda sel perioodil alguse saanud asulakohtade
vihesest tundmisest Kagu-Eestis (Johanson 2005, 174-175), ei ole ilmselt siiski
neid koiki vodimalik seostada asulatega. Seega ndib pilt olevat suhteliselt
samasugune kui Pohja-Eestis, kus vihemalt osa juhuleidudena saadud kirvestest
jaab samaaegsetest teadaolevatest asulakohtadest kaugemale.

Teatud esemete — antud juhul kivikirveste — viimine mingisse igapdevasest
elutegevusest kaugemale jadvasse kohta vois olla tihtis rituaal. Hilisemast ajast
on teada, et saamid jitsid oma ohverdused looduses viljapaistvatesse kohta-
desse. Sellisteks olid mied, jarved, poolsaared, koopad, saared, joad ning
allikad. Moned ohverdused tehti ka karjamaadele, mida ei eristanud mingid
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eeltoodud looduslikud maamérgid. Osa neist kohtadest olid ligipddsmatud ning
kittesaadavad vaid neile, kes teadsid, kust neid otsida, teised olid aga tihedalt
seotud inimeste laiema litkumismustriga (Bradley 2002, 5-6). Kuigi need and-
med périnevad teisest ajast ja kohast, voib neid kasutades luua oletusi ka Eesti
alal teadaolevate kivikirveste mahajatmise kohta. Tosi kiill, peaaegu iihegi
kivikirve leiupaiga kohta ei ole tegelikult teada tdpseid leiutingimusi — on vaid
iildiselt margitud kohad, kusjuures viimaste looduslikud olud voivad suhteliselt
viikeste vahemaadega olla vdgagi erinevad. Mitmel juhul on siiski nii vene-
kirveid kui ka hiliseid silmaga kivikirveid saadud jogede suhtelisest ldhedusest.
Sellisteks on néiteks Jdgala, Kaberla ning Pudisoo jogi; Tiilivere talu maalt
leitud kirve puhul ei ole leiusituatsioon tdiesti selge, kuna talu maad on nii joe
ddres kui ka klindipealsel alal joest kaugemal ning korgemal. Jégala déres oli
tegu liivikuga, Kaberla joe dédres ilmselt liigniiskete maadega ning Pudisoo
ddres moreenialadega. Vee ldhedusest périneb toendoliselt ka Leesi kivikirves,
Kahala dirsed kirved leiti ilmselt samuti kahe maastikulise ala piirilt. Selgelt
veekogust kaugemale jddb kindla leiukohaga Saunja. Seega on selles osas pilt
osaliselt suhteliselt sarnane Kagu-Eestiga (Johanson 2005, 174) ja ka Rootsi
ning Latiga. Samas on nditeks Tougu kiilast Virumaal leitud kivikirves jaetud
maha klindiesisele terrassile, mis madaldub pdhja pool niiskeks ning elamiseks
ebasoodsaks. Tegu ei olnud siiski mitte meredédrse kohaga (Lang 2000a, 74),
vaid samuti lileminekumaastikuga. I[lmselt on sarnaseid leiukohti veel teisigi (nt
Lang 2000a, joon 22, 23).

Kuidas neid leiukohti tdlgendada? Uhest kiiljest olid veekogud ja nende
kaldad kahtlemata ithendusteed, kuid samas need ka eraldasid. Teisalt olid aga
nii Jagala kui ka Kaberla leiukohad siiski tol ajal ilmselt suhteliselt d4realad.
Ehk vdiski olla siin oluliseks koha piirilisuse rohutamine? Piirilisuse all ei pea
ma silmas mitte voimalikke piire eri kogukondade vahel, kuigi néiteks jogesid
on monel puhul sellistena ka tdlgendatud (nt Lang 1996a, joon 103-104, 106,
108, 118, 120), vaid kohti, mis jddvad erinevate paigaste servadele. Sellised iile-
minekud ei pruugigi alati olla vddrastele hoomatavad ning koheselt mdiste-
tavad, vaid need voivad olla olulised ennekdike seal elavatele ning kohta hésti
tundvatele inimestele. Samas voivad need jéllegi olla ilmsed ning kdigile {ihte
moodi mdistetavad, nditeks rabad, niisked alad ja liivikud. Osaliselt jatkus sel-
liste piiriliste kohtade kasutamine erilisel otstarbel ju ka hilisematel perioodidel
(vt nt V), kuigi nendena véartustati siis sageli hoopis teisi paiku. Sellistena voib
kisitleda néiteks kivikalmete ehitamist klindiserva ldhedale vdi ohverdamist
niisketesse paikadesse. Hilisemast perioodist v3ib sellise maastikukasutuse
heaks niiteks pidada Alulinna peitleidu, mis saadi soise ala kraavitamisel. Koha
erilisust ja selle meelespidamist néitab see, et vanim ohverdatud esemetest pari-
nes 2.-3. sajandist, valdav enamik 6.—7. sajandist ning noorim ese 12.—13. sa-
jandist. Oletatakse, et omal ajal vois siin tegu olla veekoguga (allikas, jarv voi
laugas) (Tamla & Kiudsoo 2005, 10). Eriti just viimasel puhul on tegu teist-
suguse, liminaalse alaga, mis iimbritsevast maastikust selgelt erineb. Lisaks
Alulinnale on samasugustest leiutingimustest saadud veel mitmedki raud-
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esemete peitleiud (Tamla & Kiudsoo 2005, 10), nii et tegu oli ilmselt laiema ja
pikemaajalise nihtusega.

Piirilisust voib nédha nii maastiku suhtes tervikuna kui ka véiksemas ulatuses.
Esimesel juhul oleksid selle nditeks muuhulgas mere, jogede ja jirvede dérde
jéetud kirved, teisele voivad osutada kirved, mida jdeti omaaegsete viikeste
veesilmade voi (liig)niiskete kohtade juurde, ning needki, mis saadud niiskete
alade ja rohumaade servadest (nt Lang 1996a, joon 101, 112; 2000a, joon 7,
22). See iseenesest ei vilista nende seostamist teatud juhtudel ka iithendus-
teedega vOi hoopis eraldiseisvate, igapdevaelus kasutamata jadvate kohtadega.
Kuna voib oletada, et kirveid jdeti erinevatesse kohtadesse eri pdhjustel, siis
rohu- ja/vdi pdllumaade keskelt leitud kivikirved voivad kanda eneses teist
sonumit, voimalik, et midagi sellist, nagu oletas Vasks Liti puhul. Samuti voib
liminaalsetesse kohtadesse jdetud kirvestena késitleda neid, mis on Rootsis
leitud omaaegselt rannikult. Vahemérkusena olgu 6eldud, et liminaalseid paiku
vadrtustatakse ka mujal maailmas. Nii niiteks matavad Bathursti ja Melville
saartel elavad tiwid oma surnuid vihmametsade ja eukaliiptimetsade iilemineku-
alale (Tagon 2000, 41, joon 2.7).

Tulles tagasi kirveste teema juurde, siis néiteks Austraalia aborigeenid tun-
netavad oma maad ja esivanemaid muuhulgas 1dbi kiviriistade valmistamise ja
kasutuse. Nende kdige tdhtsamad kiviesemed, nagu meeste poolt kasutatavad
kivikirved ja odaotsad, kehastavad esivanemate vige (power). Viimane tuleneb
jallegi parimuse kaudu seotusest maa ja esivanematega.® Kuigi on mdeldamatu
vorrelda tiks-iiheselt Austraalia poliselanike ning neoliitikumis Eesti alal elanud
inimeste uskumusi, voib siiski oletada, et mingisugune seos esivanemate, vie ja
maaga voib olla ka vihemalt mingil tasandil meie juhuleidudena saadud kivi-
kirveste taga. Kivikirvestes oli arvatavasti teatud vége, sest ilma véeta esemeid
poleks olnud mdtet kusagile viia ja/vdi maha jétta. Ka need kohad, kuhu viidi,
voisid olla erinevad: monikord oli neis endis vége, seda néiteks liminaalsete
kohtade puhul, teisel korral vdisid nad selle saada sinna jdetud esemest.

Kirveste teema 10petuseks olgu mainitud, et Mark Edmonds on Inglismaa
neoliitilise kivitootlemise kohta arvanud, et sellega tegelenud inimesed kohtusid
oma toimingute kaudu minevikuga: piisisid ju toormaterjali kogumise kohad,
valiku printsiibid ning valmistamistehnika pikka aega samasugused. Nende
todde kaudu olid olevikus alati kohal moddunud ajajérgud, mineviku genea-
loogiad ning esivanemate aeg ise (Edmonds 1999, 49-50).

6 Vastavalt aborigeenide parimusele neelas Vikerkaaremadu, kdige véimsam Arnhemi

maa lddneosa elanike esivanematest, teised esivanemad alla. Seejérel sunniti teda luid
vélja oksendama, sellest tekkisid liivakivi- ja kvartsiidipaljandid. Kirveste jaoks kivide
kaevandamine tdhendab seetdttu esivanemate luude kaevandamist. Kirved ise on seega
tehtud esivanemate luudest ning see annab neile nende véekuse (Tilley 1994, 53 ja seal
viidatu).
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Pronksi- ja eelrooma rauaaeg: asulad ja kalmed

Jargnevalt vordlen hilisneoliitilist asustust (hilis)pronksi- ja eelrooma raua-
aegsega. Hilisneoliitikumist on teada iiksnes asulakohti ja juhuleide, hilis-
pronksi- ning eelrooma rauaajast aga vaid paar asulakohta ning hulgaliselt
kalmeid ja lohukive. Muististe levikukaardilt selgub, et mitmel juhul voib kivi-
aegsete asulakohtade vahetust ldhedusest leida kivikirstkalmeid ja/vGi lohukive.
Eriti selgelt tuleb selline skeem esile Kuusalu {imbruses ning Kahala jarve ldhis-
tel, kuid samasugust tendentsi voib tdheldada ka mujal Pohja-Eestis (vordle nt
Lang 1996a, joon 101 ja 102; joon 107 ja 108; joon 112 ja 113).

Asustus on jitkunud vidhemalt osaliselt samal alal, kus oli maha jdetud hili-
seid kivikirveid, erandiks on siinkohal vaid moned piirilised kohad, mis ela-
miseks ilmselgelt ei olnud kdige sobilikumad. Viimane ei vélista nende paikade
kasutamist ka sel perioodil, kuigi mdnikord arheoloogiliselt kindlakstehtavad
jéljed sellest puuduvad. Siiski on nooremal pronksiajal maastikul rohkem &ra
kasutatud paeplatoo serva-ala, kuhu niiiid hakati ehitama kivikirstkalmeid. Sa-
mas paiknes vaid iiks Kuusalu—Kahala piirkonna teadaolevatest asulakohtadest
klindiserva vahetus ldheduses, koik teised jdid sellest monevorra kaugemale.
Voimalik, et alles sel ajal voeti (ulatuslikumalt) kasutusele praeguse Kolgakiila
lahikond ning Kosu ja Hirvli iimbrus. Klindiservast kaugemate paikadena asus-
tati vOi kasutati jatkuvalt Saunja ja Sigula ldhikonda, samuti jatkus inimtegevus
Juminda poolsaarel.
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Joonis 8. Rummu jirve iimbruse pronksi- ja eelrooma rauaaja muististe levikukaart 1 —
asulakoht, 2 — kivikalme, 3 — lohukivi, 4 — hiline silmaga kivikirves.

Figure 8. Distribution map of archaeological sites of the Bronze- and Pre-Roman Iron
Ages in the surroundings of Lake Rummu 1 — settlement site, 2 — stone grave, 3 — late
shaft-hole stone axe.
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Kuigi tolleaegsete asulakohtade arv on iisna véike, on aegade jooksul siiski
kogunenud andmeid mitmetest pronksiaegsetest asulakohtadest paepealsel alal.
Need on avastatud Joal, Rummul (joon 8), Valkla taga (joon 9) ja Muuksis (II1,
joon 4). Teada on ka iiks eelrooma rauaaja 16pu asulakoht, mis asus Kahala
jarve ldunakaldal, praeguses Kalaméie kiilas; ajastule iseloomulikku keraamikat
on saadud ka Jagala Joesuu ning Muuksi linnamégedelt.

KUUSALU

Joonis 9. Valkla, Kiiu ja Kuusalu timbruse pronksi- ja eelrooma rauaaegsete muististe
levikukaart 1 — asulakoht, 2 — kivikalme, 3 — lohukivi.

Figure 9. Distribution map of archaeological sites of the Bronze and Pre-Roman Iron
Ages in yhe surroundings of Valkla, Kiiu and Kuusalu 1 — settlement site, 2 — stone
grave, 3 — cup-marked stone.

Kuigi kivikirstkalmete aktiivsem ehitamine on 1dppenud eelrooma rauaaja kes-
kel, vdidi neid siin-seal hiljemgi rajada. Nii on tdendoline, et nditeks osa Kahala
iimbruse arvukatest kalmetest on siinsele maastikule lisatud eelrooma rauaaja
teisel poolel ajajargul. Samasse aega vdivad muidugi kuuluda ka moned teiste
kohtade kivikalmed.

Taas ei padse mooda erinevate kiviaegsete leiukohtade ning pronksi- ja eel-
rooma rauaaegsete muististe omavahelisest seosest maastikul (III ning seal
viidatud kirjandus). RGhutan taas, et hilisemate kalmete ja lohukivide ldhedus
varasemate acgade elukohtadele ei saa olla juhuslik, selleks on neid kokku-
sattumusi liiga palju. Selliseid kohti ei ole iiksnes Pohja-Eestis, vaid ka mujal.
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Uheks selliseks on niiteks Kasekiila La&inemaal, kus pronksiajal ja eelrooma
rauaajal kasutatud kalme oli ehitatud hilise kammkeraamika kultuuri asula-
kohale. V3imalik, et samas kohas olid monda aega elanud ka ndorkeraamikat
valmistanud inimesed (Kriiska et al. 1997). Rebala Lastekangrute kaevamisel
saadi I kalme alusest kihist kaks ndorkeraamika kildu (Lang et al. 2001, 39). Ka
Vohma X, eelrooma rauaaja vanemasse poolde dateeritud tarandkalme alt leiti
arvukalt noorkeraamika kilde (Lang 2000a, 67, 170-171). Tonija Tuulingumaie
tarandkalme all oli samuti hilisneoliitiline vdi pronksiaegne asulakoht. Tarand-
kalme ise oli rajatud arvatavasti eelrooma rauaaja 16pul (Magi 1997, 37).
Nébhtus ei ole iiksnes kohalik, vaid seda tuleb ette ka mujal Euroopas. Mdned
Taani neoliitilistest varastest pikkadest kédbastest on rajatud varasematele
asulakohtadele, ka vanema pronksiaja iimmarguste kddbaste alt on seal moni-
kord leitud jdlgi hilisneoliitilistest hoonetest (Bradley 2005, 59-60, 64). Kohti,
kus kalme on ehitatud elukohale lilhema ajalise distantsiga, on aga veelgi
rohkem, nditeks Saksamaal ja mitmel pool Louna-Skandinaavias (Bradley 2005,
57 jj). Samuti on ka Inglismaal mdnikord neoliitiline kivikalme ehitatud otse
mesoliitilisele voi varasemas neoliitikumis kasutusel olnud kohale, ning seda ka
siis, kui on puudunud otsene seos eri aegade asustuse vahel (Tilley 1994, 113,
117). Seega on tegu laialt levinud ndhtusega, kus maastikul mingil pShjusel
vaartustati varemkasutatud kohti.

Lisaks on veel moningad sellised kohad, kus kivikalme on ehitatud varasema
matmispaiga peale. Sellisteks on niiteks Pdlgaste Kagu-Eestis ja Vehendi
Vortsjarve aires (Laul 2001, 27, 29-31). Polgaste 3.-5. sajandil kasutatud
kalme {iiks taranditest oli ehitatud pronksiaegsete maa-aluste poletusmatuste
kohale. Pérast 5. sajandit jitkati matmist samasse kohta, kuid mitte enam
kivikalmesse, vaid selle serva kuhjatud kddpasse (Laul 2001, 27, 41-43). Seega
plisis sama koht jatkuvalt matusepaigana tarvitusel, kadunud oli kill vastav
uskumus, mis eeldas matmist tarandkalmesse, ent koha téhtsus piisis sellest
hoolimata. Vahe kahe esimese matmisperioodi vahel oli Polgastes vdga pikk
ning ilmselt pole siin pohjust oletada périmuse sdilimist, pigem on tegu
seotusega koha kaudu, nagu seda on teada ka mitmelt poolt mujalt. Asus ju
Polgaste kalme Ahja joe iirgoru korgel kaldal (Laul 2001, 41) ning just asukoht
maastikul vdis osutuda méidravaks kalmete rajamisel. Samas jadb ikkagi alles
kiisimus sellest, kuidas sattusid need kalmed siin ja mitmel pool mujalgi nii
tépselt iiksteise kohale. V3ib oletada varasemate matmispaikade tdhistamist
mingil moel, mis hilisema kalme rajamisega aga likvideeriti. Toendite puudu-
misel jadb see oletus siiski spekulatiivseks.

Vehendi XI kivikalme alt saadud poletusmatused olid Pdlgaste omast mérksa
nooremad ning dateeriti '*C meetodil pronksiaja 15ppu ja eelooma rauaaja
vanemasse poolde. Kivikalmed ise jdid dateerimata, kuna panused puudusid.
Seda kalmet 1975.-1976. aastal kaevanud Silvia Laul oletas panuste ja keskse
kirstu puudumise ning korrapératu ringmiitiri tottu, et tegu voiks olla kivikirst-
kalmete ehitamise 16ppjarku kuuluva ehk siis Kristuse siinni paiku rajatud
kalmega (Laul 2001, 29-31). Kuna see arvamus on vaid oletuslik, on siin
voimalikud mitmesugused tdolgendused. Esiteks ei pea Vehendi kalmed, seal-
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hulgas ka XI kalme, olema tingimata pirit kalmealusest matusest oluliselt
hilisemast ajast. Kivikalmete juures olevad maa-alused matused véivad péri-
neda nendega samast ajast, nagu niiteks on seda oletatud Tougu II kalme puhul,
kus kivikirstkalme rajamisega iihel ajal voi pisut hiljem maeti sellest mone
meetri kaugusele poletatud luud (Lang 2000a, 123). Samal moel voib ka Ve-
hendis leitud pdletusmatus olla suhteliselt samaaegne vdhemalt mdonede selle
riihma kalmetega. Samuti niib, et kogu noorema pronksiaja ja eelrooma rauaaja
jooksul voisid kivikalmete konstruktsioonid olla iisnagi erinevad. Seega korra-
paratu siseehitus ei anna tingimata pohjust pidada kalmet ajaliselt nooremaks.
Samalaadseid véheste panustega ning korratu sisechitusega kalmeid on teada
nditeks Pukuli kalmistul Latis, kus need on dateeritud juba pronksiaja esimesse
poolde (Vasks 2000, 105). See kalmistu moodustab Léti kontekstis kiill erandi,
kuid on samas dateeritud nii '*C meetodil kui ka iihe esemeleiu pdhjal.

Vehendi XI kalme puhul vdis tegu olla hoopis kangurkalmega, samasugu-
sega nagu naiteks Ussimdtas Muhus. Ka viimases puudusid panused ning kalme
jéi dateerimata (vt Lougas 1986). Kangurkalmeid rajati eri aegadel, neist vani-
mad kuuluvad eelrooma rauaaja vanemasse poolde, nooremad aga I at kesk-
paigast 11. sajandini (Lang 2000b, 14—16). Seega ei ole kindel, mis tiiiipi ja kui
vana kalmega on Vehendis tegu ning kui suur on tegelik ajaline vahe eri
matmisvormide vahel.

Sellistel juhtudel, kui hilisem matmispaik on rajatud varasema matmispaiga
peale voi juurde, on tegu samuti kohtade taaskasutusega, nagu see oli ka eespool
analiiiisitud varasem asulakoht/hilisem kalme seoses.

Lisaks eristub veel iiks maastikukasutus, kus kivikalme on rajatud eelnevalt
kasutatud kohale, mille korduv taaskasutus oli ilmselt seotud just kohalike loo-
duslike tingimustega. Selle nditeks voib pidada Tandemée nimelist seljandikku
Vohma kiilas Virumaal. Tegu on kogu piirkonna iihe kdrgema kohaga (Lang
2000a, joon 4), millel kiviajal paiknes laagripaik, kus t6ddeldi kvartsi. On ar-
vatud, et koht vdis olla kasutusel juba subarktilisel kliimaperioodil (Moora
1998, 16-17) ehk hilispaleoliitikumis, kuigi samavorra vdis selle kasutamine
aset leida ka mesoliitikumis v4i koguni neoliitikumis (Saludar 2000). Esimesed
kivikalmed ehitati samale kohale aga alles nooremal pronksiajal ning seega on
ajaline vahe ddrmiselt pikk ning on raske oletada mingisugustki parimuslikku
seost. Kiill aga on Tandemée seljandik selgelt eristuv maastikuelement ning
sellisena igati sobilik kalmete ehitamiseks. Kuna kalmeid on ehitatud korge-
matele kohtadele, siis on iisna mdistetav, miks kohalikul maastikul valiti just
Tandemaégi selleks otstarbeks. Kalmeid rajati sinna pikka aega, mis néitab koha
jatkuvat tidhtsustamist ala elanike poolt.

Teiseks analoogiliseks eriaegse maastikukasutuse nditeks voib tuua Tsiistre
Kagu-Eestis. Seal oli 14bi aegade samuti kasutatud korgemat seljandikku, tépse-
malt {iht osa sellest, mida iihelt kiiljelt piiras liigniiske ala ning teiselt jarv ja
soo. Vanim inimtegevus seal on dateeritud hilismesoliitikumi, mil kohal elati.
Mingisugune tegevus leidis samal kohal ilmselt aset ka pronksi- ja/vdi eelrooma
rauaajal, ent kuna selleaegseid leide ei saadud, siis pole vdimalik teha ka
kindlaid jéreldusi koha kasutamise iseloomu kohta. Kaevamisi juhatanud Marge
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Konsa pakkus vélja vdimaluse, et siin vo0is sarnaselt Vehendile ja Pdlgastele
olla tegu maa-aluste pdletusmatustega, ent kindlaid tdendeid selle kohta siiski ei
saadud. Toendoliselt rooma rauaaja 16pul voi rahvasterdnnu ajal ehitati samasse
kohta kivikalme. Paiga hilisem kasutus leidis aset viikingiajal (Konsa 2003).

Loplikult ei saa vilistada vdoimalust, et nendegi kohtade puhul seostas suu-
line parimus — eriti just varasel perioodil — vastavate maastikuvormide tekke
mingil moel esivanematega. Traditsionaalsetel hdimudel piisivad suulised péri-
mused pikka aega elavad. Niiteks Alaskal elavate koyukonide jaoks on neid
iimbritsev maastik elus, see on teede, nimede ja seoste vorgustik. Nende suhe
maaga on intiimne ning nad tunnevad iga pisimatki detaili seal. Jarvedel, joe-
loogetel ja teistel maastiku tunnusjoontel on nimed ning nad on laetud isikliku
ja kultuurilise tdhendusega. Kuigi koyukonid on asustanud oma maad aasta-
tuhandeid, ei ole nad keskkonnale erilist mdju avaldanud. Ainsaks jéljeks pika-
ajalisest asustusest on laagripaigad, teerajad, puhtaks raiutud kiilakohad ning
maha jietud paikade kinnikasvanud jdljed. Pole midagi silmaga ndhtavat, mis
voimaldaks hiiljatud asulakohta inimestega seostada. Ainsana eristab selliseid
kohti imbritsevast inimeste mélu, mis annab neile paikadele erilise tdhenduse.
Iga elav inimene on 106imitud sellesse inimeste ja maa mustrisse, mis laieneb iile
kogu koyukonide maa ning ulatub ajas kaugele tagasi (Tilley 1994, 57 ja seal
viidatud kirjandus). Seegi on {iks ndide sellest, et suuline traditsioon ulatub
kaugemale, kui esmapilgul voib arvata. Ka sellisel juhul, kui puudub konkreetne
teadmine, et mingil kohal on kunagi elanud esivanemad, vois see paik veel palju
hiljem olla mingil moel esivanemate voi nende tegudega seotud. Néiteks Paapua
Uus-Guineas elavad foi ja kaluli rahvad tunnevad detailselt oma imbruskonda.
Téhtsamad maamérgid, milleks on nii méed, joed kui ka suured puud, omavad
nimesid ning on tdhenduslikud kohad. Kohtadele nime andmisel arvestatakse nii
esivanematega seotud siindmusi kui ka neid, mis on hiljem aset leidnud. K&i-
kidel eeltoodud niidetel ja ka mitmete teiste traditsionaalsete kultuuride juures
on maastik topelttdhenduslik: see koosneb esivanematega seotud kohtadest,
mille peal ja vahel leiab aset inimeste igapdevane elu (Tilley 1994, 61-62 ja seal
viidatud kirjandus).

Nii siinsete muististe paiknemise kui ka etnoarheoloogiliste paralleelide
pohjal voib oletada ka Eesti ala kunagiste elanike viga head looduse tundmist
ning parimuslikku seost varasemate inimpdlvede ja nende tegudega maastikul.
Teatud kohas elades otsiti juba ilmselt kiviajal seletusi timbritsevatele maastiku-
elementidele, seega omas kdik voi vihemalt moned erilisemad loodusobjektid
inimeste jaoks tdhendusi ja seoseid.

Mis vois veel olla iile pika vaheaja toimunud koha taaskasutuse pohjuseks?
On suhteliselt ebatdendoline, et kiviaegsed asulakohad oleksid maastikul mingil
moel veel dratuntavad olnud ning kivikalmete rajajatele teada — selleks oli
aastatuhandeid kestnud ajavahemik liiga pikk. Uurijad on kiill oletanud, et vara-
semad fosfaadirikkad asulakihid olid suutnud vastu pidada uuesti metsa kasva-
misele ning seetdttu oli neid alasid lihtsam taas kasutusele votta kui iimbritsevat
(polis)metsa, kuid sedagi on peetud vihetdendoliseks eriaegset asustust lahuta-
vate aastatuhandete tottu. Vilistatud pole siiski vOimalust, et varasematel asula-
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kohtadel kasvav taimestik oli teistsuguse kooslusega ning see oli sobiv aleta-
miseks (Kriiska 2000, 72 ja seal viidatud kirjandus). See voiks olla iiheks
vanade kohtade taaskasutamist soodustavaks teguriks. Samuti voisid olla olu-
lised ka teed ja rajad, mis voisid maastikul olla pikka aega kasutatavad. Teed
ithendavad kohti ja inimesi ning mingisugused rajad olid kahtlemata olemas
juba kiviajal. Kuigi on perioode, millest muistiseid ei teata, ei ole see piisavaks
pohjuseks, et oletada asustuse tdielikku puudumist. Selle olemasolu kajastub
vaid kaudsetes, ent siiski kindlates andmetes, nagu nditeks dietolmuanaliiiisis.
Seega inimesed elasid ning ka liikusid eri kohtade vahel ning kahtlemata teed ja
rajad olid jatkuvalt olemas. Mdistagi pole pdhjust oletada, et kdik kiviaegsed
rajad pisisid kasutusel ka hiljem, kuid moningane osa neist vdis siiski olla
jatkuvalt kasutusel. Voimalik, et néiteks kalmete rajamisel [&htuti mingil méaaral
varem alguse saanud ja ka samal ajal kasutusel olnud teedest. Samas voisid kal-
med ise olla oluliseks teetdhiseks maastikul liikumisel. Niiteks voisid Valkla-
tagused kalmed, mis on ehitatud klindiserva laugetesse ja madalatesse otstesse,
olla seotud just nende ldheduses kulgenud teega, mida mdooda oli voimalik
tousta klindipealsele alale v3i sealt alla minna. Tee kulgemist sealt néib kinni-
tavat ka kolmas, keskmine kalmerithm Valkla-taguse paeplatoo keskosas, mis
asub eelmainitutega ligildhedaselt samal joonel (joon 9). Kalmete seostamine
teedevorguga ndib pdhjendatud ning on vdimalik, et mingisugused rajad péri-
nesid tdepoolest varasematest aegadest. Vdahemalt Valkla taga on tee suhteliselt
samas kohas ka praegu, sest kasutab dra parimat kohta klindilt alla laskumiseks.
Samal moel voib omaaegse tee ddrseks pidada ka mitmeid teisigi kalmeriihmi,
mis asuvad lauge klindiserva juures. Sellised on néiiteks Rebala-tagused
seljandikukalmed, aga ka Utria kalmed Virumaal. Utria kalmed olid ehitatud
kiill rannikumadalikule, ent just sellesse kohta, kus klindiserv oli lauge ning
kuhu oli vdimalik holpsalt laskuda. Teid ja radasid késitletakse traditsionaal-
setes iihiskondades metafoorina, mis viitab tegevusmustrile ja sotsiaalsele orga-
nisatsioonile. Need rajavad ja hoiavad sotsiaalseid suhteid indiviidide, rithmade
ja poliitiliste iiksuste vahel ning aitavad luua lineaarse korra tunnet. Teede
rajamine on sageli seotud esivanematega, kes liikusid {ihest kohast teise ning
selle liikkumise tulemusena tekkiski vastav tee (Tilley 1994, 29-31). Rada, mis
tuli kusagilt ja jatkus kaugustesse, vois omada suurt tdhtsust, nagu ka teadmine,
kuhu on seda modda vdimalik vélja jouda. Kui tee dérde jaid nditeks kivi-
kalmed, siis vois see tee tdhtsust suurendada, ndidates selle fiiiisilist seotust esi-
vanematega, ja miks ka mitte kalmete juures 1dbi viidavate rituaalidega. Vai-
malik, et eksisteerisid ka moned {iksnes rituaalsel otstarbel kasutatud rajad,
millest teadmine ei olnud {ihiskonna tavaliikmetele kittesaadav. Sellised oleksid
voinud olla nditeks mdned eelmainitud liminaalsete kohtade juurde viivad rajad,
mida voidi kasutada ohvriandide viimiseks vdi rituaalide sooritamisel. Rituaa-
liks vois olla nditeks sama raja ldbimine, mida maastikus v3ib olla polnudki
voimalik nédha, oli vaid teadmine. See viimane ei pidanudki olema kdikidele
tuntud, vaid seda voisid omada ja edasi anda vaid teatud tihiskonnaliikmed.
Nagu varem juba mainitud, eksisteeris vigagi tdenéoliselt ka suuline tradit-
sioon, mis seostas teatud kohti esivanemate ja nende tegudega. Kuna sageli on
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kivikalmed maastikul erilisema loodusega kohtades, siis vOib oletada, et ka
selliseid erilisi kohti v&idi lihel voi teisel moel seostada (miiiitiliste) esivane-
mate viibimise ja tegutsemisega maastikul. Mitmete traditsionaalsete kultuuride
parimused seostavad maastikku ning selle iiksikuid elemente esivanematega.
Nii néiteks arvavad Saalomoni saarestiku Malaita saare elanikud, et maa omab
seal elavaid inimesi, mitte vastupidi. Maastik ithendab inimesi nende esivane-
matega otseselt, sest just esivanemad 10id maa ja praegused elanikud elavad
sellest. Malaita maastik on seega ldbinisti seotud asukate ja esivanemate vahe-
liste komplekssete suhetega (Van Dommelen 2000, 278). Ka Austraalia
aborigeenid késitlevad maastikuelemente kui mérgisiisteemi, mis omab olulist
kohta inimeste arusaamade kujunemisel loomisest, vaimsest joust/vdest ning
maailmakorrast (Tilley 1994, 40 ja seal viidatud kirjandus). Voimalik, et ka
Pohja-Eesti maastiku “murdekohti” — jogesid, jarvi, klinti jt — késitleti seoses
esivanematega ja nende tegudega, seda nii piiligimajandusliku elanikkonna kui
ka hilisemate asukate poolt. Kahtlemata oli eluviisist tulenevalt erinevusi ka
vastavates tolgendustes, sest arusaamad Umbritsevast ei ole staatilised, vaid
muutuvad 1dbi aja. Moneti lihtsustavalt 6eldakse monikord, et kiittide-korilaste
arusaam maast lahtub detsentraliseeritud perspektiivist, kus paljudel kohtadel on
vordne tdhtsus, maaviljelejad on aga fokusseerunud sellele kiilale, kus nad
elavad ning millest nad piltlikult Seldes vélja vaatavad. Need on aga kaks
adrmust, mille vahele jadb veel palju teisi maastikutunnetusi ja suhtumisi (Tilley
1994, 36-37). Seega muutusid ilmselt ka kohalike elanike arusaamad ja tdhen-
dused seoses iileminekuga viljelevale majandusele.

Tonno Jonuks on kivikirstkalmete ehitamiseks sobiva asukoha valimise juu-
res toonud vélja kolm aspekti, milleks olid maastikul eriline koht, varasem
matmispaik ja/voi varasem asulakoht. Lisaks arvab ta, et kdik need valikuprint-
siibid olid ilmselt seotud perioodil valitseva ideoloogiaga. Viimases oli tdhtsal
kohal esivanemad ning seos nendega (Jonuks 2009, 203). Mis just osutus méaa-
ravaks kalmekoha valikul, kas varasemate asustatud kohtade parimuslik olemas-
olu vdi hoopis mingi maastikuline iseérasus (nt klindiserv ja sealt avanev vaade;
suured kivid ldhikonnas vms), jadb mdistagi lahtiseks. Voib vaid oletada, et
tdendoliselt olid mdlemad olulised, ning neile voisid lisanduda veel teisedki
tegurid ning 16pliku kohavaliku tingis mitmete asjade koosmoju. On voimalik,
et selline hilisemate kalmete ja lohukivide sattumine varasematele asulakihti-
dele voib tuleneda lihtsalt samade kohtade véartustamisest maastikul. Siiski
vois selline lihe ja sama koha viljavalimine eriaegsete inimeste poolt tuleneda
végagi erinevatest ldhtekohtadest, arusaamadest ning maastiku tolgendamisest.
Samas voib oletada idee tasandil ka vastupidist olukorda, mille jargi varasemad
tdhenduskihid asendati uutega.

Eesti pronksi- ja eelrooma rauaaja kalmed paiknevad peamiselt ranniku-
vootmes ning sealgi on neid mdnes kohas rohkem, teises vihem. Ent selline on
olukord ka mujal Euroopas, kus pronksiaegsed kalmed jagunevad samuti eba-
iihtlaselt. Samuti erineb nende tihedus ka iithe geograafilise ala siseselt, néiteks
on Wessexi kriidimaadel tolleaegseid kéddpaid mérksa rohkem kui l&hedal-
olevatel raskemate muldadega aladel (Harding 2004, 86). Teiste ndidetena olgu
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mainitud, et Sk&ne pronksiaegsetest kddbastest suurem osa on praegusest mere-
rannast kuni 10 km kaugusel, kusjuures neist omakorda enamik jadb rannikust
4 km sisemaa poole ulatuvasse voondisse (Tilley 2004, 184 ning seal viidatud
kirjandus). Samasuguses, umbes 10 km laiuses rannikuvéondis asuvad kalmed
ka Norrlandis ning mitmel pool mujal Skandinaavias (Broadbent 1983, 8, 15,
joon 3; Coles & Harding 1979, 300, 503), aga ka Soomes (Meinander 1954,
joon 76). Seega on tolleaegsete kivikalmete koondumine rannikule voi selle
lahedale iseloomulik laiale alale ning ilmselt on sellisel asukohavalikul seos ka
omaaegsete kosmoloogiliste ettekujutustega.

Rooma rauaajast muinasaja lopuni: muutused ja kestvus

Rooma rauaaegsete muististe paiknemist pronksi- ja eelrooma rauaaegsete
asustusjélgede suhtes on mérksa keerulisem jélgida, pohjuseks asjaolu, et nende
arv vaatlusaluses piirkonnas ei ole kuigi suur. See iseenesest juba viitab asja-
olule, et tihiskonna, voi vihemalt kohaliku asustuse ja kultuuri arengus oli toi-
munud mingi oluline muutus. Kuid mdned selleaegsed muistised on siiski teada.
Rooma rauaaegne asulakoht (v6i 16hutud kalme) on teada Valklast pisut [duna
pool, Rummu jérve timbritseva rabametsa ldhedalt (joon 10). On ka oletatud, et
iiks samaaegne kivikalme voib paikneda Valkla klindiserva ldhedasel alal samas
riihmas kivikirstkalmetega. Kui 1&htuda eeldusest, et neist esimene ongi asula-
koht ning teine samaaegne kalme, siis jdéb asulakohast mdnisada meetrit pohja-
loode poole lohukivi ning teist samapalju pdhjakirdesse kivikirstkalme. Teised
varasemad muistised paiknevad juba mérgatavalt kaugemal. Kivikalme asub
aga samas rithmas varasemate matmispaikadega.

Valklast pdhja pool mererannal asuvad rooma rauaaegsed bautakivikalmed
moodustavad igas mottes erandi. Neid skandinaaviapdraseid kuid kohalikule
elanikkonnale iseloomulike panustega kalmeid (Lang 2007, 216-217; Saadre
1938) ei ole voimalik teiste muististega seostada.

Ka Kiiul on oletamisi mérgitud rooma rauaaegsete kivikalmete olemasolu
(Lang 19964, joon 122). Kui nende dateering on dige, siis paiknevad needki sa-
mas rithmas varasemate kivikirstkalmetega. Veel on peetud voimalikuks selle-
aegsete matmispaikade olemasolu Kuusalu, Soitme ja Hirvli kiilade maadel
ning needki esinevad taas koos varasemate kalmetega (Lang 1996a, joon 122).
Mainitud muististe dateeringud on siiski oletuslikud ning vajavad kinnitust véli-
toodega. Uheski eelmainitud kohas ei ole aga tegu klassikalise liitunud tarand-
kalmega, mida oleks voimalik kindlaks teha vilise vaatlusega. Seega peaks neis
paikades olema {iiksiktarandid v&i kangurkalmed, aga seegi jddb esialgu vaid
kinnitamata oletuseks.
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Joonis 10. Valkla, Kiiu ja Kuusalu iimbruse rooma rauaaegsete muististe levikukaart
1 — asulakoht, 2 — bautakivi kalme, 3 — aardeleid.

Figure 10. Distribution map of archaeological sites of the Roman Iron Age in yhe
surroundings of Valkla, Kiiu and Kuusalu 1 — settlement site, 2 — bauta-grave, 3 —
hoard

Ainuke Kahala jirve &érsetest kalmetest, millest on saadud nii rooma raua-
aegseid leide kui ka tdheldatud iihe sdilinud tarandimiiiiri olemasolu, paiknes
ithes Uuri arvukate kivikirstkalmete rithmas. Paar rooma rauaaegset savi-
ndukildu saadi Uurilt umbes 3 km kaugusele jadvalt Kalamée asulakohalt, mis
oli asustatud ka eelrooma rauaaja 16pul. Jigala vasakkalda Ellandvahe kalme-
rithmas on pronksi- ja eelrooma rauaaja kalmetega iihes rithmas olnud ka rooma
rauaaegne lksiktarand (Lang 1996a, 402). Laiemal alal on aga selliseid koos-
lusi, kus varasemad kivikirstkalmed esinevad koos tarandkalmetega, teada
nditeks ida poolt Tougult ja Vohma Tandemaéelt, samuti Muike kiila maadelt
(Lang 2000a). Kuid sarnaseid komplekse tuntakse ka mitmelt poolt mujalt Viru-
maalt (nt Schmiedehelm 1955, joon 3; 24-28; 62—-107; Tamla 1987). Uurimis-
piirkonnast ld4ne poole jddvatel aladel on sellisteks ndideteks Pirita joe dédrsed
Lagedi ja Saha (Lang 1996a, joon 102, 103) ning neist moned kilomeetrid alla-
voolu asuv Proosa kalmevali (nt Deemant 1980; 1981; 1982). Viimane koondab
enesesse ka teiste metalliaja perioodide kalmeid ning moodustab iisnagi ainu-
laadse sakraalse ala, mis on omanud tdhtsust pika aja jooksul. Koha kasutamine
matmispaigana Ioppes alles 13. sajandil (Lang 1996a, 206-207).

Koike seda arvestades néib, et ka rooma rauaajal peeti maastikul olulisteks
samasid kohti, mida varemgi; vOimalik, et vdhemalt kohati lisas varasemate
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kalmete olemasolu kohale tdhtsust juurde. Varasemaid kalmeid igatahes tunti
ning téhtsustati, samuti iithendas neid iiks ja sama sakraalne ruum, mille moo-
dustas kohalik maastik.

Kuigi teated tolleaegsetest asulakohtadest on napid, voib siiski oletada, et ka
selles jargiti eelmisele perioodile omast printsiipi, mis vihemalt PShja-Eestis
reeglina eeldas teatud distantsi elu- ja matmiskoha vahel (erandina vt Lang
1996a, joon 108). See tdhendab, et kalme ning asulakoha vahele jéi vdhemalt
monesaja meetrine vahemaa. Viimane ei tdhenda aga, et puudus visuaalne seos
kahe koha vahel. Vidhestest rooma rauaaegsetest asulakohtadest on néiteks ida-
poolses naaberpiirkonnas teada Ilumde II asulakoht ning Kdvermie kalme
samas kiilas, kus kahe muistise vahemaa on kiill iiksnes u 125 meetrit (Lang &
Konsa 1997, 67); samuti asulakoht Tdugu kalmevilja ldheduses, kus nende
vahele jaib vaid u 100 meetrit (Lang 2000a, joon 25). Viimane asulakoht jaib
aga madalamale, paiknedes klindi mattunud laugel ndlval. Niib, et sellise
asukohavalikuga on loodud erinev ruum esivanemate ja kalmete ning elavate
inimeste jaoks, paiknedes kiill 1dhestikku, kuid siiski eraldi.

Hilisemate aegade asustus viltis suuresti kivikirstkalmete vahetut imbrust —
kuni viikingiajani ei ole muististe arv nende ldheduses suur. Muutus suhtumistes
ja seda tdendoliselt viljendavates vahemaades leidiski aset alles viikingiajal
ning muinasaja 18pul. Just siis on varasemate kivikalmete imbruses hakatud
poldu harima, sest tolleaegseid pollukivihunnikuid on teada mitmelt poolt vara-
semate kalmete vahetust ldhedusest. Nii voeti kalmete timbrus kasutusele nii-
teks Muuksis ning véimalik, et Kaberlaski. Soitme ja Kuusalu kiila vahelisel
klindipealsel on samuti kivikalmete ldhikonnas teada tdielikult kamardunud
pollukivihunnikud, kuid need on esialgu dateerimata. Selliste pdllukivihunni-
kute riihm asub ka Valkla klindipealsel, samuti mitte viga kaugel kivikalmetest.
Ka Hirvli Kdvera talu maal olevate kivikirstkalmete ldheduses on fossiilsed
pollud.

Samasugune areng maastikukasutuses leidis aset ka mujal. Tugu kalme-
riihmas, kalmete [-XI timbruses olev Tougu I fossiilsete pdldude rithm koosneb
nii pollukivihunnikutest kui ka -peenardest. 1993. ja 1995. a kaevamistel kogu-
tud séeproovid dateerisid kivihunniku u 8.—-10. sajandisse, pdllupeenra aga 11.—
12. sajandisse (Lang 1994, 384; 1996b, 424; 2000a, 226-230). Ka Tougu
naaberkiilas Vohmal leidub kivikalmete ldheduses pdllukivihunnikutest ning
pollupeenardest koosnevaid silisteeme, mida on arheoloogiliselt uuritud. Kae-
vatud pollukivihunniku vanuseks saadi 7.—10. sajand (Lang 1995a, 420; 2000a,
235), pdllupeenar parines 7.—8. sajandist (Lang 1996b, 424; 2000a, 236). Ligi-
lahedaselt samasuguseid tulemusi on saadud ka teiste kivikalmete ldhedaste
fossiilsete poldude kaevamistel. Uuskiila fossiilsed pollud ulatusid kuni tarand-
kalme miiiirideni. Pdllukompleksi dateerimiseks avati neljas kohas kaevandid,
millega selgitati vilja, et pdldu hakati siin harima hiljemalt 10.—12. sajandil
ning neid kasutati 14bi kogu kesk- ja uusaja (Lang 1999b, 27-30; 2000a, 238—
242). Kiillap v&ib analoogseid tulemusi saada ka teiste kivikalmete 1dheduses
paiknevate muinaspdldude kaevamisel, kuid kuna neid vilitdid esialgu veel teh-
tud pole, siis sellel teemal pikemalt ei peatu. Kiill aga voib siin praegu teada-
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olevalt ainsa erandina tuua vélja I aastatuhande algul eKr rajatud Rebala
Lastekangrud, mille laheduses on haritud pdldu eelrooma rauaaja 16pul (Lang et
al. 2001). Rebala on kiill erand absoluutdateeringutes, ent mitte {ildisemas, aja-
list distantsi rohutavas pohimdttes — on ju siingi pdldu haritud 500-1000 aastat
parast kalmete ehitamist.

Nagu eelnenud iilevaatest ndha vois, on selliseid kohti tisna palju, kus kaeva-
miste tulemusel on vélja selgitatud kivikalmete iimbruses olevate fossiilsete
poldude vanus. Seega néib, et kivikalmete vahetus ldheduses olevad alad voeti
profaansesse kasutusse alles pérast sajandite moodumist, siis, kui kalmete ning
neid iimbritseva maastiku sakraalne tdhendus oli juba kadunud — maastik oli
muutunud.

Muinasaja lopu/keskaja alguse kiilad paiknesid maastikus enamasti samas
kohas, kus nad viikingiaja paiku olid tekkinud. Asulakihid on teada peaaegu
koikidel Taani hindamisraamatus maérgitud Joeldhtme ja Kuusalu kihelkonna
kiiladel. Lisaks neile olid olemas sellisedki asustusiiksused, mida mainitud
allikas mingil pShjusel ei nimeta, nditeks SGitme ning Loo, kuid laiemal alal
leidub selliseid veel teisigi (Lang 2000a, 267-270). Muidugi vdis aegade
jooksul olla aset leidnud muutusi nende suuruses ja talude paiknemises. Mingi
aja moodudes voidi kasutusele votta uued alad, need taas maha jétta ning
siirduda edasi vOi hoopis tagasi vanadele kohtadele. Sobivaks niiteks sellisest
arengust on Kaberla muinaskiila, mille vanimad talud paiknesid klindiastangu
lahedases voondis, hiljem kiila kiill laienes eri suundadesse, ometi piisisid
kasutusel ka esmased kohad. Kiilas paiknevate majade asukoha muutumist 1abi
sajandite on varem Onnestunud uurida nt [luméel (Lang 2000a, 252-255).

Viikingiajal leidsid 10plikult aset poordelised muutused nii varasemaid
monumente kui ka maastikke puudutavates toekspidamistes. Arvatavasti tunti
varasemast asustusest jddnud muistiseid (pean silmas kivikalmeid ja lohukive)
endiselt, kuid nende tdhtsus oli kadunud v6i vdhemalt oluliselt vidhenenud. Neid
muutusi tdendab ilmselt ka iihe Kuusalu kiila hoone ahjuseinas olnud lohukivi
tikk (Kraut 1981, 409). Mis iganes oli ka lohukivide varasem tidhendus voi
tdhendused, olid need selleks ajaks juba 15plikult kadunud.

Maastikukasutus libi aegade

Eelneva pohjal voib oletada, et inimesed on lébi aegade olnud teadlikud vara-
semast asustusest ning nende poolt maastikule jaetud jilgedest ning seda isegi
sellisel juhul, kui need ilmselt ei saanud olla viaga selgesti esile tulevad. Sel-
liseks voib pidada just kiviaegseid asulakohti, mille peale voi 1dhedusse ehitati
hiljem kivikalmeid. Kui selline asulakohtade/kalmete paiknemine oleks juhus-
lik, ei esineks seesugust kokkulangevust nii suurel hulgal. Samas v3ib selline eri
aegsete muististe paiknemine iiksteise suhtes tuleneda millestki muust, niiteks
kasvdi moningate maastikuelementide téhtsusest inimestele. Kiviaja, eriti meso-
liitikumi asulakohad koondusid reeglina veekogude &déirde, samast leiame ka
rohkesti kivikalmeid. Tosi, viimaseid esineb ka mujal, muuhulgas sellistes
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kohtades, kus mingit koha erilisust r6hutavat tunnusjoont (enam?) ei ole. Nii on
oletatud, et oluliseks sai paljudes kalmeehituseks valitud kohtades olnud voi
nende ldhedusse jddnud veekogu. Vee osa ning téhtsust skandinaavia muistses
religioonis on oletatud mitmel puhul (nt Tilley 2004) ning on iipris tdendoline,
et sarnased kujutelmad valitsesid ka Eestis, kus surnuid maeti samalaadsetesse
kalmetesse. Samuti on Rootsis oletatud sel ajal esivanemate seostamist vee-
kogudega, eraldi on réhutatud mere seostamist surnutega (Tilley 2004, 202).
Voimalik, et needki kujutelmad olid levinud Eesti ala elanike seas. Seda ndivad
otseselt kiill kinnitavat iiksnes Vaivara Utria kalmed, kuid kaudselt vois see
seos toimida ka niiteks 14bi kalmelt avaneva vaate. Lisaks ndib, et vee oluliseks
pidamine ei olnud seotud iiksnes merega vaid ka teiste veekogudega. Sellise
asukohaga kalmeid, millelt on ndha mingisugune veekogu, on juba iisna palju
ning mitte iiksnes Eestis. Veekogule on orienteeritud kivikalmeid nii pronksi-
kui ka rauaaegses Soomes (Huurre 1990, 106, 125; Salo 1995, joon 1), neo-
liitilises (Tilley 1993, 56, joon 2.3) ja pronksiaegses Rootsis (Ericson Lageras
2002, joon 11.2; Tilley 2004, 186, joon 4.24, 4.28), aga ka neoliitikumiaegsel
Inglismaal (Cummings 2002, 109, joon 7.2; Scarre 2002b, 84; Tilley 1994, 93,
94, 120, joon 3.6, 3.9, 3.15,) ja Prantsusmaal (Scarre 2002b, 84 jj, joon 6.1).
Seega ei ole tegu Eesti kohaliku nédhtusega, vaid mérksa laiemalt levinud
kombega.

Saamide kosmoloogias oli maailm jagatud kolmeks: taevaks, maaks ja all-
ilmaks, mis vastas dhule, maale ja veele. Allilm oli seotud surnute ja kaladega
ning kohtadega, kus jogi suubus merre. Sellistes kohtades oli ligipdés allilma
(Bradley 2002, 12 ja seal viidatu). Ka Pohja-Ameerika looderanniku pdlis-
elanike kosmoloogias on maa ja mere piiril oluline téhtsus (Scarre 2002b, 100)
ning keltide miitoloogias peetakse sissepddsuks teispoolsusesse Bull Rocki
nimelist véikest kaljusaart Corki rannikul (O’Brien 2002, 165, joon 10.6). Kuigi
ajad ja kohad on erinevad, ndib see viitavat siiski teatud iildisematele uskumus-
likele tagapdhjadele, mis on ilmselt olnud kehtivad laial alal ja pikka aega.
Kahtlemata ei olnud tegu iihese ja lihtse uskumusega, vaid see oli erinev ajas ja
ruumis, ent merel resp. veekogul on selles kdikjal olnud oluline téhtsus. Eesti
ala on jddnud Skandinaaviast ldhtuvate ideede mojusfédri, ning veeldhedasi
kalmeid voibki ilmselt seostada tolleaegse uskumusliku taustaga.

Ka seost esivanemate ja veekogude vahel vois ilmselt aidata hoida suuline
parimus esivanemate/kangelaste/jumalate miiiitilistest tegudest. Hiljem lisan-
dusid sellele ka juba olemasolevad kivikalmed, mis omakorda 15id ja kinnistasid
vastavaid seoseid.

Aja jooksul toimusid mitmesugused muutused iihiskonnas ning selle tdeks-
pidamistes ja uskumustes. Kalmeid {imbritsenud sakraalne ruum kaotas oma
téhtsuse v0i see hinnati mingil moel iimber ning aset leidis maastiku muutumine
sakraalsest profaanseks. Selline muutus ei toimunud kiiresti, vaid oli kahtlemata
pikaajaline protsess, mis joudis 1dpule arvatavasti just nooremal rauaajal.

Maastikukasutuse pikaajalises perspektiivis on huvipakkuvaks ka muutused
kohavalikutes, st iihe v0i teise paiga eelistamises maastikul mingiks kindlaks
otstarbeks. Kaudselt olen seda probleemistikku juba kisitlenud, seda aga enne-
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koike elupaikade valiku printsiibist ldhtudes. Muutused leidsid aga aset ka kal-
mete rajamiseks sobilike kohtade otsimisel. Millised need kohad siis olid ning
kas ja kuidas neid valiti? Sellele vastuse otsimiseks podrdun tagasi maastiku
juurde ning analiliisin moningaid iihest ja samast piirkonnast teadaolevaid
eriaegseid kalmeid.

On iisna arusaadav, et eri acgadel peeti olulise(ma)ks iihte v4i teist maastiku-
list tunnusjoont, isedrasust voi kohta. Osa neist eelistustest tulenesid ilmselt
puhtpraktilistest kaalutlustest, teised aga nditeks usulistest tdekspidamistest voi
veel millestki muust. Esimeste hulka kuulub nditeks mullakihi paksus, sest maa-
alust matust ei ole voimalik teha paepealsele, kus vaid 15-20 cm mulda, vaid
ikka sinna, kus seda oluliselt rohkem esineb.

Maastikku analiilisides selgub, et paiku, kust v4ib leida eriaegseid kalmeid,
ei ole uurimispiirkonnas just palju, pigem koonduvad iihte voi teise paika
rohkem samaaegsed muistised. Samas voib monikord olla tegu iliheaegsete ja
sisuliselt sama iseloomuga muististega, millest osa on jatnud maapinnale nihta-
va jilje, teised aga mitte. Selle nditeks saab tuua Tougu II kivikalme, mille juu-
rest leiti maapinnale puistatud pdletatud inimluid (Lang 2000a, 123). Lisaks on
mirke sellise matmisviisi kohta saadud muuhulgas Ilmandu III (Lang 1995b,
434) ning Toila (Schmiedehelm 1955, 51) kalmete kaevamistel Pohja-Eestis.
Voimalik, et selliseid maapealseid puistepdletusmatuseid on tehtud veel mujal-
gi, ent arvestades nditeks hilisemat polluharimist, ei ole need sdilinud voi siis ei
ole varasematel kaevamistel osatud neid eristada.

Moned eriacgsed maastikukasutuse ndited on siiski olemas ka Jigala ja
Valgejde vahelisel alal. Kaberlas on teada nii eelrooma rauaaja kivikalme kui ka
muinasaja 1opul alguse saanud maa-alune kalmistu (VI). Kui kivikalme asus
iimbritseva suhtes domineerival kohal, erandiks vaid ida ja kagu suund, siis
hilisem matmispaik jdi madalale alale kiilast 1dunas. Vigagi tdenéoliselt oli
kivikalme ehitamisel just sellisest asendist ldhtutud — kdrgeim koht maastikul,
klindiserva vahetus ldheduses, kust avaneb avar vaade madalamatele aladele,
sealhulgas ka tdendolisele elamispaigale. Kui ldhtuda oletusest, et maa-aluse
kalmistu kaevamistel leitud riibitud savindu kild viitab kusagil 1&hikonnas paik-
nenud asulakohale, siis ndib, et eksisteeris ka vastupidine vaade, kus lisaks
klindiservale vois paista samuti selle juures olnud kivikalme. Muinasaja 16pu
kalmistu rajati omal ajal ilimbritsevast maapinnast vaid pisut kdrgemale
moreenikiinkale, samaaegsest elukohast I6una poole. Kuigi kiinka asemel on
tdnapdeval kruusakarjddr, polnud koht ilmselt ka matmise ajal just erilise
looduse poolest silmapaistev. Maa-aluseks matmiseks sobivat pinnast oleks
voidud muinasaja 1opul leida Kaberla ldheduses ka kdrgematel ja visuaalselt
efektsematel kohtadel, kuid mingil pdhjusel neid kasutusele ei vodetud.
Omavahel vorreldes jadvad Kaberla eriaegsed matmispaigad diametraalselt eri
oludesse ning kohtadesse. Korge asendus madalaga, maapealne maa-alusega,
pohjakaar 16unakaarega. Seega olid ilmselt aset leidnud muutused inimeste
maastikutunnetamises, Oigemini kiill selles osas, mis puudutas maastiku
sakraalsuse mdistet. Kui varem olid sellisteks kohtadeks maastikul erilise, vOi
viahemalt tildisest millegi poolest eristuva loodusega kohad, siis niiiidseks oli
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arvatavasti kohalt voi looduselt sakraalsus kadunud ning see tdenéoliselt hoopis
iile kandunud matmispaigale kui sellisele. Viimane aga vois asuda kus iganes,
tema olemasolu piihitses ruumi, mitte vastupidi (vdimalik, et varasematele aega-
dele oli iseloomulik olnud nende kahe siimbioos). Maa-aluses kalmistus leidus
ka iiksikuid paekividega matuseid ning seda kaevanud Jiiri Selirand oletas, et
mingil kujul andis see edasi varasemat kommet matta kivikalmetesse (Selirand
1962). Ehk on siin tegu mitte niivord traditsiooni edasielamisega iildises mottes
kui just otsese seosega Varetimde kalmega ning sinna maetutega? Arvestades
seda, et Varetiméde kalmesse oli maetud vidhemalt moningal mééral ka muinas-
aja lopusajanditel, vdis selline seos olla tdiesti konkreetne.

Niisugused olid maastikulised suhted eriaegsete kalmete vahel Kaberlas.
Millised olid aga olud mujal? Eri acgade matmiskohti, kuigi maastikul iisna
suure vahemaaga, on teada Rummu jarve 1dunakiiljelt Rummu ja Kodasoo kiila-
dest (joon 8, joon 11). Neid kalmeid kasutanud inimeste elamispaigad olid eri
aegadel sisuliselt samas kohas jarve 1dunakaldal ning olid selle veekoguga otse-
selt seotud. Kuid vdhemalt osaliselt olid ka matmispaigad oma asukoha kaudu
jérvega seotud. Oletades pracguse rabametsa jérgi omaaegset jdrveranna asu-
kohta, jai iiks kivikirstkalmetest sellest umbes 150-200 m kaugusele. Paiknedes
kdrgemal seljandikul, vdis selle juurest jarve arvatavasti ka nidha. Voimalik, et
jérv paistis ka teise tdendolise kivikirstkalme juurest. Kuid ka Kodasoo maa-
alune kalme rajati jirve suunas tdusvale seljandikule, sellest umbes 150 m
kaugusele jdéb tdnapdeva rabamets ehk siis omaaegne jarverand. Voimalik, et
muinasaja 10puks oli jérv juba hakanud kinni kasvama, ent kindlasti mitte
praeguses ulatuses. Niisiis asusid eriaegsed matmiskohad siin samaaegsetest
elukohtadest arvestades eri suundades, kuid suhteliselt sarnastes looduslikes
tingimustes. Vahemaa nende kalmete vahel ulatub umbes 1,5 km. Seega néib, et
siingi on inimesed olnud teadlikud varasemast ning uuele kalmele asukohta
valides on see meelega rajatud eemalolevasse paika. Samas on maastikulised
tingimused neil ometi suhteliselt sarnased — mélemad kalmed on orienteeritud
jérvele ning asetsevad iimbrusest esile tousvatel korgendikel. Kindlasti oli see
molemal juhul teadlik valik, isekiisimuseks jdib, mis selle pShjustas. Kui kivi-
kalmed on sageli veekogude ldheduses, siis hilisematel matmiskohtadel sellist
seost ei ole ning vaevalt, et Kodasoogi erandi moodustas. Pean siin silmas seda,
et jédrve olemasolu ei olnud kalme rajamise eelduseks. Pigem on &ra kasutatud
korgemat kohta kui sellist, kuhu oli hea matta ning mis maastikul oli eristatav.
See, et selline koht just jarve ldhistele sattus, voib olla pigem juhuslik, kuigi
mitte ilmtingimata.
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Joonis 11. Rummu jirve {imbruse viikingiaegsed ja muinasaja 10pu muistised
1 — asulakoht, 2 — fossiilsed pdllud, 3 — maa-alune kalmistu, 4 — oletatavad kivikalmed,
5 — hiiekoht.

Figure 11. Distribution map of archaeological sites of the Viking Age and Late Iron
Age in the surroundings of Lake Rummu 1 — settlement site, 2 — fossil fields, 3 — flat
cemetery, 4 — probable stone grave, 5 — holy grove.

Kahest eelmisest teistsuguse kalmete paiknemise leiab aga Kiiult. Siinsed suhte-
liselt arvukad kivikalmed paiknevad reeglina tasasel maal, millel vaid véikse-
maid touse-langusi. Maa-alune, arvatavasti muinasaja lopust périnev kalmistu
paikneb nende suhtes omaette, kuigi mitmed eelmainituist jddvad kalmelt ava-
nevasse vaatevélja. Erinevalt kivikalmetest jadb maa-alune kalmistu pdhjakaarte
suunas margatavalt tousvale maapinnale. Maastikukasutus on siin erinenud
muudest kohtadest juba varasest perioodist alates: vanemad kalmed on ehitatud
suhteliselt tasasele maapinnale ega ole enamikus seostatavad eriliste maastiku-
elementidega. Ka Kiiu jogi jadb neist liiga kaugele selleks, et leida mingisugust
kalmete orienteerimist sellele. Ilmselt on Kiiul tegu kohaga, milles tihelepanu
pélvis véimalik maastiku omaaegne avatus, st kalmed rajati lageda ala keskele.
Samas vdis siin omal ajal olla mingisuguseid praecguseks kadunud looduslikke
objekte. Hilisemale matmispaigale kohta valides on taas ldhtutud teatud dis-
tantsi olemasolust vanemate kalmetega.

Kuigi ka Kuusalus on oletatud muinasaja 16pu kalmistu olemasolu ning Soit-
mes kivikalmeid, jitan need kui ebakindlad kéesolevast vaatlusest korvale.
Kindel maa-alune, muinasaja 16ppu (?) ja hilisemasse aega kuuluv kalmistu on
aga teada Muuksist. Kahala jarve kivikirstkalmete rohkusele olen otsinud poh-
just jarve ning sellelt ka {imbritsevatele aladele laienenud piihaduse moistest.
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Arvatavasti oli siin tegu sakraalse maastikuga, mis mdjutas laiema ala elanik-
konda ning omas iildisemat tdhtsust. Kuigi selline tdhtsus vois laieneda kogu
jarve iimbrusele, oli see fokusseerunud ilmselt jarve pdhja- ning idapoolsetele
kallastele (IIT). Muuksi kiila olemasolu on arheoloogiliste leidude pdhjal datee-
ritav alles keskaega, kuid ei saa 16plikult vélistada voimalust, et see sai alguse
juba muinasaja 10pul. Maa-alune kalmistu jadb linnamée seljandikule, 1&himast
kalmeriihmast Muuksi Kabelimidel mdnesaja meetri kaugusele, ligilihedaselt
samasugustesse maastikulistesse tingimustesse. Erinevaks on siiski pinnas, mis
Kabeliméel on ohukese mullaga, hilisema kalmistu kohal on aga tegu liivase
alaga, kuhu oli vdimalik teha maa-aluseid laibamatuseid.

Eelnevast ilmneb, et kuigi hilisemad kalmed voisid asuda kivikalmete suhte-
lises ldheduses (vdikseim vahemaa on u 200 m), ei olnud need siin kunagi
nende vahetus imbruses. Seda isegi juhul, kui vGtta arvesse ka teisi, ebakindlaid
muinasaja 10pu kalmistuid siinses piirkonnas (Kuusalus, Soéitmes, Uuril). Osa-
liselt vois see tuleneda pinnase erinevusest, kuna 6hukese mullakihiga loopeal-
sele vois kiill ehitada kivikalme, kuid maa-alune matmisviis eeldas paksemat
mullakihti. Enamikus vaadeldud kohtadest oleks seda siiski vdinud leida ka
kivikalmetele ldhemalt. Arvatavasti oli teatud distantsi hoidmine hoopis ini-
meste teadlik valik. Ent kas iildse on pShjust oletada, et hilisema matmispaiga
asukohavalikul oli mingisugust tihtsust varasematel kivikalmetel? Uhest kiiljest
olid kivikalmed kiill vordlemisi tagasihoidlikud, kuid sellest hoolimata selgesti
eristuvad moodustised, mistdttu pole véimalik, et inimesed, kes samades kohta-
des voi nende ldheduses hiljem elasid, ei olnud neist teadlikud v&i ei arvestanud
nende olemasoluga. Kahtlemata nad tegid seda, nagu vdib oletada ka varasema
moningase distantsihoidmise pdhjal, mis I6ppes alles viikingiajal. Muidugi saab
eriaegsete kalmete suhtelist 1ahedust seletada asjaoluga, et kuna asustati samasid
kohtasid, siis rajati loomulikult kusagile ldhikonda ka kalmed ja kalmistud,
seega jdid need niikuinii mingil moel varasemate kivikalmetega samasse
piirkonda.

Teisest kiiljest vOis aga varasemate matmispaikade olemasolu olla hoopis
soodsaks teguriks hilisema kalme rajamiseks kusagile ldhikonda. Samas voidi
monel puhul réhutada erinevust nende paiknemisega (nt korgel vs madalal
Kaberlas), voi matmispaiga asukoha vastandlikkusega (nt sarnastes tingimustes,
kuid elupaigast diametraalselt teises suunas Kodasool ja Rummul). Seegi erine-
vuste véljatoomine nditab, et inimesed on alati olnud teadlikud varem samasid
kohtasid asustanud elanike jdetud jélgedest. Isekiisimuseks jddb muidugi see,
kuidas seda tehti ning mismoodi neid tdlgendati.

Nagu eespool juba mainitud, muutus suhtumine maastikku pika aja jooksul,
protsess iseenesest ei ole loomulikult detailides jilgitav, kuid see avaldub siiski
mitmesugustes seikades. Moningad kohad séilitasid ka hiljem teatud pithaduse
astme (nt hiiekohad), ent maastik kui suurem sakraalne tervik kaotas oma
laiema religioosse tdhenduse. See ilmalikuks muutumine hdlmas arvatavasti
aastatuhandeid. Heaks niiteks selle kohta voib pidada Kaberlat, kus kivikalme
oli kohaliku maastiku silmapaistvaimas kohas korgel klindiserval, samas kui
muinasaja 10pu — keskaja maa-alune kalmistu rajati {isnagi ilmetusse kohta.
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Kuigi viimase juures oli matmiseks hea moreenipinnas, oleks piirkonnast siiski
vOinud leida ka paremaid, st silmapaistvamaid kohti (VI). Niisiis ei tulenenud
sakraalsus enam kohast maastikul, mis arvatavasti oli iseloomulik varasemale,
kivikalmete perioodile, vaid hoopis objekt, st kalme piihitses oma asukoha.
Juhul, kui muinasaja I6pu kalme tehti varasemate kivikalmete ldhedale, vois see
tdhendada vana traditsiooni austamist aga samuti ka paiga uuesti sakralisee-
rimist uue kalme 1abi.

Samas voib teise vOoimalusena oletada, et ilmselt seoses muutustega usundis
muutus varasemate kalmete limbrus profaanseks. Nendesamade uute usundiliste
kujutelmade pohjal voisid muutuda sakraalseks teised kohad, kuhu siis rajati
uued kalmed. Paljud hilisemad kalmed on maastikul aga vihemalt néiliselt nii-
vord harilikes kohtades, et tagantjirele nende piihadust hinnata on raske. Eriti
just maa-aluste laibakalmistute kasutamine oli toonud kaasa ka muutused haua-
koha ettevalmistamises ning sellega seotud rituaalides ja praktilistes toimin-
gutes, et ilmselt on pdhjust oletada kompleksseid muutusi, kus iiks nihe toi
kaasa ka teise. Kivikalme ehitamine on ettevotmine, mis seob sellega tegelejad
tihedalt mitmete kohtadega maastikul, maahaua kaevamine on sellega vorreldes
lithiajaline protsess. Siingi kajastub ilmselt erinev maastikutunnetus ning seega
ndib mulle eeltoodud voimalustest tdendolisem just esimene, st maastiku laiema
sakraalsuse kadumine.

Kuivord seda koike voib iildistada laiematele aladele, jadb lahtiseks, kuid
piiratud alal Jagala ja Valgejoe vahel ndib see siiski mingisugust tdhtsust oma-
vat. Siinkohal tasub vaadelda samaotstarbelist maastikukasutust laiemalt, kuigi
neid kohti, kus eriaegseid kalmeid teada on, ei ole kuigi palju. PGhjuseks on
ilmselt see, et mérksa keerulisem on leida jadlgi maa-alusest kalmest kui loodu-
ses histi esile tulevat kivikalmet.

Ilmselt muinasaja 16pul sai alguse maa-alune kalmistu Saha Kabelimaéel,
kuhu olemasolevate andmete kohaselt hakati matma 12. sajandi teisel poolel
(Lang 1996a, 324). Ilmselt juba monevorra varem oli Kabeliméele maetud ka
pOletatud surnuid, kelle kremeeritud luud olid koos panustega asetatud maa-
alusest kalmistust ida poole jddvale alale (Vedru et al/ 2009). Kalmistud rajati
piirkonna koige korgemale kiinkale, kus selle ldhedusse jadvad seitse lohukivi —
tegu on nende suurima kontsentratsiooniga Sahal. Lihim kivikirstkalme asub
Kabeliméest u 350 m kaugusel ning on sellelt ndhtav. Ka Saha kivikalmed on
maastikul korgemates kohtades ning kasutavad dra pinnareljeefi vdiksemaid
touse ja langusi, need kalmed aga paiknevad enamikus pohjakaarte suunas oleva
jarsu astangu ldhistel, mitte aga neist monevorra kaugemale jadva kiinka juures.
Kabeliméest monikiimmend meetrit ida pool on veel iiks kiingas, millel olevat
olnud suur kivikalme. Selle 16hkumisel saadud ketaspeaga ehtendel vdimaldab
kalme dateerida 5. sajandi 16ppu voi 6. sajandisse, samast on aga mullatoodel
leitud luid ning esemeid, mis maetud Saha kabeli juurde (Lang 1996a, 247—
249). Saha Kabelimégi on kohalikus maastikus suhteliselt silmapaistev, ning
seda rohutab ka hilisem kabel, mis piitiab juba eemalt tdhelepanu. Mingil pohju-
sel ei kasutatud aga seda kohta varasematel acgadel kivikalme ehitamiseks, ilm-
selt omas maastikus pohja poole jddv astang suuremat tdhtsust tolleaegsetele
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inimestele. Kui eelmainitud Iohutud kalmed tdepoolest eksisteerisid, siis on
siingi tegu varasema kivikalme ning hilisema kasutusajaga maa-aluse kalmistu
korvutipaiknemisega. Voib oletada, et varasemad kivikalmed nii Sahal kui ka
mujal olid ehitatud mingile kohale tdhelepanu podramiseks, need kalmed olid
kiill viaiksemad ja maastikul vahem silmapaistvad kui hilisem kabel, kuid kand-
sid siiski eneses inimeste jaoks olulist sGnumit.

Ka Joeldhtmest on andmeid muinasaja 10pul alguse saanud maa-alusest
laibakalmistust (Selirand 1974, 65 ja seal viidatud kirjandus), oletamisi voiks
sellegi maastikul paigutada hilisema Joeldhtme kiriku ldhistele. Sellisel juhul
oleks siingi tegu sarnase olukorraga nagu Kaberlas, kus kivikalmed paiknevad
maastikul korgemal ning need on seostatavad silmapaistvate maastikuelementi-
dega — rdndrahnudega, joeoruga, klindiservaga. Hilisem maa-alune kalmistu jii
neist eemale, madalamale maale, kus seda pole (enam?) vdimalik seostada min-
gite silmapaistvate objektidega. Vastupidi, tegu on {lisnagi tasase maapinnaga
joest eemal rahuliku iildmuljega maastikus, kus voib tdheldada {iksnes aeglase-
maid maapinna touse-langusi. Tosi kiill, need Jdeldhtme arvukatest kivikalme-
test, mis asuvad kohas, kus maa-alune jogi maapeale voolab ning needki, mis
paiknevad praeguse Vana-Narva maantee ddres, jidvad maa-alusest kalmistust
madalamale. Nii vdib Joeldhtme laibakalmistu tdendolist asukohta kisitleda
vahepealsena, kus iihed varasemad kivikalmed jdid sellest kdrgemale ning
teised madalamale. Selline maastikukasutus on jéllegi monevorra erinev Sahast,
kus maa-alune kalmistu, paiknedes kivikalmetest kiill samuti eemal (?), oli raja-
tud kdrgemale kohale.

Siiski on kohti, kus hilisem kalme jdidb varasemate kivikalmete ldhedusse.
Uheks selliseks paigaks on Vohma kiila Virumaal, kus kivikalmete kompleks
paikneb Tandeméie nimelisel seljandikul. Sama seljandiku 16unajalamil on lei-
tud jélgi kiilakalmistust (Lang 2000a, 125, 265). Kuna muistist ei ole kaevatud,
pole voimalik méirata selle tipset vanust ning v4ib vaid oletada, et see vdis
alguse saada juba muinasaja 16pul. Viimase kaudseks kinnituseks voib pidada
Vohma kiila olemasolu sel perioodil (Lang 2000a, 266). Teisteks sellisteks on
veel nditeks Lahepere (Selirand 1974, 65—66; Jaanits et al. 1982, 347) ja Kobra-
tu kalme Tartumaal (Selirand 1974, 65), kuid ka Raasiku ldhedane Mallavere
Harjumaal (Selirand 1974, 67) ning Mdigu Peetri Ulemiste jirve #ires (Tamla
1977, 60). Sarnaseid kooslusi esineb veel mitmel pool mujalgi (nt Mégi 2002a,
63). Lisaks on Eesti I0naosast teada lisna mitmeid selliseid kohti, kus keskaegne
kalmistu on rajatud rooma rauaaegsete tarandkalmete ldhedale ning kus just
varasema kalme olemasolu on olnud matmispaiga rajamisel méiravaks (Valk
2001, 88—89). Kui Saaremaa ja Louna-Eesti on teistsuguste maastikuliste tingi-
mustega ning erinevas kultuuriruumis, siis Harjumaa kalmed kuuluvad kokku
kdesolevas t00s vaadeldavate aladega. Seega voisid muinasaja 16pu ja ka hilise-
mad maa-alused kalmed paikneda nii varasemate kivikalmete ldheduses kui ka
neist kaugemal, molemal juhul oli aga nende olemasoluga arvestatud ning
sellest teadmisest ning suhtumisest nendesse ka lahtutud.

Uheks huvitavaks nihtuseks maastikul on lohukivid. Neid on arheoloogide
poolt interpreteeritud mitmel moel: neis on muuhulgas ndhtud surnutekultuse ja
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viljakusmaagiaga seotud objekte (Jaanits et al. 1982, 185), on osutatud nende
sagedasele paiknemisele kivikalmetega markeeritud asustusiiksusi lahutavates
piirivoondites (Lang 1996a, 441) vdi hoopis seostatud neid omaaegsete 1dhedal-
asuvate alepdldudega (Tvauri 1997, 37). Olen juba varem juhtinud tdhelepanu
seigale, et enamik neist oletustest tuleneb tdnapdeva loogikast ning lohukivide
levikukaardi pohjal otsuste tegemisest, mitte aga kivide analiilisist nende
maastikulises keskkonnas (III, 105). Muistne inimene aga oli ise maastikul ning
seetottu puudus tal arusaam, kuidas koik see vois kdrgemalt vilja ndha. See ei
vilista loomulikult {imbritseva head tundmist ning vajaduse korral orienteeru-
mist niiteks kohalike (loodus)objektide jargi, kuid kahtlemata erines see oskus
oluliselt infost, mida voib saada praegu kasutatavatelt (leviku)kaartidelt.

Kivisse voi kaljusse uuristatud lohuke on vana motiiv, selliseid on tehtud
14bi aegade maailma erinevates paikades (nt Tagcon 2000, 46 ja seal viidatud
kirjandus).

Lohukivid vdivad paikneda nii iiksikult kui ka rithmiti, monikord jddvad nad
kivikalmete 1dhedusse, kuid harilikult siiski neist moningase vahemaa kaugu-
sele. Erandina on uurimispiirkonna ulatuses vaid iiksikud lohukivid kalmete
vahetus ldheduses. Nii on nditeks iiks Hirvli lohukividest vaid umbes 10 m kau-
gusel oletatavast kalmest. Monedes teistes paikades on lohukivid kivikalmetelt
kiill ndha, kuid nendevaheline vahemaa on siiski suurem. Samas jédvad niiteks
Kahala jarve &déres lohukivid kalmete ldhedusse, kuid asuvad neist erinevates
looduslikes tingimustes. Kaks siinset kivi paiknevad jarve suunas madalduval
kallakul, jaddes ligildhedaselt jarve ning kalmete vahele. Neist Uuri kivi on {isna
madalal maal ning voib oletada, et kalmete ehitamise ajal jédi see lisnagi vee-
piirile. Ka Soorinna lohukivi jddb ilmselt omaaegsele jarverannale, voi selle
vahetusse ldhedusse, kohta, kus kiviajal oli elatud. Vdahemalt kaks Rebala kiila
maadel asuvat lohukivi paiknevad niisketes kohtades, millele ligipdéds on prae-
gugi suhteliselt keeruline (V, 51). Samuti on andmeid iihest Raplamaa lohu-
kivist, mis asetseb niiskes lohus; Joeldhtme Ellandvahel jddb iiks lohukivi
klindiserva alla. Lohukive on ka mujal Harjumaal paiknenud niisketel aladel.
Néiteks Rae raba iimbruses voib neid leida glei- ja madalsoo muldadel. Sellist
esinemist analtiiisinud Tanel Moora on arvanud, et lohukesed tehti neisse kivi-
desse sel ajal, mil need kohad olid alles palju kuivemad. See vGis toimuda
subboreaalse kliimaperioodi 16pul ehk pronksiajal (Moora 1974, 137; Tvauri
1997, 40-41). Siinkohal oletan, et just niiskes kohas olevad kivid voidi sihili-
kult valida vilja lohkude tegemiseks. Selles vois osutuda oluliseks nende eriline
liminaalne asukoht maastikul ning see vdiks esindada sama traditsiooni, mis
samalaadsetest oludest leitud kivikirvedki.

Eespool oli juba juttu sellest, kuidas nii kivikalmete kui ka lohukivide ldhe-
dusest on leitud jélgi kiviaegsest asustusest. Kuid erinevalt kivikirstkalmetest
jaid lohukivid nii monelgi korral pronksi- ja eelrooma rauaaegsete asulate
juurde. Sellisteks on néiteks Kalamie, Muuksi ning Joa. Mujalt Eestist on selli-
seid kooslusi teada veel mitmeid néiteks Raelt, Mdigult, Pirita joe ning Maardu
jarve ddrest ning teistestki kohtadest (vt Lang 1996a, joon 102, 108, 113). Seega
puudus ilmselt vajadus elukoha ning lohukivi vahelise suurema distantsi jérele.
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Samuti on lohukivid ning kivikalmed sageli koondunud samade maastikuliselt
silmapaistvate objektide — joed, klindiserv, moreenikiinkad ja -seljandikud —
lahistele. Mis puutub kivikalmete ning lohukivide arvulistesse suhetesse, siis
ndib, et kohtades, kus on palju kalmeid, oli vihem lohukive ning vastupidi. Nii
on Kahala &éres arvukalt kalmeid ning vaid {iksikud lohukivid, Kuusalus aga on
olukord vastupidine. Sama tendentsi voib tiheldada ka mujal. Naiteks on ida
poole jddvas Vihasoo—Palmse piirkonnas arvukalt kalmeid ning vaid paar lohu-
kivi (Lang 2000a, joon 25, 70), sellest veelgi ida poole jddvas Sagadi—Haljala
iimbruses aga vidhe kalmeid ning rohkesti lohukive. Viimastest valdav enamik
paikneb omaette, kalmetest eemal (Lang 2000a, joon 93).

Kindlasti ei valitud lohkude tegemiseks juhuslikku kivi, vaid igal tiksikul
juhul oli olemas konkreetne pdhjus, miks just seda muudeti inimeste kée lébi.
Samuti olid kindlad pdhjused, miks mdnda kivisse tehti vaid iiks lohk, teise aga
mitukiimmend v6i mitusada.

Paljud traditsionaalsed iihiskonnad on kohelnud kive kui iileloomulikke
joude sisaldavaid objekte ning selliselt on neis néhtud instrumentaalseid sim-
boleid. Seega voisid inimesed suhtuda kividesse kui aktiivsetesse rituaalides
osalejatesse (McMann 1994, 538-539). Rituaalid omavad suurt tdhtsust kultuu-
rilise traditsiooni hoidjatena, nad peegeldavad inimeste teadlikkust ning sot-
siaalset olemist. Nende loomine ja tditmine peab end vastavuses olevaks min-
gile kohale, siindmusele, joule voi traditsioonile ning néib olevat loomulik asi
teatud tingimustes. Millegi ritualiseerimine loob privilegeeritud kontrasti, erista-
des seda kui tdhtsamat voi voimsamat (Bell 1992, 54, 77, 90). Seega on monin-
gate kivide eristamisega loodud neid {imbritsev rituaalne ruum, mis sarnaneb
mones mottes kalmete omaga, kuid samas erineb sellest.

Lohukivid (nagu ka kivikalmed) voisid toimida ka méilu siilitajatena ning
vdimusuhete loojatena ning alalhoidjatena. Uldiselt arvatakse, et kuna pdllu-
harimine eeldab suhteliselt pikaajalist seotust mingi kindla piirkonnaga ning
selle edukus soltub minevikus tehtud otsuste tulemustest, on maaviljelejatel tu-
gev genealoogiline tunnetus (Bradley 1998 ja seal viidatu). Kuna lohke tehti
kividesse toendoliselt just viljeleva majanduse ajal (vt nt Lang 2007, 245), siis
ndib seegi kinnitavat lohukivide ning kivikalmete seostamist maastikul varase-
mate asulakohtadega, st paikadega, mis nditeks parimuse kaudu voisid olla
seotud esivanematega.

Lisaks sellele, et mingid kohad looduses olid erilised, olgu selleks siis vee-
kogud, klindijérsak voi koht, kus jogi maa-alt vélja voolab, réhutati nende tiht-
sust ladhedusse monumente rajades, samuti voidi neid seostada (miiitiliste) esi-
vanematega. Sedasi oleksid lohukivid ning kivikalmed iithendanud inimesi ja
nende otseseid esivanemaid miilitiliste esivanematega, keda konkreetselt enam
ei maéletatud, kuid kelle vaimset kohalolu ning ehk ka rituaalides osalemist
kehastas lohukivi ja/voi silmapiiril olev loodusobjekt. Samuti voidi asula-
kohtade ldheduses olevaid lohukive iihendada kaugemate, varem samades
kohtades elanud esivanematega, kelle varasem (ja kivi kujul ehk ka hilisem)
kohalviibimine andis nende jarglastele konkreetse kohaga seotuse tunde ning
Oiguse seal viibida. Nii kalmed kui ka lohukivid voisid {ihendada minevikku

68



olevikuga ja tulevikuga. Olles ise kiill materiaalsed, oli nende kaudu vdimalik
luua vaimseid seoseid maastiku ning seal viibinud varasemate sugupdlvede
vahel.

Ilmselt kadus ka lohukivide tdhendus inimeste jaoks enam-vihem samal ajal
kui monumentaalsete kivikalmete ja/vdi nende iimbruskonna omagi, st viikingi-
ajaks voi selle jooksul. Seda tdendab nii Kuusalu kiilas ahju miiiiritud lohku-
dega kivitiikk kui ka Aindu asulakohast Viljandimaal leitud, samuti ahju ehita-
misel kasutatud lohukivi. Viimane, 19 auguga kivi oli tugevasti pdlenud pealis-
pinnaga. Kogutud séeproovidega tehti kindlaks, et Aindu asulas elati (7.) 8. voi
9. sajandist kuni 16.—17. sajandini (Valk 1994a, 386, 388; 1994b, 40). Arves-
tades ahju juurest saadud késitsikeraamikat, on tegu asulakoha algaegadest parit
ahjupohjaga. Ka hilisemas rahvatraditsioonis ei kajastu kividele tehtud lohkude
tdhendus kuigi autentselt, mistdttu seda analiilisinud Andres Tvauri nendib, et
lohukivide traditsioon oli vana ja rahva mdilust juba ammu kadunud (Tvauri
1997, 36).

Seetdttu voibki arvata, et lohkude tdhendus oli 16plikult kadunud viikingi-
ajaks. Kui Skandinaaviamaades ja mujal Euroopas on vanimad tehislohud da-
teeritud neoliitikumi (Harding 2004, 342 ja seal viidatu), siis meil arvatakse
need kuuluvat pronksiaega, pohjusena tuuakse asjaolu, et neid esineb koige
sagedamini koos kivikirstkalmetega. Samuti paiknevad mdningad neist alles
suhteliselt hilja — pronksiajal v0i rauaaja algul — maismaastunud aladel (Tvauri
1997, 38-39). Samas ei olnud lohukivide vorgustiku véljakujunemine selliseks,
nagu seda praegu teame, ilmselt lithiajaline protsess, vaid see arenes jark-jargult
pika aja jooksul, sarnaselt kivikirstkalmete riihmade tekkimise ja tdienemisega.

Samas vOib oletada, et ka Eesti alal vanimad kividel olevad tehislohukesed
parinevad kas hilisneoliitikumist v6i vanemast pronksiajast. Vaadeldes lohu-
kivide levikut hilisneoliitilises kontekstis, siis milline seos oleks neil nditeks
hiliste kivikirveste levikuga?’ Nagu eelnevast selgus, on just hiliseid kivikirveid
leitud koige laiemalt alalt, mis hdlmas nii rannikumadalikku, klindipealset
voondit kui ka sisemaa ala, koigist neist piirkondadest on aga teada ka lohukive,
kusjuures nende esinemissageduse vahekord sarnaneb kirveste omaga. Viimane
tdhendab seda, et kdige suurem hulk neist paikneb lavamaal klindildhedases
vootmes. Selleski piirkonnas vGib neid leida erinevatest looduslikest tingimus-
test, nditeks vahetult jarvede ddrest (Rummu, Kahala), samas esineb neid maas-
tikul nii korgematel kohtadel kui ka tasasel ja/voi kallakjal maapinnal. Paljud
neist paiknevad rithmades suhteliselt ldhestikku, nende omavaheline kaugus
vOib olla vaid moni meeter, samuti voib nende juurest avaneda vaade kaugemal
asuva(te)le lohukivi(de)le. Samas vdib selline kivikirveste ja lohukivide sarnane
levik olla vaid juhuslik — on ju sisemaal ja Lduna-Eestis leitud kiill arvukalt
kivikirveid kuid vaid vdhe lohukive, ent seda voib vihemalt osaliselt pdhjen-
dada erinevustega eri piirkondade kultuuris.

Niisiis, mitmete Pdhja-Eesti lohukivide ldhedalt on teada lisaks kivikirves-
tele ka kiviaegseid asulakohti ja muid juhuleide, kuid nende ja kivide seosta-

7 Lohkude voimaliku neoliitilise dateeringu kohta vt Lang 1997a, 163.
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mine iiksnes asukohtade pdhjal on samavdrd kaudne kui lohukivide ja kivikirst-
kalmete iihesuguse vanuse madramine iiksnes leiukohti arvestades. Seega voib
lohukivide suurema vanuse kohta vaid tddeda, et lohkude tegemise komme ning
uskumused selle taga voisid Eestisse jouda varem kui alles pronksiajal. Siis
lohkude tegemist kahtlemata jétkati, ning aja jooksul vdis see omandada teist-
suguse vOi mitmekihilisema tdhenduse.

Nagu juba mainitud, jddvad mitmed lohukivid, erinevalt kivikirstkalmetest,
pronksi- ja eelrooma rauaaegsete asulakohtade lihedusse, mdnikord on vahe-
maa vaid monikiimmend meetrit. Seega voib arvata, et kalmed ja lohukivid on
eneses kandnud monevorra erinevat sonumit, voi kui see ka oli sama, siis eri-
nesid selle viljendusviis ning tingimused, kuidas seda edasi anti vdi vahendati.
Kui niilid aga analiiiisida lohukive hilisneoliitilises vOi varase pronksiaja kon-
tekstis, siis voiksid need vihemalt monedes kohtades osutuda seoseks varasema
ja hilisema asustuse vahel. On ju kivikirstkalmeid enam-vihem samadel aladel,
kus lohukivegi, kuid harilikult mitte kalmetega koos, vaid neist eraldi. Seega
voib oletada, et nende olemasolu maastikul respekteeriti, ning tdendoliselt jat-
kati ka lohkude tegemist kividele. Ka Valter Lang on viidanud sarnasusele lohu-
kivide ja hiliste kivikirveste levikumustris ja oletab, et mdlemad esindavad
viljakuskultust (Lang 2007, 30).

Millega siis lohukive seostada? Arvan, et ennekdike kohtade tdhtsustamisega
ja/voi nende erilisuse rohutamisega. Aga ka esivanemate ja/voi kangelastega
ning nende kaudu ka enese seostamisega mingi kohaga, genealoogiatega, méle-
tamistega, st koha kaudu meeles pidamisega.
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KOKKUVOTE

Maastik on tervik, mille uurimiseks on mitmeid voimalusi. Kéesolevas t66s on
selleks maastikuarheoloogiline suund, mis véértustab nii loodust kui ka inim-
tekkelist ning seda ajaliselt pikas perspektiivis. Maastikku uurides voib otsida
vastuseid mitmetele inimasustusega seotud kiisimustele.

Eesmaérgiks oli teha seda maastikust 1dhtuvalt, st uurida, millised inimestega
seotud protsessid maastiku eri kohtades aset leidsid, millal ning miks need just
vastavates paikades toimusid. Tagasivaatavalt voib 6elda, et maastikutiiipidesse
on need voimalikud arengud juba looduse poolt sisse kirjutatud ning ka vaatlus-
alusel alal olid need suhteliselt ootuspérased. Nii voib leida mesoliitilisi asula-
kohti veekogude ddrest, (hilis)neoliitilisi aga neist kaugemal. Pronksi- ja eel-
rooma rauaaegseid ning ka hilisemaid asustusjilgi esineb aga nii veekogudest
kaugemal, kui ka nende ldhistel. Seda viimast neil juhtudel, kui nende ldhedusse
jéaid ka sobilikud pdllumaad. Nii juhtuski mitmel pool, et koht, mida mesoliiti-
kumis olid asustanud kiitid-kalastajad-korilased, taasasustati sajandeid hiljem
maaviljelusliku kogukonna poolt.

Pdhja-Eesti rannikumadaliku piisiasustuse probleemi analiiiisiti pohjaliku-
malt viimastel aastatel 1dbi viidud arheoloogiliste uuringute valgusel. Selgus, et
Pohja-Eesti rannikumadalikul olid kiill moned paigad, mida asustati/kasutati,
kuid selliseid kohti oli siiski vaid liksikuid. Ala laiemalt oli ilmselt siiski asus-
tamata.

Kuid maastikukasutusel voisid tihtsad olla ka mittemajanduslikud pShjused.
Nii néiteks vois Jagala juga olla médrav sealse inimasustuse kujunemisel. Seda
kohta voidi aga nditeks pronksi- ja eelrooma rauaajal kasutada hoopis rituaalide
labiviimiseks ning mitte elamiseks, kuid nii iihel kui teisel juhul on juga olnud
inimeste jaoks ilmselt vigagi atraktiivseks looduselemendiks. Erilised kohad (nt
joad, klindiserv jne) voisid anda ldheduses elavatele inimestele lisaks nende ka-
sutada olevatele soodsatele pollumaadele ka teatud vaimse seotuse kohaga. On
ju arvatud, et lileminekud maastikul on eri aegadel ja kohtades olnud vastavate
piirkondade elanikele tihtsad. Nendega seostatakse oma esivanemad, pdlvne-
mised, kohatunne. Sellist kuuluvust mingi koha juurde vois veelgi réhutada
kivikalmete ehitamine nendesse paikadesse. Kivikalmed kui kestma loodud
objektid muutsid maastikku oluliselt, lisades nii miiiitilistele esivanematele ka
reaalsed, sinna maetud eeclkdijad. Seega, tdnapdeva seisukohalt analiiiisides, oli
sel moel esmakordselt tegu maastiku teadliku muutmisega. Ka kividesse lohku-
de tegemine muutis kivi jdédavalt ning 151 selle timber teistsuguse tdhendusliku
ruumi, kuid see muutmine ei olnud nii radikaalne. Erinevalt kivikalmetest on
lohukivide dateerimine ja nende tdhenduse oletamine vdgagi ebakindlad. Arva-
tavasti oli tegu pikaajalise kombega, mis vdis alguse saada juba neoliitikumis
voi pronksiaja algul. Pole mingit pdhjust oletada, et Skandinaavias neoliitikumis
alguse saanud lohkude tegemise komme joudis Eestisse palju sajandeid hiljem.

Seega olid asustuse kujunemisel piirkonnas ja ka laiemalt vordselt tdhtsad nii
majanduslikud kui mentaalsed pohjused. Samas vdis terve hulk mentaalselt olu-
lisi kohti jddda hoopis tdhistamata. Sellised voisid olla nditeks jarsu klindiserva
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lahedased alad, mille juures ei elatud ning mille juurde ei ehitatud ka kivi-
kalmeid.

Peaaegu kogu muinasaja jooksul ning tegelikult kuni tdnaseni vélja, on asus-
tatud iihtesid ja samu kohti. Neid on ajuti maha jdetud ning siis taas kasutusele
voetud. Algsed elukohad on asendunud matmispaikadega, ning hiljem on neid
mones kohas uuesti hakatud kasutama igapdevases elus. Muutused kujutasid
endast pikaajalisi protsesse ning maastikus on jilgitavad vaid nende tulemused,
st nditeks muistsest elukohast jdédnud leiud ja/voi kultuurkiht voi siis monu-
mentaalne kivikalme. Protsess kui selline ei avanegi milleski muus, kui vaid
selle 1opptulemuses ning sedagi vaid juhul, kui sellest on jdénud jérele midagi
fiiiisilist, midagi sellist, millest me voime teha kaudseidki jareldusi.

Nii vai teisiti — kuigi muutuv, on maastik samas ka piisiv. See jadb alati kestma,
kuigi erinevalt ning muutunult, kuid teatud mottes ikka samasugusena ning
arvatavasti voib paljudele muistse asustusega seotud kiisimustele saada vastused
just maastikku uurides
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL LANDSCAPES
OF NORTH-ESTONIA

INTRODUCTION

To understand a landscape truly it must be felt, but to convey some of this fee-
ling to others it has to be talked about, recounted, or written and depicted
(Tilley 1994, 31)

Selection of the research topic -
landscapes and their study

All outdoor surroundings of humans can be interpreted as varieties of land-
scape — different types of natural as well as city landscapes. They all have
several dimensions and aspects; thus, there are multiple ways to study them. It
is possible to describe landscapes and their different aspects in ways that have
very little in common with each other. Moreover, it is probably not always
possible to grasp that their primary point of departure and the basic material
were the same.

The present study is an archaeological study, but it proceeds from both the
landscape and the archaeological sites at the same time because they are so
closely intertwined. In fact, archaeological sites can be considered as parts of
landscape, which justifies their treatment together. The study does not proceed
from the premise that landscape constitutes a locational background for some
archaeological site; rather, it is often the landscape that had caused such a
human behaviour which resulted in an object that has remained in the landscape
for centuries or millennia. Thus, instead of viewing an archaeological site as a
more or less anonymous landscape, the author of this study often proceeded
from the opposite — I have tried to analyse archaeological sites in their environ-
mental context.

In the archaeological research of the landscape it is important what it looks
like now and what it might have been in the past. Also, it is of importance from
where and in what conditions we find archaeological sites and the reasons why
these sites are located in the places where they are. The selections and decisions
made by people both in the past and in the present have always played a role in it.
Although landscape can archaeologically first of all be considered as an environ-
ment for living, it is not the only way. It means that landscape is not solely a phy-
sical environment for human activities, but several mental layers and meanings
can be found in it. Distinguishing and studying these mental layers is difficult,
and the results can be disputable. Nevertheless, this topic is worth studying.

The present study uses the term landscape archaeology and not settlement
archaeology although both deal with ancient settlement (concerning the concept
of settlement archaeology, the study object, and its application see e.g. Lang
1996a, 339-341; concerning landscape archaeology see Knapp & Ashmore
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2000). The two concepts are in many ways similar but differ in their emphasis
on the landscape. Landscape archaeology is characterized by making the land-
scape an active component of human behaviour, something that influenced
people while making their choices with regard to using some place and probably
even more. Thus, it is not merely an abstract term but a living environment
where both physical and mental aspects had some impact on people. The analy-
ses will take it into consideration.

Landscape can be studied in several ways, for example, from the perspective
of geography, history, and archacology. Landscape is never ‘finished’ or ulti-
mate — something disappears, something comes into being, something remains.
One can find a number of layers in it. Nor can its study be complete. Every new
researcher brings something new — new thoughts and points of view, different
ideas. Estonian archaeology usually focuses on settlement, and while analysing
it, the natural environment is discussed either briefly or at some length. Land-
scape, on the other hand, is ignored because it has a different meaning. As
noted, my point of departure in this study is the opposite, that is, the landscape
serves as the starting point for studying human settlement. In that context one
can observe the settlement of separate periods and its traces, for example, settle-
ment sites, graves, fossil field remains, etc., left behind by the people. All of
them have become part of the present landscapes, their existence has always
been taken into consideration by people; they have been present both in the
physical and mental landscapes of the settlers. To a certain degree a landscape is
like a text (Children & Nash 1997, 1; Peil 2001); its primary thought is blurred
up in the course of time, but it can still be read in multiple ways. It is probable
that landscape together with its man-made components was interpreted in
several modes already in prehistoric times — at the time when some object was
created and established, and when landscape was altered through these acts.

Every physical human action carried out in the landscape leaves its traces.
Some of them are more permanent, but others vanish quickly; the result of some
activities is meant to last while at other times the aim is only a short duration. In
that way humans change the landscape consciously, at least to some extent.
They complement it from generation to generation, living in a landscape that
keeps changing but at the same time also remains the same with regard to the
main features. Landscape preserves traces of the work and activities of gene-
rations; these traces can be reconstructed to some extent, as if bringing back the
past times. As another possibility, one can study the processes that shaped the
landscape and this way to search answers to the questions why the landscape is
as it is now. Although landscape can be studied in a theoretical level, it is also
real and concrete — it can be described and measured, and there are certain rules
that are valid about it.

At the same time, every reconstruction remains only an attempt, one possible
interpretation. The aim of this work is to study traces of prehistoric human
activities that are part of the landscape and interpret the settlement and the use
of landscape on their basis and also to search the causes of developments that
took place in some localities.
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Research area

The majority of the areas discussed in the present work are located between the
rivers Pirita and Valgejogi in the county of Harjumaa. Although the research
area is rather small even in the Estonian context, there is no reason to treat it as
something separate and of minor importance. It is connected with the other parts
of Estonia and together with them it is connected also with wider areas. Thus,
Estonia is part of a wider whole, and although the landscapes may vary in diffe-
rent places, they still possess some features that are similar to wider areas.
Similarly, the understanding of people with regard to some components of the
landscape could have been alike, and in the same way the acting towards them.
Different areas may reveal similarities but also emphasize differences in the use
of landscape and the behaviour of people, as well as their attitudes towards it.
Accordingly, the present study should not remain isolated and closed — a game
of mind that concentrates only on a restricted area. It should fit into a larger
picture, being at the same time both similar and different from it.

The present study shows the possibilities of a small-scale in-depth study for
landscape archaeology. One of the main aims is to join the study areas and
through them the whole Estonia into a wider circle of landscape-archaeological
research. When applying the methods used in similar studies in other parts of
the world, I try to gain an understanding which processes are valid also in
Estonia and which are not. At the same time I do not want to remain only a
replicator of the studies carried out elsewhere. Therefore, it is important to
provide new insights into the study of landscape. When analysing the landscape,
its use and conscious changes through the ages, my purpose is to stress the
unique features that cannot be found elsewhere. I also present some standpoints
considering the ancient use of landscape that might be valid for wider areas.
However, the main objective of the present study is to find out how people lived
and acted in the landscape in different time periods and why they did it in
certain ways.

The present thesis is based on articles that discuss mainly the genesis and
development of human settlement in the context of landscape in the eastern part
of Harju county. Thus, it is a landscape-archaeological study with a focus on the
landscape and human activities in different periods of prehistory. All traces left
by prehistoric settlement were studied; they were analysed and interpreted, and I
have tried to answer different questions about them. I have also emphasized the
selection of place for establishing a settlement site or building a grave, and |
have sought for the reasons why people made these choices. I try to give an
overview why some places were preferred and how people might experience,
perceive, and understand them. The study focuses on prehistoric agricultural
settlement and its development, but earlier and briefly also the traces of later
periods are considered as well as the connections between the settlement of
different periods. When possible, an attempt is made to study the attitude of
people towards those objects that had left behind in the landscape by previous
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generations. Places with different natural conditions and their possible uses
were studied in cases when only a small number of archaeological objects are
known or when they are absent altogether. The latter can be explained by the
hypothesis that although concrete archaeological objects are missing, such
places could have been used for such activities that do not leave behind any
permanent marks. At least on a local scale people were aware of such places,
and they played a part in their understandings that considered their surroun-
dings. At the same time one must take into consideration that there have always
existed such places that were not used, and, for some reason, they might have
been avoided. In the latter case these places were mentally acknowledged and
important, but it is not possible to prove it anymore.

The area most thoroughly discussed is situated ca. 20-60 km to the east of
Tallinn and embraces the eastern part of the historical parish of Jdeldhtme and
most of the parish of Kuusalu in Harju county. At the end of prehistoric times
these lands belonged to the parish of Repel in the county of Révala; according to
the present administrative division, these areas are divided into Joeldhtme and
Kuusalu rural communities. The study area is divided into two different natural
parts: the North-Estonian Coastal Plain together with the small islands in the
Gulf of Finland and the North-Estonian Limestone Plateau.

The study that was originally planned to discuss only the ancient settlement
of the area between the rivers Jagala and Valgejogi was extended beyond this
area. First, it was caused by the difficulty of marking the exact borders in the
landscape. Archaeological objects are interrelated with the surrounding nature
and also with each other, and their separation into independent units is not al-
ways possible. While placing the imaginary eastern border on the river Valge-
jOgi was reasonably well-founded, then the river Jigala on the western border of
the study area was not suitable for such determination. The archaeological sites
suggested that the river Jdgala was rather a vein around which settlement con-
centrated and/or where people operated. Also, my fieldwork of the previous
years took place in the areas west of the river Jigala, and their absence from the
present study would have been unjustified because they belong to the same
system with the areas to the east.

Because the study area was too large and had too different natural conditions
for discussing it as a single are, it was divided it into smaller sub-areas. They
are places with higher concentrations of archaeological sites (Rebala—Jde-
lahtme, Kuusalu—Kahala) and/or where the use of landscape has been special (in
addition to the aforementioned, also Kaberla). On a more general level con-
siderably wider areas in Harju and Viru counties will be discussed. Such a
division remains always somewhat arbitrary, but at the same time it enables the
researcher to provide a better overview. On the other hand, such division into
smaller areas is not totally artificial — archaeological sites are often concentrated
in rather restricted areas that are separated from their neighbouring areas by
some natural intermediate zone. These intermediate or separating zones include,
for example, river valleys, wetlands, forests, sandy areas, etc. Although they
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were often unsuitable for human activities because of their natural conditions,
they were sometimes used by people.

The topic of landscape is a common thread running within this study; it also
serves as a starting point, which is discussed in some ways in all the articles.
Landscape is considered as a whole composed by nature, traces of human
activities, and time. The latter is represented as an axis around which especially
the different layers of the cultural landscape are concentrated. Cultural
landscape itself is nothing separate but part of a wider landscape; a distinction is
first of all needed to accentuate the natural environment that people have
(permanently) altered. In some sense all the landscapes discussed in this work
can be considered as cultural landscapes because primary intact natural
landscapes are almost absent. The latter statement can be applied to most of
North Estonia and probably to the larger part of Western Europe.

The previous statements served as general starting points for the better under-
standing of the following text, but one must keep in mind that a landscape is
turned into a landscape by the person viewing and experiencing it. Therefore,
also people can be considered as part of the landscape, at least indirectly and/or
theoretically — not only the people who lived in the prehistoric times but also
the archaeologist studying it. Archaeological objects are traces of conscious
operations of those people. Operations of people who knew well their physical
surroundings and cognized it also on a mental level.

Timelines and previous research

The present study discusses human settlement from a long time perspective
starting with the Stone Age when the first settlement sites where established and
ending with the mediaeval period when local villages were first mentioned in
written sources. Nevertheless, the focus is on the time when people for the first
time consciously and permanently started to alter their surroundings — by buil-
ding stone graves that were meant to last — the Bronze and the Pre-Roman Iron
Ages.

The articles by the author of this study are characterized by two-step ana-
lyses — the presentation of the landscapes and their archaeological objects is fol-
lowed by the discussion about the prehistoric human settlement of the given
area.

The ancient human settlement of the areas of North Estonia that are dis-
cussed in this work caught the attention of archaeologists as early as at the
beginning of the 20™ century. Although the number of excavated sites is rather
high, unfortunately, they still provide one-sided information about prehistoric
settlement, mainly because in earlier times researchers were mostly interested in
a single type of archaeological sites — stone graves. Most of them were studied
in the vicinity of Lake Kahala, but many were excavated also in Joeldhtme and
Rebala. In other localities the number of excavated stone graves is smaller. Pre-
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viously, the investigation of other archaeological sites was modest. Also, on a
more general level a detailed settlement study had been carried out only about
the surroundings of Lake Kahala (Vedru 1998); there are no comprehensive
studies about the other settlement centres although there are numerous separate
studies of the archaeological sites (e.g. Kraut 1980; 1981; Selirand 1962). A
monograph by Valter Lang provides an overview of the archaeological objects
of all these areas; it discusses the prehistoric settlement of the ancient Révala
county (Lang 1996a). The study in question focuses on the archaeological sites
of the lower reaches of the river Pirita; other areas provided a wider background
and were used for drawing parallels and making comparisons.

In addition to archaeological research, a natural-science study “Environ-
mental history of the Baltic Region” was carried out in the vicinity of Lake
Kahala in the framework of the international programme PACT. In the course
of the sub-project “The first land use and agricultural development in alvar
areas from the Neolithic—Iron Age”, new pollen diagrams were compiled from
Lake Kahala and the surrounding bog. The aim of that study was to gain new
information about nature in the vicinity of Lake Kahala and about land use in
different periods. During these studies diatoms, pollen, and macrofossil plant re-
mains were analysed. The samples were dated by *'°Pb and '“C methods (Saarse
et al. 1999).

The grant project “Prehistoric human settlement in the surroundings of Lake
Kahala” (grant No. 2260), financed by the Estonian Science Foundation in
1995-1998, was the real introduction to the present study. Within three years
six archaeological objects were excavated, and archaeological landscape inven-
tories covering the whole area were carried out. In the course of these inven-
tories 17 new archaeological sites were discovered. These studies were summa-
rized in my master’s thesis (Vedru 1998). Also, one of the articles presented in
this work is based on the latter work (I). In 1999 I started fieldwork in a wider
district that reached from the river Jagala to the river Valgejogi. In the same
year seven new prehistoric and/or medieval settlement sites and fossil field
remains were discovered during the archaeological landscape inventory in the
western part of the area. That inventory became the point of departure for the
grant project “The use of the coastal area by the agricultural settlement of the
North Estonia” (grant No. 4202) of the Estonian Science Foundation, launched
in 2000. During the four following years archaeological landscape inventories
were carried out in the course of which 29 new archaeological sites were dis-
covered. Also, small-scale excavations were conducted on 13 sites in different
parts of the study area. In addition to the grants, the studies were supported by
the target-financed research theme “Centre and Periphery: town (hill fort), land
and power in Estonia from prehistory to the medieval period” (SF 0040008s98).
In 2004 and 2005 archaeological studies were continued in the same area; at
that time they were financed by the target-financed research project “Land, Sea
and People: Estonia in its way from the Iron Age to the Medieval Period. North
Estonia, West Estonia, and the Estonian islands 600-1600 AD”
(SF0042477s03). In the course of fieldwork two objects were excavated, and 10

78



new archaeological sites were discovered. The results of the fieldwork together
with the results of previous archaeological studies served as a basis of the
present study. The second main foundation is recurrent walking in the land-
scape, carried out in the course of the above-mentioned fieldwork and also
separately from it (if such a division is possible and reasonable at all). I consider
recurrent physical presence very important for understanding some place, its
essence, uniqueness, and character. Without these walks this study would pro-
bably not have been possible.

Research problems

Landscape has been a topic of many (settlement) archaecological discussions,
and such an approach has frequently arisen from solving problems related to the
development of settlement and/or society. Beyond doubt, this approach may be
rather successful and well founded, but one might start to wonder what the
study results would be if starting from the opposite position — the landscape.
Will the results be different if one analyses traces of human activities through
the landscape, not the other way round? Which processes come forth; is the
picture (re)constructed the same while using the opposite approach; and if it is
different, then what might cause it?

Subsequently, the author tried to analyse the natural environment of the
study areas as a whole, which nevertheless consists of different smaller areas
and includes archaeological sites of different character and age. The author
proceeded from the supposition that also those places that lack archaeological
objects could have had some importance in people’s thoughts, and these places
might have played an important part in their mental maps. Each stay and/or use
of the landscape does not leave traces that can be detected by using archaeo-
logical research methods; and that was probably not the aim of ancient people.
Marking the landscape by establishing some object (e.g. building a stone grave)
and/or some other visible alteration (e.g. establishing a field system) was most
likely not an incidental act but purposeful, the aim of which might have been
among other things expression of relationships in a society. Creation of such
permanent human-made objects was aimed at contemporary people and the
future. The lack of such objects does not necessarily mean that these places
were not used or perceived. Verification of those associations and meanings
remains, of course, problematic, but it will nevertheless be discussed on the
theoretical level in the following text.

Several questions and problems, originating from the aforementioned emphasis
on the landscape, motivated the author to write the articles included in the
present work. Which places were inhabited and used and why? That question is
probably central both in settlement and landscape archaeology, and most studies
have made attempts to answer this question. Usually the answer has been found
in the natural conditions of some place. For example, repeated references have
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been made to the requirements for the natural environment in connection with
the different phases of Stone Age settlement (e.g. Jaanits 1959; Kriiska 2003),
Bronze Age tillage (nt Lougas 1970, 28, 29, 44; Jaanits et al. 1982, 134-135);
and while analysing the settlement picture of more periods (e.g. II; Lang 1996a;
Migi 2002b). The question that has remained unanswered and often even
unasked is the selection of some concrete place and its preference over other
locations in the neighbourhood with similar natural conditions. The latter
question can be asked only while analysing some area in detail, but possible
answers remain still open and depend on the interpreter. Nevertheless, the
author has tried to search answers to that question.

A separate set of problems is connected with the attitude of people towards
the surrounding landscape and with the study of that attitude. Such a study is
indeed complicated, but it could be based on the existing archaeological sites
when analysed from the aspect of landscape. Here the author returns to the
problem of creation of permanent objects, which was briefly and indirectly
discussed above. In some cases ancient people probably went further than inten-
tional alteration of the landscape, which can retrospectively be understood as
creation of a (future archaeological) site. Such an action could be explained, for
example, by social or sometimes also by political considerations. The outcome
was then decisive — establishment of a lasting object in the form of a monument.
In addition to the resulting monument, the process of alteration was probably
important in itself. Independently from the concrete result, the landscape was
altered both for the present and future generations. The alteration might have
been at the same time both the aim and also the instrument for achieving some
goal. The places that were changed were evidently chosen very carefully and
thoughtfully, not by chance. Various distances, views, natural objects, and
relations between other places and settlement sites played their part in making
that choice. Also, the attitude towards them, which was reflected in oral history
and narratives, had some importance.

People have different attitudes towards different features of the landscape,
and accordingly they have been marked or left unmarked. Therefore, one should
take into account that although building a stone grave in some place may mean
or accentuate its singularity, then leaving a place without such a permanent
marking does not mean that places lacking such a marking might have been un-
important.

On the contrary, data from several parts of the world show how important
places have remained unaltered by people (e.g. Bradley 2002) while archaeo-
logical objects that were meant to last were established in places that undoub-
tedly possessed some importance by themselves. The surroundings of Lake Ka-
hala, discussed also in the present work, can be considered as a good example.
In the beginning it was probably the lake that had some importance, most likely
with some of its surroundings (III).

How could the places that lack archaeological sites have been used? This set
of problems is closely related to the previous one. No doubt the majority of such
places were used, but their use did not leave behind any permanent marks, and it
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was not the purpose. Some of these uses can be detected by using different re-
search methods; the others remain hypothetical. Diagrams compiled on the basis
of pollen analyses can be regarded as an example of such methods. These dia-
grams may provide evidence about human activities in periods and places
without any archaeologically detectable traces. One of them is the vicinity of
Lake Kahala, where the traces detected by analysing samples from the mire
suggested that human activities continued there also during the centuries with-
out any finds (I). The same is valid probably for several other places and pe-
riods without archaeological finds. Also, the question of considering the use of
places with different natural conditions is related to the same set of problems.
Usually, the natural environment has served as a point of departure, and it
creates a good basis for answers, but other approaches can also be used.

Among more specific topics the present study raises the question of the
permanent settlement of the North-Estonian Coastal Plain. As there was no
permanent settlement, an important question is how the coast and the coastal
plain were used. For decades researchers agreed that after the Stone Age the
coast remained without permanent settlement. One of the main arguments was
that the villages of the coastal plain were not mentioned in early written sources
(e.g. Johansen 1933, 250; Varep 1974, 164; Linkrus 1998, 69). The other
argument was the fact that the soils of the coastal plain are not very suitable for
tillage (e.g. Linkrus 1998, 69). However, the opposite view is possible, too (I
Tarvel 1983, 54-55).

Which were the sacred landscapes that served as the (pre)conditions for
forming/styling them? The use of such a concept remains somewhat open — is
there a reason to speak about separate sacred landscapes; in fact, one and the same
landscape could at one time be considered as sacred or profane at another time. If
the sacred landscapes do existed, then what provided the primary impulse for
some place to become such? Was it only nature, marks of previous settlers, or
something else? As sacred landscapes the author analysed the surroundings of
stone graves and cup-marked stones, as well as some unaltered natural places,
which may have had some mental meaning because of their singularity.

It is also of interest to study the use of landscape in the long-term perspective,
that is, how were the archaeological objects of a later period situated in reference
to the earlier ones? Is it possible to point out some general tendencies and what
might they reveal? Most archaeologists dealing with settlement and landscape
have faced that problem, and yet it has remained marginal and has not been
analysed in more detail. The question what causes discontinuation or continuation
of settlement in one place is indirectly related to the previous one. Does it arise
solely from the natural conditions — implying that a place that once was suitable
for living lost its importance later, for example, land used for tillage became
exhausted and settlement shifted, or was there a wider background?

The aforementioned problems are only but a few that I have posed. Some of
them will be solved in the following pages, and some of them will not. Despite this
I think that it is significant to enunciate those problems that seem to be impossible
to answer at first glance because future studies may give positive results.
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LANDSCAPE AS
A STUDY OBJECT IN ARCHAEOLOGY:
DIRECTIONS, POSSIBILITIES, AND
STARTING POINTS

As mentioned, the articles presented in this work belong to landscape archaeo-
logy, and they proceed from concrete places, their dominant natural conditions,
and existing archaeological sites, or in some cases, from their absence. There-
fore, aim of the present study is to provide an overview of human settlement
and landscape use through prehistory. Naturally, it must not remain only a
description of archaeological sites/landscapes/things, but the study has to offer
possible answers for questions asked and serve as a basis for wider analyses.

As the term implies, landscape archaeology is a branch of archaeology that
pays special attention to the versatile study of landscape. It is not a uniform
discipline, but it includes several different approaches and points of view that
emphasize different aspects of landscape.

The concept of landscape was adopted in Estonia in the first half of the 20th
century when Johannes Gabriel Grand, Professor of Geology, first explained it
scientifically (Grand 1922). According to Grand, landscape is linked with
seeing, and it is limited to the horizon at least in one direction. Based on domi-
nant natural individuality, a characterizing name will be used, for example,
forest and river landscape; greenwood and cultural landscape constitute more
generalized names. He continues his definition by stating that in geography this
term is used in a spatially expanded and specified way, whereby the position of
the viewer has no decisive importance; instead, landscape is a component of
terrain, a regional unit. A human being can be there as a temporary observer at
least. A landscape has a horizon and also some characteristic, permanent, or
periodically changing qualities that can be defined by viewing (Grano 1922, 2).°
Since the times of Grand the meaning of landscape has been under discussion;
even at present there is no universally accepted definition, and there will
probably not be one in the future (cf. e.g. Palang 2001; Sinijarv 2001; Jauhiai-
nen 2001; Kull 2001). Scientists of different specialities study landscape and its
different aspects, for geographers it is a central concept. However, even geo-
graphers may hold widely differing views with regard to the essence of land-
scape and what is most important in the study of landscape. Huge differences
can be found between human geographers and physical geographers, for
example (e.g. Jauhiainen 2001; Marksoo 2001; Palang 2001; Peil et al. 2004).

Thus different branches of science and people understand landscape in
different ways. Usually the landscape is associated with the nature of some
place, its geographic space and environment in general, hence first and foremost

¥ Grano was not the first who dealt with landscape in Estonia; before his arrival the

principles of the so-called Landschaft had been adopted, which had an impact on the
teaching of geography at schools. But these early studies and attempts at systemati-
zation were based only on surface appearance (Peil et al. 2004).
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with the concepts of natural sciences. People see and understand their sur-
rounding environment as a landscape; thus, a landscape does not exist outside
the human mind. The geographer Hannes Palang has dealt with landscape as a
system, which combines natural components, the creation and cognition of hu-
mans, and time — a place where human and nature meet each other (Palang
2001, 9). This point of view is common — a similar definition was suggested
among others by the archaeologist Michael Shanks (1997). The author of this
study agrees with this standpoint, and this definition serves as the basis of the
concept of landscape used in the following text. Thus, a landscape combines
nature, traces of human activities in the course of time, and time itself. So the
objects left by ancient settlers constitute elements of a landscape, not something
distinct from it.

Accordingly, one can distinguish between several landscapes and the spatial
borders between them. Apparently, when defining such borders, one can pro-
ceed from different circumstances, and it is not possible to avoid some subjec-
tivity. The result depends at least partly on the emphasis of one or another re-
searcher. No doubt all these areas reveal both natural and cultural singularity.
The author proceeded from the standpoint that in the part of North Estonia
where the area discussed in the present work belongs, the landscape borders
coincide with the natural ones. One landscape is the coastal area with its fishing
villages and harbours. The low areas in front of the glint differ from others by
their location between the sea and the limestone cliffs, remaining apart and
clearly secluded from the others. People have altered that area minimally in the
course of time, and its settlement is still rather sparse. The zone located on the
high limestone cliff near the glint edge is different from the coast. Mainly
covered with open lood’s (Swedish alvars)’, it is the area most altered by human
activities, both considering nature (open /ood’s instead of virgin forests) and the
creation of various permanent monuments. Throughout times also the settle-
ment has been densest here. The border between the areas to the south is rather
imaginary. But the latter area is characterized by thicker soils and in some
places also by massive forests. The number of stone graves and field systems
clearly visible in the terrain is lower than in lood’s, but on can find them there,
too. It seems that this area was not much in favour with people, and it remained
largely unmarked by establishing visible and lasting objects. At present, there
are rather large villages that do not have as extensive temporal dimensions as
the ones located on the limestone plateau near the edge of the bluff'’.

Archaeologists have been dealing with landscape since the beginning of the
discipline, but they have been interested in its natural environment. The sur-
rounding environment or find context was mentioned at least briefly while

’ In the present study the Estonian word lood will be used instead of the Swedish

alvar because despite some similarities they are, in fact, different concepts.
' Several villages that might reach back to prehistory were scattered during the land
consolidation carried out in Estonia in the 19th century.
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excavating a site or coming across a stray find. Nevertheless, it is true that usu-
ally no comprehensive observations or analyses were carried out in earlier
times.

Similarly to other countries, Estonian archaeologists considered the land-
scape or, to be more precise, nature to be an important factor while studying the
past, and that tradition has continued for a long time. Constantin Caspar And-
reas Grewingk, for example, described the find spot in Kunda in the second half
of the 19™ century by studying its natural environment to analyse the conditions
in which the settlement was formed (Grewingk 1882). The same tradition was
continued by later archaeologists while the emphasis on natural conditions was
most characteristic of Stone Age settlement. For example, a study by Arne
Michaél Tallgren (1922) enlarged upon the ancient natural conditions and on
the need to learn to know them while studying the spread of the Stone Age
settlement (Tallgren 1922). That approach became generally accepted in the
study of ancient settlement, and it has been used until present. As it is not neces-
sary to itemize all such studies, only a few will be presented as examples. The
year 1934 witnessed the publication of an article by Richard Indreko. It ana-
lysed the development of prehistoric settlement and the role of nature and
landscape in it; still, landscape was used as a synonym for the natural environ-
ment. The study focused on Stone Age settlement; its distribution, displace-
ment, and the activities of everyday life were connected with the natural condi-
tions and with the number of finds of different times with regard to the coast.
One of the central problems for him was the shift to agriculture. Although the
settlement of later periods, including the last centuries of Estonian prehistory, is
also briefly mentioned, it remained marginal. The latter is explained by the fact
that Indreko was, first and foremost, a researcher of the Stone Age who pointed
out only some common trends of development considering the later prehistoric
periods (Indreko 1934).

While the natural environment was at first valued mostly in the study of the
Stone Age, then gradually the focus started shift to the later periods. The
collection of articles “The hill forts of ancient Estonia” (1939) is a good
example of this trend. Although the articles followed the object- and artefact-
centred trend, which was popular in Estonia at that time, most of them still pro-
vide an overview of the natural environment where the sites under study were
located. However, the collection focused on nature rather than landscape (e.g.
Indreko 1939; Schmiedehelm 1939; Moora & Saadre 1939). A similar approach
to the natural environment continued during the Soviet period (cf. e.g. Jaanits
1959; Moora 1966; Schmiedehelm 1955) and its in-depth mode it is still used at
present (e.g. II; Kriiska 2002a; 2003; Lang 1996a; 2000a; Moora 1998; Mégi
2002b). However, the concept of landscape as a whole that consists of different
components has lately gained popularity. Thus, the study of landscape, mainly
one of its components — nature — has a long tradition in Estonian archaeology,
and it has been dealt continuously as one research area. Since the mid- 1990s
the problems connected with the research of the landscape have been ap-

84



proached more widely, not mainly from the angle of physical geography. It is
valid for both archaecology and human geography (Lang 2006; Peil et al. 2004).

The previous discussion was only a brief glimpse of how landscape is inter-
preted as the natural environment, settled and used by people in different time
periods. At the same time the author provided a number of more theoretical
explanations and conceptions about the essence of the landscape, which can be
used while searching for answers. The present text makes no claim for
completeness; rather it is a subjective selection from the literature available for
the author. Some of the studies are more general, others are more specific; some
of them were also used for the present study. In contemporary archaeological
literature the socio-symbolic dimension of landscape is often emphasized —
landscape exists because people perceive, experience, and contextualize it
(Knapp & Ashmore 2000, 1). Researchers of other disciplines generally share
this opinion. For example, the anthropologist Barbara Bender thinks that land-
scapes are created by people through their experiences and connection to the
surrounding world. At the same time she pays attention to the fact that the way
how people of the past, as well as the traditional cultures of the present, might
have understood the landscape may proceed from positions that significantly
differ from ours. She holds the view that the main reason is that in present wes-
tern cultures the perception of landscape proceeds from the egocentric position,
where landscape is often what is visible in terrain. In traditional cultures, as was
possibly characteristic of earlier times, what remains behind the visible land-
scape (both directly and indirectly) is often more important and the experience
of landscape is not based on the egocentric position (Bender 1993, 1). At first
such a position seems conflict with the opinions of Christopher Tilley and other
representatives of the phenomenology of the landscape, whose starting point in
studying the landscape is the ancient man who saw the surrounding landscape,
perceived it, and explained it. Nevertheless, it does not mean proceeding from
some concrete person or ego, who sees the surroundings and interprets it. The
aim is both concrete and abstract at the same time — to understand landscape in
the way the people in the past might have understood it."" This approach tries to
(re)create the landscape with humans — a space where the presence of human
beings in some concrete place is decisive. Thus, the previously mentioned
contradiction is avoided. A concrete approach helps to prevent generalizations,
and a place acquires its personal essence and ‘personality’. Since these studied
or, to be precise, this approach has had a strong impact on me, then Tilley’s
interpretations and opinions will be revisited below.

Landscapes reveal considerable diversity, indeed. There are intact natural land-
scapes, agrarian landscapes created by people, and town landscapes shaped in
the course of centuries. All of them keep changing; every successive phase in

"It is the use of phenomenology in landscape studies. An overview of phenome-

nology as a discipline can be found in e.g. Moran 2004; its proponents have published
separate treatments (e.g. Husserl 1964; Merleau-Ponty 1962).
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their development includes both earlier and possible future phases. Although the
physical landscape may change dramatically, the previous states remain con-
cealed on the mental level (cf. also Peil 2001). Analysis of such mental layers is
a key to the interpretation of landscape and its essence. Whether and to what
extent it can be successful is another question.

People in the same place feel, experience, and interpret their surrounding
landscape in different ways. Although the point of departure is the same, one
can suppose that there exist as many different experiences and perceptions of
landscape as there are people. Undoubtedly, some groups of people (e.g. con-
temporary people, people of the same age, natives) share many commonalities
with regard to their landscape experience and world view, but the details
probably do not overlap. It is also difficult to value the landscape perception of
the past people on the basis of the understandings and points of view of modern
people. There is no doubt that ancient people had different attitudes towards
their surrounding landscape, ascribing different meanings to it and perceiving it
in different ways. It is clearly impossible to restore such attitudes, but some-
thing can be assumed on the basis of the situation of archaeological sites, as
well as by the relations they had towards the surrounding nature and by ana-
lysing them as a whole. If people stay in one place for a longer time, some kind
of mental bond is created. People get to know their surroundings; personal
experience are connected with places, and personal lives are interwoven with
them. Thus, the biographies of people relate to certain places and become a part
of the biographies of those places (e.g. Bender 1993; Tilley 1994; Knapp &
Ashmore 2000, 21).

While geographers, for whom landscape is their main object of study, inter-
pret it in various ways, then archaeologists discuss it in even more different
ways. Thus, there are several explanations and approaches for the term /land-
scape, and different possibilities are used for research. In landscape archaeology
as well as in archaeology in general, there is a variety of opinions, explanations,
and interpretations, and it is impossible to state that the understanding and
interpretation of some researcher is more correct than those of others. The
unanimity of the archaeologists who deal with landscape lies in the acceptance
of different opinions; no approach is right or wrong in itself; different ap-
proaches can significantly complement each other. Still, there is a common
feature shared by landscape archaeologists — the emphasis on landscape and
turning the latter from the passive background of human activities to an active
component, something that had a big impact. The starting point of a landscape-
archaeological study is always some concrete place, and the following study, no
matter what it will be, proceeds from it. Every place is unique with its own
characteristic parameters, conditions, and states. It is only natural that the latter
are different everywhere, resulting in different human activities and/or settle-
ment history. Which viewpoint will be used for studying some place depends on
the concrete researcher, his/her aims, means, knowledge, interests, and many
other things.
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Researchers distinguish between several approaches in landscape archaeology.
A collection of articles on modern theoretical archacology, edited by Robert W.
Preucel and Ian Hodder (Preucel & Hodder 1996) presents four general ap-
proaches, which accommodate many other approaches and bring together on a
more general level several landscape-archaeological studies. They have already
been briefly discussed in Estonian archaeological literature (I1, 112; Lang 2001,
78-79), but they will be presented once again from the perspective of the
present study.

One of the approaches presented in this book comprises studies where land-
scape is viewed as a living environment. In that case a study focuses on the past
conditions of some concrete area in periods when people lived there. Attention
is paid to site catchment analyses, nature, and climate (Preucel & Hodder 1996,
32-33). This approach is rather secure; its results present an authentic picture
about the environmental conditions because their reconstruction is based on
variable methods of natural sciences that can be tested and the obtained data can
be compared with each other. I think that this approach provides a good ground-
work for studying concrete places and the groups of people who inhabited them.
As noted, such methods of physical geography have been widely used in the
study of prehistoric human settlement in Estonia, and their use has yielded
several important results in the study of the Stone Age and the Metal Age (e.g.
Moora 1972; 1998; Lougas et al. 1996; Veski & Lang 1996; Kriiska 1999;
2003; Kriiska & Lougas 1999; Raukas et al. 1999; Valk & Karukipp 1999; Laul
& Kihno 1999). However, this kind of analysis is not enough because it is
impossible to reduce all human behaviour to the utilization of the existing natu-
ral conditions. Not all places that had proper conditions for some kind of acti-
vities were used for them. Thus, the decisions to use or not to use some site are
based on cultural choices. Similarly, the pollen analyses” do not provide the real
picture of who grew some plant and where and how he/she did it.

In a number of studies landscape is discussed as a system where all the
known archaeological sites are placed in a common pattern. In addition, one
takes into account the surrounding area outside that was used for different pur-
poses in the past. Because in most cases there exist connections between the
location of archaeological sites and the economic and social order of the so-
ciety, it is first of all considered suitable for the study of economy and social
structure (Preucel & Hodder 1996, 33). Lewis Binford, who represents that
approach, considers archaeological data to be at best a static pattern of asso-
ciation of things found in time and space; to understand it, archaeologists must
have a profound understanding of the dynamics of cultural adaptations. One has
also to understand the connections between the cultural systems of the past and
the character of their by-products that have been preserved to the present (e.g.
tools, graves, etc). It is the only possibility to gain on the ground of archaeo-
logical material some kind of overview about the cultural system that brought
them into being. According to Binford, ethno-archaeological studies are most
suitable for the establishment of such links (Binford 1996, 39—40). Thoughts in
the vein of this approach can also be found in many studies by Estonian
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archaeologists. Usually, they are not emphasized, but some similar features can
be found, for example, in the studies by Marika Mégi and Valter Lang (cf. Migi
2002a-b; Lang 2002).

In general, one has to keep in mind that deriving cultural meanings solely
from the relations between man and their surrounding environment can lead to
the point when the researcher may not cognize the need to understand ancient
people anymore because it is thought that their ideology can only be related to
the material remains and the environment (Hodder 1988, 18).

In the approach called ‘landscape as power’, landscape is viewed as a mani-
pulation tool both in ideological dominance and restriction. Attention is paid to
the contradictions and conflicts that can emerge in the perceived environment,
which are manifested in power relations (Preucel & Hodder 1996, 32). No doubt
this is one possibility, but several other agents in such power relations must also
be taken into consideration because landscape is only of them. One can find
insights into the use of landscape for domination in a society by some group, for
example, when interpreting Estonian stone graves (e.g. Ligi 1995, 216, 222—
223; Maigi 2004a, 140-141), when analysing fortified settlements and open
settlements (Ligi 1995, 214-215), and when analysing the relations between the
hill forts and the settlement sites of the later period (e.g. Lavi 2002, 261-263).
And yet there is not always a clear emphasis on the assumption that people had
knowingly used the landscape as a form of social manifestation. Inclusion of the
dimension of landscape into the respective analyses and discussion is important
and will be used in the following text.

When dealing with landscape as an experience, one studies how the natural
environment has acquired several culturological meanings; one also studies how
people might have perceived their surroundings and what the landscape might
have looked like at the time when people used to live there (Preucel & Hodder
1996, 32-33). The landscape-phenomenological studies by Christopher Tilley,
mentioned previously, can be categorized under the latter approach. The author
proceeds from concrete archaeological objects located in concrete landscapes.
He analyses them from the standpoint of someone who is in the landscape, that
is, pays attention to the views and perspectives that open up from the archaeo-
logical sites onto the surroundings and the other way round — from afar to
archaeological sites. He also considers important moving in the landscape,
roads, paths, etc. (Tilley 1993; 1994; 2004; 2008). At the same time other re-
searchers have pointed out that archaecological sites constitute only a small part
of the landscape, and although they played an important part in the lives of
ancient people, the need to know and to consider wider landscape is necessary
for a more detailed analysis (Knapp & Ashmore 2000, 4).

Phenomenological landscape archaeology differs from others by reckoning
the physical presence of people in some place in the landscape. Generally,
phenomenology tries to understand how people understand and perceive the
world; it is an attempt to catch the real essence of things and phenomena, the
phenomena as they manifest themselves to the consciousness, to the cognizer
(Moran 2004, 4). The main goal of the phenomenological landscape treatment
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can be deduced from the latter — analysing the landscape through the people in
the landscape. Man sees, cognizes, perceives, and interprets his surroundings;
different places make different impressions; each human being perceives them
differently. Also in the art of past societies as well as in the traditional societies
of the present, the landscape is viewed not so much according to its visual look
but through an impression, meaning, importance and perception; sites are
cognized from the inside (Thomas 1993, 21). Such an attitude differs from that
of the present western society, where a space, area, or site where some (human)
action takes place is usually treated in a rather abstract way. They remain uni-
versal and neutral by their nature, lacking depth and forming only a background
for something more important; or they are perceived simply as a container for
human activities. Thus, one can neglect the fact that a place might effectuate
the concrete human behaviour that took place in it.. Phenomenological land-
scape discussion considers a place to be a medium, something that is tightly
interwoven with human actions, and the two can not be separated. It is thought
that such a space is created socially and that different societies, groups, and
individuals live and act in it. Therefore, there is no uniform overwhelming
space; instead there exist several parallel and/or partially overlapping spaces.
Such spaces are created in the course of the everyday practices of individuals
and/or groups all over the world. Humanized space is then both the medium and
its outcome, restricting and enabling it at the same time. Thus, meaningful space
subsumes various connections between the physical environment, somatic states
of the body, and diverse different activities (e.g. cognition and mental reprise,
moving), as well as the relations between people and the landscape. Socially
created space is a combination of the cognitive, physical, and emotional compo-
nents, which can be reproduced but remains always open for changes.

Places and sites in the landscape are not similar, and knowledge of the
specifics of some place is vital for understanding it. A place as such lacks fixed
essence; instead it has a relative character and value that is always and every-
where created through the relations between people and places. Understanding
the importance of the space that surrounds people always includes a degree of
subjectivity, and it can not be handled separately from the symbolically const-
ructed worlds of people as social beings. Such a space is more abstract, and it
creates a context for the latter, at the same time acquiring its meanings from
special places. Also, the experience of space is never neutral but depends on
age, gender, social position, and relations with others persons. Thus the sur-
rounding space can not be a container only; people live in it and through it.
Space is comprised of places; knowledge about them grows out from people’s
experiences, feelings, and thoughts. Space exists only as a network of connec-
tions between things and/or places and is thus created by the social relations and
both natural and cultural objects (Tilley 1994, 9-11, 17).

Both the personal and cultural identity of people is connected with place that
is a smaller unit; its meaning derives from its existential or experienced con-
sciousness.
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Places are always more than just dots or locations because they possess va-
rious meanings and values for people. In order to understand some place,
phenomenological discussion considers most important to know its indivi-
duality. Cognition of a place and/or landscape, understanding it, and, accor-
dingly, its use differs in a society, and this knowledge can be controlled or used
for domination. It is also possible to prohibit or conceal knowledge of some
concrete places for some individuals and so to create premises for power as a
form of domination (Tilley 1994, 9-11, 14-15, 26). Archaeological sites often
represent ideologically shaped landscapes. At the same time one must take into
consideration that in the past landscape was not inhabited by the integrated so-
ciety; everyday life has always been plagued with various contradictions. The
same landscapes might have been understood differently by different people,
and the relation to it might also have been different. Therefore, one has to pay
attention to the dominating landscape and to the restricting space(s) (Thomas
1993, 28-29).

People who live in some place learn to know it in detail in the course of their
everyday life. Everything in the landscape has a meaning for them: stones, trees,
bodies of water as well as fields, roads, and other man-made or man-shaped
objects created through times. In addition to the visible, one has to take into
account the knowledge that may come from history, that is, legends and oral
history. Biographies of places are intertwined with the biographies and social
identities of people. Thus, it is possible, while moving on a path, to interpret the
landscape (and with it also the path) as a narrative with the emerging layers and
levels of different ages and the conscious. Such meaningful places and land-
scapes in a broader sense enable meaning, assurance, and importance for the
settlers; so the place ensures him/her the sense of belonging and knowledge of
his/her roots (Tilley 1994, 26-34).

While trying to form a general idea about ancient people in the landscape, it
is not enough to compile distribution maps, which implies seeing everything
from the above. It is also of major importance how some object was seen in its
concrete place in the landscape. What is seen is better understood while moving
from one place to another whereby visible experience is accompanied by invi-
sible experience and knowledge. Thus, the phenomenological approach stresses
the importance of being in the landscape. While analysing the place, the pre-
sence of human beings is reckoned with. Also, it is of importance that material
things, created by people, are animated by meaningful social relations and not
mechanical relations between things (Thomas 1993, 28-30). Proceeding from
this view, I have previously analysed the cup-marked stones and stone-cist
graves in the surroundings of Kuusalu and Lake Kahala (III); more recently, the
same principles were applied to the analysis of North-Estonian river landscapes
Iv).

There are of course other possible approaches to the study of landscape;
some of them may be classified under the previously described four general ap-
proaches; others remain beyond them. Different approaches pay more or less
attention to one or another aspect, and landscape is viewed as representing dif-
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ferent philosophies. The socio-symbolic dimensions of the landscape are often
emphasized; landscape exists only because it is cognized, perceived, and con-
textualized by people (Knapp & Ashmore 2000, 1). Whilst the latter does not
imply physical altering of the landscape, then the importance it had upon
ancient people is not directly connected with how it is marked by archaeo-
logically detectable objects. And yet one can claim that mostly the presence of
people has left some marks that can be investigated by archaeologists. At the
same time it is clear that also those places that lack archeologically detectable
traces of ancient settlement or marks of human activities were also important. It
is also evident that objects that were meant to be visible and to endure through
ages were established in some places. Examples include monumental stone
graves. Settlement sites and farm sites that also enable diversified information
were left behind by the settlement; they reflect several aspects of (everyday)
life. They are traces that people did not think of leaving behind; they were not
created consciously as such. This topic will be revisited below.

Other proposed approaches to landscape include ideational, conceptualized,
and/or constructed landscapes. Constructed landscapes are the ones created by
people (e.g. building a grave) and also the ones without any archaeological
objects but which belonged to their (everyday) life and were/are filled with
ideas and emotions. The latter characterize mobile groups who transfer their
thoughts and beliefs into the world and the environment as they find it. Seden-
tary communities, on the contrary, shape their landscapes in more visible
ways — buildings, field systems, graves, etc. leave (more) permanent traces
(Knapp & Ashmore 2000, 10—11). North-Estonian landscapes, discussed in this
study, belong to this category. One can broaden this claim to most Estonian
landscapes. They have always been part of people’s everyday life, even if it was
only a brief contact, for example, a migration route or used for some purpose
(e.g. hunting).

Conceptualized landscapes gain their importance through social activities
and experience; they are characterized by strong religious, artistic, and other
cultural meanings. Bearers of the latter meanings are more natural objects than
monuments and other phenomena of material culture that may be absent in the
landscape.

Ideational landscapes are at the same time mental and emotional and possess
wider meaning than sacred or symbolic landscapes. Such landscapes may in-
clude moral messages, retell mythic (hi)stories, and encode genealogies. How-
ever, they need not always represent any ideological doctrine (Knapp & Ash-
more 2000, 10-13). Australian aboriginals, for example, deal landscape that
way (cf. e.g. Tagon 2000).

Although it is possible to distinguish landscapes in this way theoretically, it
is not always possible in reality. One and the same place can be treated as re-
constructed and, for example, conceptualized. It seems to be most evident con-
sidering the two previous approaches — there is no doubt that a conceptualized
landscape includes deep mental meanings (in fact, all places and landscapes
include it, it depends only, for whom), religious and cultural landscapes include
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some moral statements and, why not, also stories of (mythological) forefathers,
thus being the genealogical basis for the settlers. An essay by Valter Lang
considering the religious and symbolic arrangement represents such a study in
Estonia. When analysing consecrated time and the space of landscape, he finds
that the mental aspect played an important role in the formation of settlement
centres, and people might prefer places where some supernatural power was
evident in some way. That supernatural power can be apparent in the landscape
features that differ from the ordinary landscape in something. He considers that
such a place in North Estonia is the limestone bluff, especially in places with a
sea view (Lang 1999a). In such places the edge of the glint might have been of
mental importance, which affected the selection of the site for building a grave.
If and how essential the vicinity was when considering a site for living will be
discussed below.

Morphological features of local landscapes are increasingly considered to be the
source and subjects of symbols, and they are often associated with forefathers.
Also of importance is the concept that landscape contains more than just a one-
dimensional neutral relation between people and nature. It is also often regarded
as a materialization of memory that confirms social and individual histories.
Memory in turn emphasizes continuity in the landscape, often by re-use, re-
interpretation, re-establishment, and re-production. Landscape as memory is
thus related to the identity of people settling the place (Knapp & Ashmore 2000,
1-14 and references). Such a point of departure has been the basis for several
ethno-archaeological studies. Susanne Kiihler, for example, explained the mea-
ning of landscape for the settlers of the island of New Ireland in Melanesia. She
contrasts western understandings that consider landscape as a ground onto
which several processes are inscribed that can be measured and described, with
the people of that place who imagine the landscape as memory. Accordingly,
landscape is memory rather than a process; creation of images and their visible
forms are connected rather to the process of remembering and forgetting than to
the list of separate memories (Kiichler 1993, 85-86). Such an approach is lar-
gely associated with the previous ones; connectedness with some place was
probably felt mainly through ancestors who might be equalized with places
where they once lived or stayed. Such presence of ancestors might be connected
with distinct places, that is, places that were different from the common land-
scape and which were associated with oral history and beliefs. This approach
grasps the study of landscape in several layers and will be used both in con-
nection with burial sites as well as settlement sites.

Like many others the English archaeologist Chris Scarre has emphasized the
need for trying to understand symbolic or cosmological meanings of concrete
places under study and to do it despite the fear that such a way of research
might be looked on as not a scientific but an emphatic approach to the past. He
stresses that archaeological objects are located in special places in landscape
that had various meanings both to the people who created them and to their
descendants in later periods. He thinks that the relationship between the land-
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scape and monuments could be regarded as a dialogue and not as an opposition
between nature and culture (Scarre 2002a, 3, 8). Scarre used such an approach
in the study of megalithic buildings, but it can generalize it to a larger or smaller
scale to the whole ancient settlement. Thus, landscape is both a frame for hu-
man activities and human creation. People live and act in the landscape that
existed already before them; they complement it and add new layers also to the
pervious suppositions and ideas about the landscape. Some of these ideas are
related to large geographical or topographical features, which have always
existed, and people have had and still have to reckon with them. They include
rivers, lakes, and mountains, which in the course of time have been part of
common knowledge and landscape experience and, thus, part of people’s mental
landscapes (Bergh 2002, 139).

In addition to landscape as a natural whole and its relationship to archaeo-
logical objects, the importance of landscape features in traditional cultures has
been studied separately; the results have been used in the research of prehistoric
settlement. So the mental importance of rivers and waterfalls for local people
has been studied, for example. Drawing parallels one may guess that rivers, or
at least some of them, occupied a certain place in the religious world of pre-
historic people. Valuing rivers and waterfalls seems to be rather universal, and
this claim is valid, for example, with regard to Australian aboriginals (Tagon
2000), Sami (Bradley 2002, 6) and ancient Greeks (Bradley 2002, 23 and refe-
rences). It has been thought about the British Neolithic that those rivers that
were considered as borders or places where communication with the spiritual
world took place were reflected in myths. Rivers were at the same time both
obstacles for movement and also mediators in communication, open roads
through places and worlds (Edmonds 1999, 21, 99). In addition to more general
studies about rivers and their surroundings, there are also some studies dealing
with sacrifices offered to rivers and also other bodies of water (Bradley 2002,
51 et seq.). The existence of such sacrifices in their turn indicates the impor-
tance of these waterbodies for humans. There are also some Estonian studies of
settlement on the banks of rivers and the possible symbolic meaning of rivers.
On the one hand, they can be regarded as natural borders that in some cases
separate settlement units (e.g. Lang 1996a, 399, Figs. 120, 121, 123), on the
other, they constitute a special kind of axis around which the settlement has
concentrated through ages (IV, 185). No doubt that rivers, similarly to other
waterbodies, have through times been an important element for people both in
the physical as well as the mental landscape. As other sites in the landscape, dif-
ferent bodies of water had different importance — whichever it was — and it
should at least partially become apparent from the archaeological objects sur-
rounding them.

In many places of the world especially waterfalls are considered as mentally
important places where different worlds met. Some researchers have interpreted
such places according to Mircea Eliade as meeting spots of three different
worlds — the underworld, upper world, and middle world, that is, the earth —a
place where the centre of the world might be experienced, where axis mundi is
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located (Eliade 1987). It has been claimed that such places reveal a strong
connection between different levels of existence (Tacon 2000, 37; an appli-
cation of Eliade’s views to Estonian archaeological objects can be found in
Lang 1999a). One can agree with this view in the part that considers the pos-
sible mental importance of waterfalls. Undoubtedly they are prominent and
distinct from the surroundings, which may have resulted in special attention.
The interpretation of waterfalls as places where the centre of the world was
experienced remains more open, but at the same time there are data from several
cultures that different worlds met in such places (Tagon 2000, 40). It remains
beyond doubt that waterfalls as special liminal places were given a special
attitude. In each case it probably depended on a concrete place and the oral
tradition, as well as the related beliefs. Archaeological sites near waterfalls can
give some information about them, but at the same time their absence does not
necessarily signal the lack of importance considering the waterfall. Signs of
human activities may be lacking in the vicinity of such natural objects for the
opposite reason — it might have been a so-called closed place that was regulated
by different rules (cf. e.g. Tagon 2000, 38). Such an interpretation could give us
some reasons why no archaeological sites are known in the vicinity of the
waterfalls of Keila-Joa.

In addition to rivers and waterfalls, there are studies of other natural sites,
which were considered important by humans but often remained or left un-
marked. Such sites include, for example, caves, mountains, boulder fields, and
also trees and forests. Richard Bradley analysed the possibility of archaeo-
logical study of such sites that have often remained unaltered by people but
which still were obviously considered important in the past (Bradley 2002). He
points out that the conception of nature might in itself be a feature of Western
philosophy. Investigating natural sites is significant because they were relevant
in the minds of ancient people. Several acts, such as sacrifices, may have been
carried out in such places; their importance might be emphasized through
creating some artwork in the vicinity or depicting them in works of art. Also,
the remains of such sites (e.g. pieces of stone, branches of trees) could have
been taken elsewhere (Bradley 2002, 34). This approach has its possibilities
also in Estonia; I have used it already on a small scale mainly in the framework
of other topics (cf. e.g. III; IV; V; VI). However, there are more objects that
might be studied by using this approach; one of them could be, for example
boulder fields found in several places in North Estonia. Their vicinity has not
been studied archaeologically; nor are there any known archaeological sites in
their vicinity. At the same time there is no doubt that people were aware of them
and searched for reasons and meanings of their existence. These meanings
remain unknown, but because of the lack of archaeological sites in their
neighbourhood, several assumptions may be made.

Arthur Bernard Knapp and Wendy Ashmore presented four potential ap-
proaches in the foreword to a collection of articles in landscape archacology. In
addition to the previously described approach ‘landscape as memory’, there is
landscape as identity, landscape as social order, and landscape as transfor-
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mation. When claiming landscape as the creator of identity and its expresser, it
appears that people, while speaking and thinking about some places or regions,
use ritual, symbolic, or ceremonial terms. The places where such an attitude has
been applied, in turn, re-create and express socio-cultural identity. In that case,
for example, special attention is paid to remarkable landscape features and
transformations between distinct ecological zones (Knapp & Ashmore 2000,
14-15 and references). It is in line with the previous claim that some natural
places are emphasized by intentional neglect, which is important in the study of
local landscapes. Some places in Estonia probably also reflect such an attitude.
One of them is probably the North-Estonian limestone bluff, which corresponds
well to the previously described conditions. It is a spectacular and unique
natural object that also reflects transition from one natural (but also cultural)
district to another. At present these areas are regarded as different landscape
districts, but the difference between them was obviously understandable also for
ancient people. When studying the Vihasoo-Palmse region, Lang claimed that
the glint edge served as the creator of the identity of the local people. Since the
Late Neolithic the settlement of the area converged in the vicinity of the lime-
stone bluff. Because it represents one of the few special landscape features in
North Estonia, then the oral traditions and myths of the family might be related
to it. Thus, through perpetuation in culture the limestone bluff bonds together
also the future generations, and the settlement continued there for millennia.
Naturally, Lang does not exclude the importance of favourable natural condi-
tions while choosing a place for living, but he also stresses the importance of
non-economic factors (Lang 2000a, 81).

Even now it is easy to recognize a number of such places, but several remain
probably unknown. It is problematic how to determine such places nowadays;
the existence of oral tradition is referred to in several cases, but none of them is
from the prehistoric times.

Landscape as social order offers a possibility to interpret the society. Such a
point of view is not only connected to dividing space for different activities but
also to a much wider conceptual landscape. It is thought that land(scape) is
created socially, and it plays an important role in channelling cultural relations;
landscape may become an important part in expressing the identity of both
individuals as well as social groups via human activities (Knapp & Ashmore
2000, 16). Among other things, ownership relations, which were manifested in
the permission to use some areas, their acquisition,, and their possible redistri-
bution, were substantial. It is plausible that in different areas the permissions
were different. One can suppose that in North Estonia it became quite clearly
evident between the areas on the coastal plain and on the plateau. Interpretation
of landscape as transformation proceeds from the premises that in every society
people localize themselves in different places, that is, they have various con-
ceptions considering the world and their place in it. As a result, stress, discon-
tent, or transformation may appear. Transformation of landscapes is most often
connected with cyclical time and persistence or conversion of social order. One
has also pay attention to the fact that landscapes include time in various quan-
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tities. In addition to the continuity and succession, landscape and its under-
standing may embody also changes and transformation. It is caused by the fact
that time and space meet spatially, but landscape includes several times and
many places (Knapp & Ashmore 2000, 18 and references).

The previous treatment is only a brief glimpse of some approaches used by
archaeologists in studying landscape. It can be understood that there is no uni-
versally accepted approach for solving the problems related to the topic of land-
scape. Everything starts from the researcher depending on his/her self-deter-
mination and other factors that can often be rather subjective. Although pre-
viously examples were provided about some distinct studies where different
study approaches had been used, there still are a number of studies that combine
features of several approaches that complement each other. Furthermore, it is
always not possible or there no need to divide landscape-archaeological studies
into narrow topics because several theoretical points of departure and develop-
ment and study schemes are used at the same time. The previously described
approaches do not exhaust all the possibilities of studying landscape archaeo-
logically. Still, many of them will be used on a smaller or larger scale below. It
is not possible to apply a single approach to such a wide topic as landscape
archaeology because various questions require different point of views, and thus
they can often be found in a combined mode in the present study.

As mentioned, the author uses several previously described approaches to
landscape by combining and complementing them. First, and on the most
general level the study method called landscape as environment for living by
Hodder and Preucel is used to create a generalized understanding of the local
conditions of the study area on a micro scale. No doubt, the existing natural
conditions had great importance on the formation of settlement and the use of
landscape, especially during the early phases of human history. And yet it is not
possible to explain everything in the use of landscape by ancient settlement only
by analysing specific natural conditions. Therefore, this approach will be
combined with the phenomenological views that emphasize people’s landscape
experience. Also, this approach can possibly be used while studying all ages
and societies. A the same time one has to emphasize once more the need to keep
in mind that each individual perceives landscape differently, and it depends on
various factors whereby the understandings and approaches of an archaeologist
studying the landscapes differ significantly from those of the ancient people
he/she studies. At present there are probably no two persons who, while staying
in the landscape, share an identical perception of some place or the landscape as
a whole. Also, the results of a landscape-archaeological study always represent
just one possibility and not any solid statements and the final truth, and that is
why the present text should be taken in a similar vein.

Before moving on to the landscapes of the study area and its archaeological
sites, one has to explain the representativeness of archaeological sites. It is pro-
bably one of the primary questions when dealing with the ancient settlement of
some area. What is the proportion of discovered archaeological sites? Un-
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doubtedly, some sites have not yet been discovered while conducting the pre-
sent study even in those places that have been repeatedly inspected; part of them
will remain undiscovered also in future. The problem is wider because one can
never take for granted that an area lacking archaeological sites was completely
unsettled and/or unused. Although there may have been no permanent settle-
ment, people could have used the area for other purposes. Moreover, some
human activities do not leave any permanent traces in the landscape. Also, the
discovery of settlement sites remains somewhat problematic. Their discovery
depends on many circumstances, including the present-day land use. Land
improvement might have destroyed the ancient cultural layer, and the topmost
soil layer at present might have been lowermost soil in the past. At the same
time one has to take into consideration that there need not be archacological
sites everywhere where people have been. Objects that were meant to last and
be visible (e.g. stone graves) were established only in special places in the
landscape and only in certain periods. There is no reason to suppose that in
these times and/or places where monumental stone graves are absent were
uninhabited by people or that people did not bury their dead. The same is true of
field remains — undoubtedly, fields were cultivated also in other places besides
those restricted areas where ancient field remains are known. The number of
settlement and farm sites from the period since the Bronze Age until the Viking
Age is small, but it does not mean that there was no settlement. The present
study will also address these topics.
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LANDSCAPE STUDIES

The articles of the present study were written in 1999-2009. For this reason the
setup of problems and their emphasis are somewhat different. Mainly two diffe-
rent approaches have been used — one of them is humans in the surrounding
natural environment and the second is humans and landscape. The first ap-
proach uses a concrete and maybe a narrower point of view; the second one is
wider and more generalizing. First of all both of them concern people’s adap-
tation to some concrete place characterized by its specific features. Also, the
research areas in North Estonia are common.

People and natural environment:
North-Estonian nature, its peculiarities,
and effect on human settlement

North Estonia has often been considered a monotonous area with a flat surface
that is made more expressive only by bodies of water and the edge of glint. Big-
ger slopes and rises are absent, and plains predominate (Fig. 2). On the micro
scale, however, there are several ridges in the landscape that are distinct from
the surroundings. The previously mentioned waterbodies — rivers, brooks, lakes,
springs, and the vicinity of the North-Estonian limestone bluff with sea views —
offer some variety. In addition, there are bogs and mires and in some places also
karst (V). Also, boulders and boulder fields, sandy areas, forests, and occasional
old trees offer some variety.

The natural environment has always influenced people and a good know-
ledge of local nature is needed for understanding the place under study and its
human activities. People’s choices and activities depend largely on what the
surrounding environment has to offer. The latter both enables and restricts eco-
nomic activities. However, people also carry out such acts that are not as-
sociated with subsistence strategies, for example, choosing a place for erecting a
grave (I1L; V).

While studying people and their natural environment palaeoecological data
have often been used in addition to the archaeological material. In Estonia such
studies were intensified in the mid-1990s in the framework of the aforemen-
tioned PACT programme. In the present study one of the central places of the
study area, the surroundings of Lake Kahala, was an area where palaco-
ecological studies had been carried out. On the basis of pollen analyses four
main phases of land use were distinguished. The first stage was dated to the
Mesolithic when forest was unstable. The second phase was in the period from
the Neolithic until the Bronze Age. It is characterized by the cutting of forests
and possible grazing. The third phase covered the period from the Bronze Age
until the Pre-Roman Iron Age. and its main characteristic was slash-and-burn
agriculture. The last phase in land use started in the Late Iron Age when the
main human impact was arable farming, the existence of possible permanent
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fields. and cattle breeding (Saarse et al. 1999, 373, 399). Thus, people affected
the local natural environment in the surroundings of Lake Kahala for the first
time ca 5000-3000 BC (Saarse et al. 1999, 397). According to the valid periodi-
zation of Estonian prehistory, it was the Early and Middle Neolithic (Lang &
Kriiska 2001, 89, Fig. 1).

No Stone Age settlement has been excavated in the surroundings of Lake
Kahala as yet, but the surface finds suggest that several of them belong already
to the Late Mesolithic (Fig. 3). Although the pollen diagram shows no influence
on the nature of this place, there is still no reason to date the settlement sites
with quartz artefacts only to the end of the Late Mesolithic and/or to the Early
Neolithic. Rather, it may be possible that earlier small groups of people did not
change the nature to an extent that it would have left some detectable traces in
the pollen deposited in the sediments of the lake. It is more likely that people
settled in the landscape, altering it only to a small extent. The first concrete evi-
dence of the effect people on local nature is dated to 2900 BC when the number
of broad-leaved trees decreased abruptly, probably as a result of felling trees. It
was accompanied by an increase in ruderals and meadows. About 2000 BC the
relative importance of meadows increased concurrently with an increase of
plants growing in open areas; the pollen of cereals became apparent for the first
time. At the same time there was another decrease in the number of broad-
leaved trees. On this basis researchers suppose that landscape must have been
very open. There is no direct evidence of slash-and-burn agriculture, but the
pollen of cereals points to agriculture (Saarse et al. 1999, 397). In the vicinity of
the lake the Late Neolithic is represented by several settlement sites and stray
finds (Fig. 3). Thus, the archaeological data are in accordance with the palyno-
logical data.

In the period 1650-1300 BC witnessed some kind of regression considering
the human impact on nature — the forests of broad-leaved trees recovered and
spruce forests became larger. A change in the use of land took place ca
1300 BC — the rise in the number of broad-leaved trees stopped, and the quan-
tity of charcoal pieces in pollen samples, as well as in the pollen of cereals, indi-
cates extensive slash-and-burn agriculture. The short decline that lasted ca 200
years took place at the end of the Bronze Age and was replaced by the rise of
human impact in the Pre-Roman Iron Age. During this period it appeared espe-
cially in the increase of ruderal plants, as well as in the indicators of open mea-
dows and grazing. On this basis one can suppose that agriculture and cattle
breeding were common activities in the environs. The quantity of charcoal
pieces is still high, and it might suggest either slash-and burn agriculture or,
considering the number of graves in the surroundings of Lake Kahala, cre-
mation burials that had taken place there (Saarse et al. 1999, 397). It is true that
most of the excavated stone-cist graves in the surroundings of Lake Kahala
contained mainly unburned burials; and that is why the latter assumption may
be considered improbable. At the same time the ground might have been cleared
by slash-and-burn before erecting the graves. The archaeological evidence of
the Late Bronze Age and the Pre-Roman Iron Age is represented mostly by the
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stone-cist graves; ca 250 such graves are known in the surroundings of the lake.
There is also a hill fort and two settlement sites but no field remains of these
periods (Fig. 4). It seems that first and foremost it has been a ritually important
area used mainly for burying people.

New changes took place in ca 200 BC when the percentage of charcoal
particles decreased noticeably, accompanied by an increase in the indicators of
cultivation and ruderals. Also, cereals are still represented, but there is a notice-
able decrease in the indicators of open meadows and grazing. Researchers con-
nect it with the increased importance of agriculture and a decrease in grazing
(Saarse et al. 1999, 397-398). There is no doubt that the end of the Pre-Roman
Iron Age witnessed some changes in the settlement and land use of the area.
The stone-cist graves were probably still used in the surroundings of the lake;
the settlement site of Kalamie was established on the southern shore of the lake.
It is likely that forests had disappeared by that time, and the role of slash-and-
burn agriculture had diminished.

Pollen diagrams show a continuous human impact upon the local natural
environment during the Roman Iron Age and the following centuries (Saarse et
al. 1999, Fig. 10). There is only scanty archaeological evidence from this period
in the surroundings of Lake Kahala (I, 409—410, Fig. 3). In 2005 an area with a
cultural layer on the former seashore was discovered in the lands of Tsitre
village. The archaeological excavations unearthed pot shards characteristic of
the 5"-6™ centuries; the charcoal from the excavation plot was dated to the
period 399-539 AD (TIn 2940). Thus it is evident that people have continuously
lived and acted in this area, but it is difficult to find traces of settlement of that
time.

The broad-leaved trees are completely absent in the area in the Late Iron
Age; the pollen of cereals, especially the pollen of rye, is still present in the
sample. The quantity of charcoal is minimal, which has been interpreted as an
indicator of permanent fields (Saarse et al. 1999, 399). Several settlement sites,
as well as fossil fields, are known from the Viking Age (Fig. 5). Thus, the
archaeological data match the palaeoecological data (I, 413, Fig. 4).

A number of similar studies have been carried out in Estonia in the course of
time. Geographically the closest study was conducted in the surroundings of
Lake Maardu (Veski & Lang 1996). Also, in that place the palynological data
correspond rather well to the archaeological data. The only exception is the
period starting from 2300 BC when the pollen of cereals was continuously
deposited in the lake sediments, but archaeological finds are absent. Valter Lang
claims that this finding suggests inadequate archaeological research. At the
same time, a decrease in all the other indicators of human impact in the pollen
diagram follows at the end of the second millennium.

Thus palacoecology provides valuable additional information about the
environment of the past, which in combination with archaeological data offers a
better overview of nature and the activities of people.
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Landscape as a possible environment for living emerges clearly also when
studying the possible human settlement of the North-Estonian coastal plain (II).
While preparing the study, the author supposed that considering the known
finds and archaeological objects, the coastal plain might have been settled to a
certain extent also in the metal ages. Later fieldwork, first and foremost land-
scape inventories, presented new data also about previously known archaeo-
logical objects and led to the formation of new views. Archaeological research
in the coastal plain was carried out mainly in the objects of the Juminda penin-
sula (Fig. 6) and in Tsitre and Andineeme villages; but landscape inventory was
compiled in the wider area.

The following section will concentrate on the problems connected with the
existence or lack of permanent settlement in the metal ages mostly on the
example of the Juminda peninsula.

The Juminda peninsula reveals several possible archaeological sites that not
long ago were unstudied but were considered to be pit-grave cemeteries. All of
them were described by Oskar Parmas, who received his information, among
other things, from local inhabitants (cf. Parmas 1925, 78-93, 105). During the
fieldwork carried out in the summer of 2001, these sites were localized in the
landscape, and their character was elicited. The study of these archaeological
sites was of interest for many reasons, the main reason being that they are the
only archaeological sites in the Juminda peninsula, and they have never been
archaeologically investigated. For this reason, their preliminary dating to the
end of Estonian prehistory was only hypothetical. The author of this study
hoped to gain some information about the use of the area by determining the age
and character of the pit-grave cemeteries. Another aim was to search for other
archaeological sites from the same period in the vicinity of these cemeteries.
The main goal, however, was the collection of concrete data with regard to the
use of the coastal plain in these places.

Two ‘pit-grave cemeteries’ were supposed to be located in the lands of
Kolga-Aabla village. The first of them is situated ca 300 metres to the south-
east from the southernmost houses of the village and ca 200 m to the south-west
of the road to Leesi. The object is described as a round hillock with a diameter
of 13 m and with a height of 1.25 m; from where, according to Jaan Jung, small
pieces of bone, ashes, and coins had been found (Jung 1910, 81; Parmas 1925,
78-79). In nature this object was found on land that was gently sloping towards
the sea; at present the area is covered with pines and brushwood. A large
number of randomly located big granite stones can be found in the vicinity;
these stones are small compared with the boulders located a few hundred metres
to the east on higher ground. It appeared that the heap corresponded rather well
to the description although its shape was not round but oval. Its measurements
were ca 13 x 4 m, its height from the surrounding soil was ca 1 m. In order to
find possible constructions of the heap, a number of test pits were dug into it. It
appeared that it consisted of very dark soil that contained large pieces of
charcoal. Besides the charcoal, the soil also contained strongly burnt granite
stones and small debris of granite stones. It could well be that the latter had
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been confused with small pieces of bone in earlier times. Thus, the first heap of
Kolga-Aabla is not a pit grave cemetery but a site where intensive fire has been
lit in the course of a long period. '*C analyses were made from the gathered
charcoal, and according to them, the separate layers of the heap were dated to
the 10"-8™ centuries BC calibrated and to the 1*-3" centuries AD calibrated
(Vedru 2002, 45-46).

Another similar heap — Tondimégi (Ghost Hill) of Kolga-Aabla — was
situated ca 600 metres to the north-northeast from the latter and ca 50 m to the
east from the road to Leesi. According to a description from the first quarter of
the 20™ century, it was also a round heap with a diameter of 12 m and a height
of 2 metres. Again, the description was rather precise, but in this case, too, the
heap was not round but oval. Also in Tondimégi several test pits were dug into
the heap. Similarly to the first heap at Kolga-Aabla, Tondimégi revealed black
soil containing a lot of charcoal and small pieces of heavily burnt granite stones
under the turf layer. Nothing characteristic of the burials was found. The
gathered charcoal was analysed, and the determined age of the site was 64
centuries BC calibrated (Vedru 2002, 45-46). Thus, both heaps at Kolga-Aabla
were similar in that both sites revealed large quantities of charcoal and pieces of
heavily burnt granite stones, which is evidence of repeatedly made fires over a
long period of time. Because both heaps are located on the former coastline, one
could suppose that they are sites of signal fires near an ancient landing site or
sites of beacon fires on the coast. It is possible that a similar archacological site
was previously located in Parnamaée village in the Viimsi peninsula. There was
also a large heap that consisted of burnt stones, charcoal, and ashes (communi-
cation of Lang to the author).

Moving from Kolga-Aabla towards the tip of the peninsula, there is another
burial site between the villages of Kolga-Aabla and Kiiu-Aabla — a pit grave
cemetery in Suur-Liiv (Great Dune). It is a high sand dune near the sea; the
other edge of the dune reaches deeper into the inside area of the peninsula. At
present it still is an area with open sand where only single trees and bushes
grow. An extensive view opens up from the dune to the west, that is, towards
the sea. According to the local people, ‘bodies have emerged’ from the sand and
copper-coin pendants and silver finger rings have been found (Parmas 1925,
91-92). During the 2001 archaeological inventory, carried out on the high
southern part of the described dune, a number of human bones were found;
sometimes green copper pieces were observed (Vedru 2001, 8). It must be a
place where a pit-grave cemetery was located, but because of the absence of
finds it remained undated.

In Tapurla village, on the north-eastern shore of the peninsula, there is a site
where also human bones have been found. It is located to the west of village
buildings, also on the higher sand ridge where some pines grow at present. Once
two skeletons without any grave goods were found there (Parmas 1925, 105). In
the open sand ca 30-50 m from the present water line a few human bones were
found, and one can suppose that there had been a burial place with an unknown
dating (Vedru 2001, 10).
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In addition to the known burial places and probable places of signal lights,
there is some data about some other uncertain archaeological sites in the Ju-
minda peninsula. One of them is the grave hill of Leesi village that was located
on a terrain that sloped towards the sea. It is described as a hillock that raises
about 0.5 metres above the surrounding ground. According to the information
provided by local villagers, some coins were found from that heap. Also, Jung
mentions some silver and copper coins, as well as ashes and small pieces of
bones that had been found there (Jung 1910, 82; Parmas 1925, 83—84). This
place was not found during the 2001 inventory; but deciding on the basis of
similarities in these descriptions, one can assume that it was rather a base of
signal fire in earlier periods, similar to those at Kolga-Aabla.

The existence of another pit-grave cemetery has been mentioned in the
western cape of the Juminda peninsula, in Sééreotsa (Spit Tip), which is about 1
km north from Juminda village (Parmas 1925, 85-87). It is a low ground and in
parts very stony. In the north-western tip of the cape, not far from the water-
front, there is a basement of a small chapel. When moving from the base of the
chapel towards inland the ground rises remarkably, but the test pits did not yield
any finds.

In the eastern cape of the Juminda peninsula, called Koljunina (Skull Cape),
there is an archaeological object called Koljuvare (Skull Ruins)'% It is located
about 50 metres from the sea on the highest point in local terrain. It is a high
heap of stones with a diameter ca 20 m and a height of ca 2 m; its uppermost
layer consists mainly of relatively small granite stones. Because of its round-
shaped ground plan Koljuvare has been considered to be a stone grave (e.g. 11,
Fig. 2), but at present I think that it is not the case. Koljuvare is probably an
ancient seamark that used to be higher in earlier times and for this reason it was
visible from a longer distance on the sea (cf. in greater detail below). Thus, it
would be in the same system with the other sites located on the previous coast-
line of the Juminda peninsula and connected with seafaring. As to its construc-
tion and character it resembles the seamark of Andineeme, which is also a big
heap of stones.

A cup-marked stone is located about 20 m to the north-east from Koljuvare.
Such stones are rare in the open sea landscape. Evidently they give evidence of
the (repeated) visits of people and mark a place of importance in the landscape.

In addition to these sites, a hoard of coins consisting of four copper sesterces
was found in the village of Juminda. The coins were minted during the reign of
emperor Marcus Aurelius in 161-180 AD (Molvogin 1976). Researchers have
assumed that the coins were intended for re-smelting, or they represented luxury
goods of the time (Tamla & Kiudsoo 2005, 14).

Koljunukk (Skull Ledge) in Virve village is described as an object with un-
known date and character. It is located in a small cape in the northern end of the

"2 In 17th-century maps the tip of the Juminda peninsula was still marked as a separate
island.
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village. From the place that was located 5-6 m above the sea level offerings
were made to the ‘old man of Kolju’ (Skull) in order to ensure fishing luck, for
example (Jung 1910, 83; Parmas 1925, 61).

Tsitre, a place located north of Muuksi, was also probably connected with
maritime activities. A site on the shore of a former bay was used in the 5"—6"
centuries and also at the end of Estonian prehistory (Vedru 2005; 2006). In
Tsitre most numerous finds were pieces of ceramic vessels. According to
Marika Mégi, who studied harbour sites in the island of Saaremaa, a settlement
layer discovered on the coast is always considered a harbour site in Northern
Europe, even if there is nothing that would differ from an ordinary settlement
site at first glance (Médgi 2009 and references). Thus, Tsitre was probably a
landing and harbour site.

Although earlier researchers were sure that the coastal area was used in
certain seasons, the inland villages have been considered to be starting points
rather than coastal settlements. It is thought that coastal villages started to be
established only in the second half of the 13" century; in earlier times the
favourable areas on the seashore were divided between the inland villages.
Indeed, the Danish Account Book Liber Census Daniae, which lists villages
that existed in the first half of the 13™ century, did not mention any coastal villa-
ges. It is as late as in 1259 when Périspea village is first mentioned in written
sources. The village is located to the east of the Juminda peninsula, on the
northern tip of the Péarispea peninsula. Gradually other coastal villages were
added. According to written sources, the oldest village in the Juminda peninsula
is Juminda, which was first mentioned in 1290 (Johansen 1933, 250-251).
However, the first mention need not mean the year when the village was
founded. Furthermore, a number of villages that are not listed in the Danish
Account Book did exist, as can be judged on the basis of archacological finds.
Such villages as, for example, Tougu, Vohma, and [lumie that are located on
the North-Estonian coastal plain might have been inhabited (II), whereby this
opinion was grounded, among other things, on those archaeological sites that
were analysed above. Actually, the character of some of them was unknown
then, and the estimation based on the oral tradition gathered at the beginning of
the 20" century turned out to be inaccurate. Thus, there are archaeological ob-
jects, but do they represent local permanent settlers?

In the light of new knowledge acquired in the course of field work it is
worthwhile once more to analyse this topic and to search for answers to the
same question — were the Juminda peninsula and the other areas in the coastal
plain permanently settled or not? Through the ages there were times when the
coastal plain was inhabited and times when it was uninhabited. There is no
doubt that these areas were settled in the Stone Age. A number of places in the
coastal plain were inhabited already in the Mesolithic when favourable natural
conditions offered various resources, and their use enabled them rather easy
living. For example, there is a Mesolithic settlement site near the estuary of the
Jégala river in that period; it is also possible that the later JGesuu hill fort was
first settled already in the Mesolithic. The Mesolithic settlement site of Miiiiris-
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sepa in the village of Uuri was also situated on the former seashore. Additio-
nally, traces of settlement of that period have been detected in the lower reaches
of the Narva and Loobu rivers. In the latter place, the Vihasoo I settlement site
was inhabited at that time. In those places one is dealing with dwelling places
that corresponded to the conditions needed for foraging economy. However, the
coastal plain was settled also later, which is also proved by several settlement
sites. Sometime in the Early Neolithic, for example, the vicinity of the Kroodi
brook was settled, and people lived on the beach ridge of the Litorina Sea (Jaa-
nits 1959, 88; Jaanits et al. 1982, 66). Also, the settlement sites in Riigikiila on
the lower reaches of the Narva river (Kriiska 1999b, 173—177) and the Vihasoo
III-IV settlement sites are dated to the Early Neolithic (Kriiska 1997b). To
some extent the coastal settlement endured also the following millennia when
Jégala JGesuu and Rahunurme near the Valgejogi river were settled. However,
such settlement sites are known also elsewhere, for example, the vicinity of
Riigikiila was continuously inhabited (Kriiska 1999b, 178—180)." The location
of these settlement sites near river estuaries is rather similar to the previous
settlement that used foraging subsistence economy. However, the stone axes
gathered as stray finds are of later date, and they have been found in different
natural conditions. The find spots of stone axes, used mainly during the period
of cultivating economy, are in a different landscape and reflect the general
change in settlement. Although it is considered possible that stray finds were
purposefully relocated and left in places farther from settlement sites, there is
still no reason to argue that the areas of Juminda peninsula, for example, were
uninhabited at that time. Rather, one might argue that they were settled, or at
least constantly used. It is proved by the stone axe found in Leesi village;
several stone axes have been found also in the Viimsi peninsula in similar
natural conditions, that is, on the coastal plain.

After the Stone Age the settlement changed altogether, and the areas under
study were no exception. As the settlement generally shifted to the areas
suitable for agriculture, then one has to raise the question about the activities of
the coastal settlers. The soils of the Juminda peninsula (as well as other areas
with similar soils) were unsuitable for (early) tillage. Cultivating a field with
primitive tools was probably not possible on the soils of the coastal plain, and
there was probably no need for it because there were enough suitable lands in
the vicinity of the Juminda peninsula, and people moved to those areas in the
course of time. Thus, the group or groups of people who originally lived on a
combined economy that might include animal husbandry, for example, might
have relocated to places with more favourable conditions. Such a development
was more general, and the Late Neolithic and the Early Bronze Age, represented
in the archaeological material with stone axes, seem to be the periods of the
most extensive use of landscape in the study area. It could well be that the latter
means not the largest amount of people but the area where the corresponding

B It must still be kept in mind that by the Late Neolithic the previous coastal
settlements were already located inland due to the land uplift.
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finds have been discovered. The problem concerns a much wider area than the
coastal plain.

For a long time the only archaeological site that was supposed to originate
from the Bronze and/or the Pre-Roman Iron Age was Koljuvare — a stone-cist
grave located on the tip of the Juminda peninsula. The cup-marked stone in its
close vicinity was discovered later. A single big heap of stones located in the
open-sea landscape in a place that used to be right on the shore or in its
immediate vicinity is difficult to interpret. Thus Koljuvare is a single stone heap
located on the seashore; its only link with stone-cist graves is the rounded
ground plan. [ have thought that this grave might have been established near a
landing site of that time, as is the case in other places (II). At the same time a
single stone-cist grave in the sea landscape is unique in Estonia; usually such
graves were located in groups and farther from the sea. Also, the graves in Viru-
maa that were erected on the seashore were concentrated in groups, and for that
reason there is no need to suppose that a special location caused the building of
only one grave. One would rather think that Koljuvare is a former seamark that
was intended for seafarers; another similar structure is known in the village of
Andineeme, also near the previous coastline. Although it may not be a stone-
cist grave, it still is an important object. The highest spot on the Juminda penin-
sula is almost 10 m above the sea level at present; earlier it used to be a small
island that was probably near ship routes (the latter seems to be indicated by the
coin hoard of Juminda). It also seems to confirm the hypothesis that Koljuvare
was a seamark. Erection of such an object requires organizing people, know-
ledge and use of the place. Also, the place must have been important both in the
everyday life of people as well as in their mental map. At the same time one
cannot rule out the possibility that Koljuvare is a stone-grave. Although unique
in Estonia, single big stone-graves in sea landscapes were common in Finland
during the Early Bronze Age (Huurre 1990, 106; Salo 1995, Fig. 1).

Because Koljuvare and its analogue at Andineeme are probably not stone-
cist graves with a solid dating but rather represent seamarks, then it is not
possible to date the former as yet. The only prerequisite for dating this object is
the fact that it cannot be older that the dry land of this site. According to the
contour lines, the land beneath Koljuvare is slightly higher than 5 m above the
sea level, which indicates a rather young area that emerged from the water only
at the stage of the Limnea Sea of the Baltic Sea, meaning the last 4,000 years
(cf. also Kessel & Raukas 1979, Fig. 10; Linkrus 1998, 33, Fig. 7). Thus
Koljuvare might have been erected in the Bronze Age, but it may belong to
more recent periods. Undoubtedly, the heap fulfilled its task as a seamark
during a long period.

The existence of such a sign indicates the use of the area, but does not imply
permanent settlement somewhere in the vicinity. Also, the previously described
other archaeological sites of the Juminda peninsula represent this type. They are
objects that are intended for maritime activities, and similar objects were
certainly located also in the wider area of the North-Estonian coast.
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In the area of the entire northern coast only a few cup-marked stones can be
found on the coastal plain; one of them is located only ca. 20 m north-east from
Koljuvare and the other one near the village of Kaberla. The stones also indicate
the importance of these areas for humans. A flanged celt (Al 6638), made of
bronze in the Earlier Bronze Age in the mid-second millennium BC and found
on the beach of Merikiila village near Aseri, can similarly be interpreted as
stressing the importance of a place. No other finds were gathered while
inspecting the find spot later (Tamla 2004, 18).

However, one can find some exceptions in the coastal area — for example, a
settlement layer dating to the Pre-Roman Iron Age has been found on the hill
fort of Jagala Joesuu, finds from the Roman Iron Age and the Middle Iron Age
have also been gathered from the same place and its vicinity (Johanson & Veldi
2006; Lohmus & Oras 2007; Kriiska et al. 2009). Because the place is on a sand
dune away from arable land, it was probably a (fortified) settlement unit (or
units) located near the landing site.

The coin hoard found in Juminda village might indicate a landing or harbour
site somewhere in the vicinity. The author searched for traces of human acti-
vities in the vicinity of the find spot of the hoard but could not find any. Maybe
the place was used seasonally and its traces are hard to find.

The fragments of human bones show that pit-grave cemeteries from the end
of Estonian prehistory or from later centuries existed in several places in the
Juminda peninsula. When dealing with prehistoric cemeteries, one should look
for harbour sites rather than for permanent villages. It is so because arable lands
were mostly absent in the Juminda peninsula, and villages located in open-sea
landscape would have been easy targets for attacks and looting. It all seems to
indicate that although these areas were used for seafaring, there is no need to
suppose that they were permanently settled. Naturally, the existence of single
farmsteads living by fishing cannot be excluded, especially in the case of dis-
persed farms. In that case it is possible that they did not leave a cultural layer, or
it was destroyed in later periods. However, if they did exist, there is probably no
reason to speak about permanent settlement similar to those villages located on
the North-Estonian limestone plateau near the glint bluff. Therefore, the
possibility that the villages situated near the glint edge used only the coastal
areas seems more likely. The sea was quite close so that people could make use
of the possibilities offered by the sea without living directly on the shore where
arable land was in short supply and infertile. Moreover, the villages near the
limestone bluff were oriented to inland rather than the coast. They were agrarian
villages, their inhabitants did go to sea, but that was probably a sideline.

People and landscape:
changing the meaning of the landscape

Landscape experience is another aspect of landscape — how do humans perceive
their surroundings and interpret it? A human being assigns meaning and cultural
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significance to the surroundings and thus creates the landscape. At the same
time the layers of meanings are not the same for all people; even contemporary
people interpret one and the same place differently. Also, the significance of a
place changes in time, as do the meanings.

The attitude of people towards their surroundings has undoubtedly changed
in the course of time, both considering the landscape as a whole as well as its
single elements and/or features. A place that once might have been ideal for
living was later re-used for burying; still later a field might have been es-
tablished in the same place, or it all might happen in the other way round. What
were these changes, where did they occur, and why did they happen in the first
place? Were the natural and economic reasons always decisive, or was there
something behind them? And if there was, then what was it? One can ask many
questions, but the answers to them are mostly opinions that are uncertain and
largely depend on the interpreter. However, a comparison of the distribution
maps of archaeological sites of different periods may shed some light on that
attitude.

It is understandable that several sites used for specific purposes (e.g. places
suitable for landing) might have been used in similar ways during long periods
of time; the latter is true unless natural conditions changed considerably. For
example, the probable harbour site in Tsitre represents a place where the dura-
tion of use can be measured by centuries. Also, in this case the preliminary site
was abandoned, and the harbour moved northwards. Such a shift was caused by
both the land uplift as well as by the changed requirements for a suitable
landing. However, the shift of the harbour site was not very extensive; the
harbour that is still used is situated about 300 m to the north from the prehistoric
site. Such changes have taken place in other sites, too. These changes cannot be
explained only in terms of changing natural conditions, but the rise of new cent-
res has played a part in it as well. The changes in locations have different
reasons in different cases, and they can occur in combination.

Stone Age settlement: settlement sites and axes

The following section presents an analysis of the settlement traces in North
Estonia throughout the whole prehistoric period according to the chronological
principle. The aim is to give an overview of changes in the use of landscape and
the kinds of places that were valued in different periods. The first pair to be
analysed or compared is the Stone Age of foraging economy and the period of
the Stone Age when cultivating economy was used to some extent at least. A
large number of Mesolithic settlement sites are known (cf. e.g. Kriiska 1997,
Lang 2000a, Fig. 4), only a few are known from the (Late) Neolithic, but nume-
rous stone axes have been found in places with varied natural conditions. The
existence of direct connections between the find spots of these axes and the
settlement sites somewhere nearby is not certain, but one cannot exclude them
either. Undoubtedly, the distribution of axes gives evidence about the signifi-
cance of the find or desertion spots for the people at that time. For this reason, it
can be considered a sufficient basis for comparing the analyses. Taking into
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consideration the possibility that some stone axes might have been lost, then it
also shows that people have been in those places. At least partly the same places
were settled in both periods although the settlement has somewhat shifted in the
landscape. The Mesolithic settlement site at Kuusalu was 300400 m closer to
the river than the settlement site of Corded Ware Culture. In the vicinity of the
latter the relief of the terrain makes it possible to suggest the existence of a
previous small waterbody, which might have been a spring. Also, in the village
of Muuksi the known settlement sites of Corded Ware Culture were located near
springs (I). At the same time boat-shaped battle-axes have been found farther
from the settlement sites — Kuusalu is probably an exception, but the exact find
spot of the stone axe of that place is unknown. In addition, that axe has been re-
worked and used later, so the find spot must be related rather to the settlement
of later times.

Several boat-shaped battle axes, as well as late stone axes, have been found
in the vicinity of waterbodies, but at the same time the arable land somewhere
nearby might have been a decisive factor (Fig. 7). llze Loze, who has studied
the distribution of boat-shaped battle axes in Latvia, has stated that such axes
have been found as stray finds, whereby the connection with rivers is evident
(Loze 2000, Fig. 1). The researcher associates them with the network of water
transport that covered a major part of Latvia (Loze 2000, 144). Because Loze’s
study focuses on the typology of boat-shaped battle axes found in the territory
of present-day Latvia, she does not explain why these axes were abandoned.
Also in Finland a number of boat-shaped battle axes have been found near
rivers (Ayripdi 1937, Fig. 19).

Researchers have started to pay more attention to the fact that the axes that were
found as stray finds and are not connected with settlement sites have been
purposefully relocated to certain places and left there. Also, the axes that have
been put into graves are separated from those gathered from settlement sites and
the ones that were intentionally left in different places. For example, while
studying the distribution of stone axes in the eastern part of Central Sweden, a
conclusion was made that the stone axes used as grave goods reflect the linear
pattern of distribution, marking roads and paths that run on the ridges and also
the waterways. The axes considered to be hoard or sacrificial finds are usually
buried in the coastal area or in special places near inland roads, thus marking
nodal points in the landscape, such as fords or harbours (Lekberg 2002, 229).
Late stone axes that were put into use in the Late Neolithic or at the beginning
of the Bronze Age have been analysed also in Latvia (Vasks 2003).Two groups
of finds were present — the first group consists of axes gathered in the
excavations of the settlement sites of early metal ages; the second group
represents stray finds without any contexts of settlement or burial sites. The
latter group includes both broken and intact examples, whereby the number of
intact axes clearly prevails. Thus, it excludes the possibility that these axes
might have been lost, for example, while felling trees. Moreover, the making of
a stone axe might have taken 10-30 hours, and thus they were quite valuable
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(Vasks 2003, 28 and references). So a considerable number of stone axes found
as stray finds are in very good condition. Vasks presumes that leaving stone
axes in certain places marks behaviour with an ideological background. An axe
was probably an important symbol and a magical object. In the Early Metal
Age, when axes were not anymore used in burials, the simple stone axe did not
mark social status; however, probably it was still believed that it could have
some magical qualities. Andrejs Vasks thinks that it is proved by miniature
stone axes found in the hill forts; some of them were made from limestone. The
same is true of little clay figures, also found in the same places, which imitate
late stone axes. Taking all that into consideration, he assumes that the working
axes made from stone in the Early Metal Age served as both working tools and
talismans or amulets that were purposefully left behind in ancient fields for
protecting them from evil powers (Vasks 2003, 29-31). However, interpreting
them only in connection with ancient fields seems to be too narrow. According
to the find spots known in Estonia, it can be supposed that stone axes were not
left behind only in places used for a specific purpose. Such an interpretation is
excluded already by the fact that they have been found in places where the
conditions were not suitable for early agriculture. At the same time it is
understandable that axes had in addition to their practical function also a
symbolic meaning because otherwise there would have been no good reason to
leave them behind in the landscape. In any case, when compared with the earlier
period, a change has taken place in the settlement, but first of all it was
connected with expansion to the new areas farther from the waterbodies. Taking
into consideration also those stone axes that were found as stray finds, one can
see that the numerous earlier sites have preserved their significance.

There is a comprehensive study of stone axes and their landscape context in
South-Eastern Estonia (Johanson 2005; 2006). Comparing the stone axes that
have been found as stray finds with the contemporaneous settlement sites and
burial places, it appeared that in some localities numerous axes have been found
nearby; but in other places, settlement sites, and cemeteries there are only a few
or they are absent. Additionally, more axes were found in places that were more
suitable for living only in the Late Neolithic. Also, in this district axes were
found as stray finds near rivers, streams, and small lakes while settlement sites
were often located in the surroundings of bigger lakes. Although the author of
the study has supposed that such a distribution map may partly result from the
poor knowledge of the settlement sites that were established at the beginning of
that period (Johanson 2005, 174—175), it is still not possible to connect all those
axes with settlement sites. Thus, the picture seems to be the same as in North
Estonia where at least a part of the stone axes, gathered as stray finds, have been
found farther away from the known contemporary settlement sites.

Relocation of some things — in this case stone axes — to places farther from
the places where everyday activities were carried out might have been an
important ritual. It is known from a later period that the Sami people left their
sacrifices behind in places with outstanding nature. Such places included
mountains, lakes, peninsulas, caves, islands, waterfalls, and springs. Some
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sacrifices were offered in pastures that did not have any special natural
landmarks. Some of these places were inaccessible and available only for those
who knew where to look for them; the others were more closely connected to
the wider pattern of movement of people. (Bradley 2000, 5-6). Although these
data derive from another time and place, they can be used for making
assumptions about the stone axes deserted in the area under discussion. It is true
that the exact find conditions of most stone axes are unknown — places are only
generally mentioned whereby natural conditions may be different at short
distances. In several cases both the boat-shaped battle axes as well as late shaft-
hole stone axes have been found in the vicinity of rivers. Such places include,
for example, the Jagala river, the Kaberla river, and the Pudisoo river; the stone
axe found in the lands of Tiilivere farm has a somewhat unclear find situation
because the lands of the farm are located both on the riverbank as well as on
higher ground on the high limestone plateau farther from the river. Stone axes
found near the Jagala river were found in sandy areas; near the Kaberla river
there was probably a damp area, and on the banks of the Pudisoo river we are
dealing with a moraine area. Also, the stone axe of Leesi was found near water;
the axes found in the surroundings of Lake Kahala were probably left behind in
the borderland of different natural areas. Saunja is a find spot that is clearly
located farther from a waterbody, where the exact find spot is known. Thus the
picture partly resembles the situation of South-Eastern Estonia (Johanson 2005,
174) and also that of Sweden and Latvia. At the same time, for example,
inTougu village in Virumaa a stone axe was found on a terrace in front of the
glint in terrain that lowers to a damp area in the north and is unsuitable for
living. It was not a seaside place (Lang 2000a, 74), though, but a transitional
zone. There are probably more such find spots (e.g. Lang 2000a, Figs. 22, 23).
How should one interpret these find spots? On the one hand, the waterbodies
and their banks were certainly used as connecting roads, but at the same time
they acted as natural barriers. On the other hand, the find spots in Jégala and
Kaberla were probably fringe areas at that time. Maybe accentuation of the
liminality of the place was significant in these places? By liminality I do not
mean possible borders between different settlement units although rivers have
been interpreted as such (e.g. Lang 1996a, Figs. 103—104, 106, 108, 118, 120)
but sites located on the edges of different natural zones. Outsiders do not always
understand such transitions properly, but they may be first of all significant for
the local people who know their surroundings well. At the same time such
places as bogs, damp areas, and sandy areas may be evident, and thus be
understood similarly, for everyone. These liminal places were partly used for
special purposes also in later periods (cf. e.g. V) although different places were
often valued then as liminal. Example includes erection of stone graves near the
limestone bluff and offering sacrifices to damp places. A good example of such
landscape use from a later period is the hoard of Aa Alulinn, found while
digging ditches in a swampy area. The speciality of the site and its memory can
be illustrated by the fact that the oldest object sacrificed here belonged to the
2" 3" centuries, most of them were from the 6™—7" centuries, and the most
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recent one from the 12"-13" centuries. It is supposed that there was some kind
of waterbody once (a spring, lake, or a bog pool (Tamla & Kiudsoo 2005, 10).
Especially in the latter case it was a different, liminal place that clearly stands
out from the surrounding landscape. Besides Alulinn, several hoards of iron
objects were found in similar find conditions (Tamla & Kiudsoo 2005, 10), so it
was probably a common phenomenon with a long tradition.

Liminality can be seen on the large scale embracing the landscape as a
whole, as well as on a smaller scale. In the first case, stone axes left behind near
the sea, rivers, and lakes could serve as an example; the latter may be indicated
by those axes that were left behind near onetime small bodies of water or damp
places as well as by the axes found at the edges of damp areas and grasslands
(e.g. Lang 19964, Figs. 101, 112; 2000a, Figs. 7, 22). This fact in itself does not
exclude their connection in some cases also with roads or with separate places
unused in everyday life. One can suppose that axes were left behind in different
places on different occasions and for different reasons. Therefore, stone axes
found in the middle of a pasture and/or arable land may carry a different
message, probably resembling something assumed by Vasks with regard to the
stone axes of Latvia. The stone axes found on the former seashore may also be
regarded as left behind in liminal places. One should point out that liminal areas
and sites are valued in other places of the world. For example, the Tiwis living
in the islands of Bathurst and Melville bury their dead in the transitional zone
between the rain forests and the eucalyptus forests (Tacon 2000, 41, Fig. 2.7).

As for stone axes, for example, the aboriginals of Australia perceive their
land and ancestors, among other things, through the making and use of stone
tools. Their most important stone tools, such as stone axes and spearheads used
by men, embody the power of ancestors. The latter arises from the commitment
to land and ancestors via myth and oral tradition."* Although it is unthinkable to
compare one-to-one the beliefs of Australian natives and the ones of living in
the area of present-day Estonia in the Neolithic, one can suppose that there
might be some connection with ancestors, power, and land behind the stone
axes that were gathered as stray finds in Estonia. Probably it was thought that
stone axes possessed some power; otherwise there would have been no reason
to relocate such powerless tools to other places and/or to leave them behind
somewhere. Also, the places where axes were taken could be different —
sometimes they possessed power in themselves, for example, in liminal places;
at other times they might have obtained it from the item left behind.

To sum up the topic of stone axes, one should mention that Mark Edmonds
has presumed about stone handling in the English Neolithic that people who

'* According to an aboriginal myth, the Rainbow Serpent, the mightiest ancestor of the
people living in the western part of Arnhem Land, swallowed other ancestors.
Subsequently he was forced to vomit the bones, and thus the sandstone and quartzite
outcrops came into being. Thus, excavation of stones for making axes means excavation
of the bones of the ancestors. So the axes are made from the bones of the ancestors, and
this fact gives them power (Tilley 1994, 53 and references).
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were involved in it met the past through their activities — the sites of gathering
raw material, principles of making a choice, and the stone working technique
stayed the same for a long time. Through this work past periods, genealogies,
and ancestral time were always present (Edmonds 1999, 49-50).

The Bronze and the Pre-Roman Iron Ages: settlement sites and graves

In the following the Late Neolithic settlement is compared with the settlement
of the (Late) Bronze Age and the Pre-Roman Iron Age. The Late Neolithic is
represented only by settlement sites and stray finds, and the Late Bronze and the
Pre-Roman Iron Ages are represented only by a few settlement sites and
numerous stone graves and cup-marked stones. It becomes evident from the
distribution map that in several cases stone-cist graves and/or cup-marked
stones can be found in the closest vicinity of Stone Age settlement sites. This
scheme is especially evident in the vicinity of Kuusalu and in the surroundings
of Lake Kahala, but a similar tendency can be observed also in other places in
North Estonia (compare e.g. Lang 1996a, Figs. 101 and 102; Figs. 107 and 108;
Figs. 112 and 113).

The settlement has continued at least partly in the same area where late stone
axes were left behind; an exception is made in some liminal places that were
clearly unsuitable for living. The latter did not exclude their use in that period
although sometimes they lack traces of activities that can be detected by using
archaeological methods. However, during the Late Bronze Age people started to
use more the area on the edge of the limestone plateau where stone-cist graves
started to be erected. At the same time, only one of the settlement sites known
in the Kuusalu—Kahala region was located in its immediate vicinity; all the
others were somewhat farther. It is possible that the surroundings of the present-
day Kolgakiila, Kosu, and Hirvli were settled (at least on a larger scale) only
now. Of the places farther from the glint edge, the area of the present-day
Saunja and Sigula was still inhabited or used, as was the Juminda peninsula.

Although the number of settlement sites of that period is rather small, data
about several Bronze Age settlement sites, located on the limestone plateau,
have been acquired through the times. They have been discovered in Joa,
Rummu (Fig. 8), behind the present-day village of Valkla (Fig. 9), and in
Muuksi (III, Fig. 1). One settlement site from the end of the Pre-Roman Iron
Age was discovered on the southern shore of Lake Kahala in the village of
Kalamie; ceramics characteristic of the period have also been found from the
hill forts of Jagala Joesuu and Muuksi.

Although the most intensive period of building stone-cist graves came to an
end in the middle of the Pre-Roman Iron Age, in some places they might have
been erected also later. Thus, it is plausible that some of the numerous stone
graves in the surroundings of Lake Kahala were added to the landscape in the
second half of the Pre-Roman Iron Age. Some of the stone-cist graves of other
areas may also belong to that period.

Once again one should notice the connection between the find spots of
different periods of the Stone Age and the ones of the Bronze and the Pre-
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Roman Iron Ages (III and references). One should emphasize once again that
the vicinity of later graves and cup-marked stones with the settlement sites of
earlier periods cannot be accidental — there are far too many coincidences. Such
places are known not only in North Estonia but also in other places. One of
them can be found in Kasekiila in La4dnemaa county, where a stone grave used
in the Bronze and Pre-Roman Iron Ages was erected on the settlement site of
Late Combed Ware Culture. It is possible that the same site was for some time
also settled by people who made corded ware (Kriiska et al. 1997). The
excavations of the Lastekangrud group of stone graves unearthed two pieces of
corded ware ceramics from the soil beneath the first grave (Lang et al. 2001,
39). Also, beneath the Vohma X tarand grave, which is dated to the older Pre-
Roman Iron Age, revealed numerous pieces of corded ware pottery (Lang
2000a, 67, 170-171). Beneath the Tonija Tuulingumée tarand-grave there was
also a settlement site of the Late Neolithic or the Bronze Age. The grave was
probably built at the end of the Pre-Roman Iron Age (Mégi 1997, 37). This
phenomenon is not local; it occurs also in other parts of Europe. Some Neolithic
long mounds in Denmark were erected on previous settlement sites; sometimes
traces of the Late Neolithic buildings were found also beneath the round
mounds of the Early Bronze Age (Bradley 2005, 59-60, 64). There are even
more places where a grave was built upon a previous shorter-time settlement
site, for example, in Germany and in many places in southern Scandinavia
(Bradley 2005, 57). Sometimes also in England a Neolithic stone grave was
erected directly on the site that had been used in the Mesolithic or in the Early
Neolithic. It has happened even when there was no direct link between the
settlements of different periods (Tilley 1994, 113, 117). Thus, this phenomenon
is rather common in a wide area where for some reason the localities used
earlier were in high esteem.

Additionally, there are places where a stone grave was built on top of an
earlier burial place. Examples include Pdlgaste in South-Eastern Estonia and
Vehendi on the shore of Lake Vortsjarv (Laul 2001, 27, 29-31). The Polgaste
stone grave was used in the 3"-5" centuries; one of its tarands was built on top
of the Bronze Age cremation burials covered with earth. After the 5™ century
people continued to bury their dead in the same place — not into the stone grave
but into an earthen mound that was heaped on its edge (Laul 2001, 27, 41-43).
Thus, the same place was still used for funerals while the belief that required
burying in a tarand-grave disappeared, and yet the place preserved its
significance. At Pdlgaste the temporal distance between the two first periods of
burials was very long, and there is no reason to assume that oral tradition
prevailed. Rather, one is dealing with connectedness through place, as it is
known in several other sites. The grave of Polgaste was located on the high
bank of the primeval valley of the Ahja river (Laul 2001, 41), and the landscape
situation, in particular, might have been decisive while establishing the graves.
And yet, one cannot help but wonder how these graves, as well as those in other
places, happened to be established so exactly on top of each other. One can
hypothesize that earlier graves had been marked somehow, and that the marks
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were destroyed only when a new grave was erected. However, as evidence is
absent, this view remains speculative.

The cremated burials found beneath the stone grave of Vehendi XI were
much younger than those at Polgaste and were dated to the end of the Bronze
Age and the first half of the Pre-Roman Iron Age by using the '“C method. The
stone graves remained undated because of the absence of grave goods. Silvia
Laul, who excavated the grave in 1975-1976, suggested on the basis of the fact
that it did not contain any grave goods or a central cist and had an irregular ring
that the grave might be dated to the final period of the tradition of stone-cist
graves, which means that the grave was built around the time of the birth of
Christ (Laul 2001, 29-31). As this opinion has a hypothetical character, several
interpretations are possible. First, the graves of Vehendi, including grave XI,
need not have originated from a much later period compared to the burial
beneath the graves. Burials in the immediate vicinity of stone graves may be of
the same age as the stone graves themselves, as has been assumed in the case of
the Tougu II stone grave, where, concurrently with the erection of the stone
grave or only a little later, cremated bones were buried at a distance of a few
metres (Lang 2000a, 123). In a similar way also the cremation burial found at
Vehendi may be almost contemporary with at least some graves in that group. It
also seems that throughout the whole Late Bronze Age and the Pre-Roman Iron
Age the constructions of stone graves might have varied. Thus, an irregular
inner construction does not necessarily mean that such a grave is of a later date.
Similar graves with only a few grave goods and an irregular inner structure are
known, for example, in the cemetery of Pukuli in Latvia, where they have been
dated to the first half of the Bronze Age (Vasks 2000, 105). This cemetery is
exceptional in the Latvian context because it was dated by using the '*C method
as well as an artefact find.

Rather, Vehendi XI might have been a cairn grave, similar to Ussimétas of
Muhu, for example. The latter had no grave goods ecither, and the grave
remained undated (cf. Lougas 1986). Cairn graves were erected in different time
periods, the oldest belonging to the first half of the Pre-Roman Iron Age and the
youngest to the period in the middle of the first millennium until the 11"
century (Lang 2000b, 14—16). Thus, the type and the age of the Vehendi grave
are uncertain. Nor do we know the temporal distance between the two different
forms of burial.

In those cases when a later burial site was established on top or near an
earlier one we are dealing with the re-use of sites. The situation is similar to the
connection between an earlier settlement site and a later grave, which was
analysed previously.

Additionally, one can differentiate one more use of landscape, where a stone
grave is erected in a previously used place that was repeatedly re-used because
of its natural conditions. As an example, one can bring Tandemaégi in the village
of Vohma in Virumaa county. Tandemagi ridge is the highest point in the whole
area (Lang 2000a, Fig. 4). The site was first used in the Stone Age when quartz
was worked there. It has been assumed that the place might have been used
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already in the subarctic climate period (Moora 1998, 16—17), that is, in the Late
Palaeolithic although it might have been used in the Mesolithic or even in the
Neolithic (Saluddr 2000). The first stone graves were built in the same place
only in the Late Bronze Age, thus leaving a very long temporal distance, and it
unlikely that some oral tradition might have existed about the place. However,
the ridge of Tandemégi is a landscape feature that differs clearly from its
surroundings, and as such it is a most suitable site for building graves. As
graves were erected in higher sites, then it is understandable why Tandemagi
was chosen for that purpose. Graves were established in that place during a long
period, which indicates that local inhabitants held the site in high esteem.

Another similar example of landscape use in different time periods can be
brought from Tsiistre in South-Eastern Estonia. There is also a higher ridge, or,
to be more exact, a part of it was surrounded by a damp area on one side and by
a lake and a bog on the other, and the site was used over a long period of time.
The oldest human activities at this site are dated to the Late Mesolithic when
people lived there. It is likely that some kind of activities may have been carried
out in that place also in the Bronze Age and/or the Pre-Roman Iron Age.
Because finds are absent from these periods, then it is not possible to make any
certain conclusions about the use of the place. Marge Konsa, who conducted
archaeological excavations at the site, assumed that the place was used,
similarly to Vehendi and Polgaste, for burying cremated bones, but there is no
evidence to this effect. A stone grave was erected at the same site probably at
the end of the Roman Iron Age or in the Migration Period. The site was used for
the last time in the Viking Age (Konsa 2003).

One cannot rule out the possibility that oral tradition existed even in those
places. That tradition could have somehow connected — especially in the earlier
period — the origin of the landscape features with the ancestors. Among
traditional tribes oral traditions stay alive for a long time. For example, the
Koyukon tribe in Alaska believes that the surrounding landscape is alive; it is a
web of paths, names, and connections. Their relationship to the land is intimate,
and they know its smallest details. Lakes, river bends, and other landscape
features have names, and they are full of personal and cultural meaning.
Although the Koyukon people have settled their land for millennia, their impact
on the environment is not significant. The only traces of long-term habitation
are campsites, paths, and village sites that have been cleared from trees and the
abandoned sites that are overgrown. There is nothing visible that would allow
connecting an abandoned village site with people. The only thing that
distinguishes such places is human memory that assigns special meaning to
those sites. Every living human is bound by the pattern of people and land that
widens over the land and reaches far back in time (Tilley 1994, 57 and
references). It is also an example of how the oral tradition might reach farther
than could be expected at first glance. Even if specific knowledge of the
ancestral settlement is absent with regard to some places, the same site might
have been somehow connected with the ancestors or their deeds. For example,
the Foi and Kaluli people in Papua New Guinea know their surroundings in
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great detail. The most significant landmarks, such as mountains, rivers, and
large trees have names and are meaningful places. When giving names to the
places, they take into account both the events connected with ancestors and
those that occurred more recently. All the previous examples, as well as among
several other traditional cultures, the landscape has a double meaning — it
consists of places connected with ancestors, and people live their everyday life
in these places and between them (Tilley 1994, 61-62 and references).

The location of Estonian archaeological sites and the ethno-archaeological
parallels suggest that also the people who settled the area of Estonia in the past
knew very well the surrounding nature and were aware of a connection with
previous generations and their acts in the landscape via oral tradition. When
inhabiting a place, people sought for explanations of the surrounding landscape
features probably already in the Stone Age. Thus everything or at least more
remarkable natural objects had meanings and relations for people.

What else could cause the re-use of a place after a long period of time? It is
highly improbable that the Stone Age settlement sites might have been
recognizable in the landscape and, thus, known to the builders of stone graves.
The temporal distance is too long for this.. Researchers have supposed that the
previous settlement sites that are rich in phosphates had managed to resist the
growth of trees, and, thus, such a place was easier to use than the surrounding
(virgin) forest. On the other hand, other scholars have considered it impossible
because of the millennia that separate the settlement of different periods. One
cannot rule out the possibility that the plants growing at previous settlement
sites had a different association, and thus the places were suitable for clearing
(Kriiska 2000, 72 and references). It may have been a contributing factor for the
re-use of previous sites. Also, roads and paths may have been of importance
since they had probably been used for a long time. Roads connect places and
people, and some kind of paths existed already in the Stone Age. Although there
are periods from which no archaeological sites are known, it is not enough to
assume that settlement was completely lacking. Its existence is reflected only by
indirect but nevertheless solid data, such as pollen analyses. Thus people lived
and also moved between places, and roads and paths undoubtedly continued to
exist. There is no reason to believe that all Stone Age paths were used also later,
but some of them might have been still in use. It is possible that when
establishing a grave, one took into consideration the paths that originated from
previous periods and that were still used. At the same time graves themselves
might have served as important road marks while moving in the landscape.
Thus, the graves behind the village of Valkla, built on the gentle slopes of the
limestone bluff, might have been connected to the road that passed somewhere
in the vicinity. On that road it was possible to rise on the limestone plateau or
descend from it. The possibility of the road passed the place is confirmed by the
third, the middle group of graves, located in the middle of the limestone plateau,
which is situated on the same line with the aforementioned groups (Fig. 9).
Thus, the connecting of stone graves with the web of roads and paths seems to
be well founded, and it could well be that some paths originated from earlier
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times. At least behind the village of Valkla the road is probably in the same
place even now because it takes advantage of the best places for descending the
glint. Similarly, on might suspect that some other grave groups located near
gentle slopes of the limestone bluff could be connected with older paths.
Examples of such graves are the ones on a ridge behind the village of Rebala,
but also the graves in Utria in Virumaa. The Utria graves were built on the
coastal plain but in a place where the limestone bluff was gently sloping. Thus,
it was easy to descend to the graves. In traditional societies roads and paths are
serve as metaphors indicating to pattern of activities and social organization.
They create and maintain social relations between individuals, groups, and
political units and help to create a sense of linear order. Establishment of a road
is often connected with ancestors who moved from one place to another thus
creating a new road (Tilley 1994, 29-31). A path that came from somewhere
and continued to remote places might have had a great significance, as might
knowledge of the destination where the path leads. In case some stone graves
were situated beside the road, they made it more significant by showing its
physical connections with ancestors. Also, a probable ritual carried out on such
graves might increase the importance of such a path. It is possible that there
may have been some paths that were used for ritual purposes only. Knowledge
of these paths was not available to the common members of the society. Maybe
some of the previously mentioned paths led to such liminal places. These paths
may have been used for taking sacrifices to special places and/or while
performing rituals. Walking a road that might have been invisible in the
landscape, but was known to someone, might have been a ritual in its own right.
The latter did not have to be known by everyone but could be owned and passed
on by some members of the society.

As noted, there was probably an oral tradition that connected certain places
with ancestors and their deeds. Because stone-cist graves are often located in
places with peculiar nature, it can be supposed that such special sites might have
been connected with (mythical) ancestors who stayed and acted out in them.
The oral traditions of several traditional cultures connect the landscape and its
single features with ancestors. For example, the dwellers of the island of
Malaita in the Solomon Islands believe that land owns the people who inhabit it,
not the other way round. Landscape unites people directly with their ancestors
because it was the ancestors who created the land and the present settlers live
from it. The landscape of Malaita is thus profoundly intertwined with the
complex relations between its settlers and their ancestors (Van Dommelen 2000,
278). Also, the Australian Aboriginals handle the features of landscape as a sign
system that plays an important part in the formation of people’s understanding
of Creation, spiritual power, and world order (Tilley 1994, 40 and references). It
is possible that also the ‘breaking points’ of North-Estonian landscape — rivers,
lakes, limestone bluff, etc. — were perceived in connection with ancestors and
their deeds, both by the foraging groups as well by the later inhabitants. There
were undoubtedly some differences in their interpretations that were derived
from different ways of life because the understanding of the surroundings is not
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static but changes in time. Sometimes one can come across the simplification
that the hunter-gatherers’ understanding of land differs from the decentralized
perspective and from what they look out. These are two extremes — between
them are many other ways of perceiving the landscape and attitudes to it (Tilley
1994, 36-37). Thus, also the perceptions and meanings of local people changed
in connection with transition to cultivating economy.

Tdnno Jonuks has highlighted three aspects when people were looking for a
suitable place for erecting stone graves. These places were a special place in the
landscape, an earlier burial place, and/or a settlement site. Additionally, he
thinks that all these principles were connected with the predominant ideology of
the period. Ancestors and connection with them played an important role in it
(Jonuks 2009, 203). It is not known what exactly turned out to be decisive when
choosing a place for a grave — was it the traditional existence of places used in
earlier periods or some peculiarity in the landscape (e.g. limestone bluff and the
view opening from it; boulders in the vicinity, etc.)? One can only suspect that
both were important. Also, some other factors may have been added, and the
final choice of location was made on the basis of several criteria. It is possible
that the occurrence of later graves and cup-marked stones on earlier settlement
sites may simply follow from the valorization of the same things in landscape.
Nevertheless, such a selection of one and the same place by people living at
different times might arise from very different starting points, understandings,
and interpretations of the landscape. At the same time one can assume the
opposite on the level of an idea — the earlier layers of meaning were replaced by
new ones.

The graves of the Bronze and the Pre-Roman Iron Ages are located mostly in
the coastal zone in Estonia. They also are distributed unevenly — more in one
place and less in other places. The situation is similar in other parts of Europe,
where Bronze Age graves are distributed unevenly. Density of graves differs
also within a geographical unit; for example, in the chalk lands of Wessex the
number of mounds of that period is much higher than in the neighbouring areas
with heavier soils (Harding 2004, 86). The majority of the Bronze Age mounds
in Skane are located at a distance of up to 10 km from the present seashore,
whereby the largest number is in a zone that reaches 4 km inland (Tilley 2004,
184 and references). In a similar coastal zone, which is approximately 10 km in
width, are located the graves also in Norrland and in several other places in
Scandinavia (Broadbent 1983, 8, 15, Fig. 3; Coles & Harding 1979, 300, 503)
and also in Finland (Meinander 1954, Fig. 76). Thus, the concentration of the
stone graves of that period on the coast or nearby characterizes wide areas, and
the choice of such locations is probably related to the cosmological ideas of that
time.

From the Roman Iron Age to the end of prehistory:changes and duration

It is much more difficult to detect the location of the archaeological sites of the
Roman Iron Age in relation to traces of human activities that had taken place in
the Bronze and the Pre-Roman Iron Ages. It is caused by the fact that the study
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area does not have many sites belonging to the Roman Iron Age. It refers to the
circumstance that an important change had occurred in society or at least in the
development of local settlement and culture. A settlement site (or a destroyed
grave) of the Roman Iron Age is known near the swamp forest surrounding
Lake Rummu, which is to the south from Valkla (Fig. 10). It has been supposed
that one stone grave from the same period may be at Valkla together with some
stone-cist graves, in the vicinity of the limestone bluff. If one proceeds from the
position that the first one is a settlement site and the second represents a grave
of that time, then a cup-marked stone is located a few hundred metres to the
north-northwest of the settlement site, and a stone-cist grave is situated approxi-
mately at the same distance to the north-northeast. Other sites from an earlier
period are situated at a much longer distance. The stone grave is located in the
same group with earlier burial places.

The bauta-stone graves that were located on the seashore to the north of
Valkla on the seashore constitute an exception in every respect. Those graves
that were characteristic of Scandinavia by their form but contained burials with
grave goods common to local settlers (Lang 2007, 216-217; Saadre 1938)
cannot be connected with the other archaeological sites.

The existence of some stone graves of that period has been supposed also at
Kiiu (Lang 19964, Fig. 122). If that date is right, then those graves are situated
in one group with the earlier stone-cist graves. It has also been assumed that
some burial places of the Roman Iron Age might exist in the lands of the
villages of Kuusalu, SGitme, and Hirvli where they also occur together with
earlier graves (Lang 1996a, Fig. 122). However, the datings of the sites
mentioned are hypothetical and need to be confirmed by fieldwork. It can be
said that none of these places represents classical united farand-graves, which
could be detected only by visual observation. So there should be single tarand-
graves or cairn graves, but at present it remains an unconfirmed hypothesis.

The only grave in the surroundings of Lake Kahala that contained artefacts
from the Roman Iron Age and also a single rather straight wall, which has been
interpreted as the only intact wall of a tarand-grave, was situated in the same
group with the stone-cist graves of Uuri village. A few shards of a clay vessel
typical of the Roman Iron Age were found at the settlement site of Kalamde,
located ca 3 km from Uuri. The same site was also inhabited at the end of the
Pre-Roman Iron Age. The grave group of Ellandvahe on the left bank of the
Jégala river revealed together with the graves of the Bronze and the Pre-Roman
Iron Ages also a single tarand of the Roman Iron Age (Lang 1996a, 402). Such
associations where earlier stone-cist graves are located together with tarand-
graves are also known in a wider area, such as Tdugu and Vohma Tandeméie in
the east and also one in Muike village (Lang 2000a). However, similar
complexes are known also in many other places in the county (see e.g.
Schmiedehelm 1955, Fig. 3; 24-28; 62—-107; Tamla 1987). Among the areas
located to the west of the research area, such complexes are known, for example
in Lagedi and Saha villages near the Pirita river (Lang 1996a, Figs. 102, 103)
and also in the grave field of Proosa, located a few kilometres downstream from
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the latter (see e.g. Deemant 1980; 1981; 1982). The latter includes also graves
of other periods of metal ages and composes a unique sacred area that has
possessed significance for a long time. Use of the site for burials ended as late
as in the 13" century (Lang 1996a, 206-207).

All in all, it seems that the same places were considered important in the
landscape as in previous periods; it is possible that at least sporadically, a
degree of significance was added by the existence of earlier graves. The latter
were certainly known and valued; they were bounded by the same sacred space,
created by the local landscape.

Although data about the settlement sites of the time are scarce, one can
suppose that the same principle was followed as during the previous period. At
least in North Estonia some distance was required between the settlement sites
and the burial places (for an exception cf. Lang 1996a, Fig. 108). It means that
there was a distance of at least of a few hundred metres between a grave and a
settlement site. The latter does not mean that there is no visual boundary
between the two sites. Of the few settlement sites of the Roman Iron Age one is
located in the neighbouring area to the east. The Ilumée II settlement site and
the grave of Kovermée in the same village are separated only by ca 125 metres
(Lang & Konsa 1997, 67). Also, the settlement site near the grave field of
Tdugu is located only at a distance of ca 100 metres from the closest grave
(Lang 2000a, Fig. 25). However, the latter settlement site is located in a lower
area on a gentle slope of buried glint. It seems that when choosing this place, a
separate visual space was created for ancestors/ graves and for living people,
located close to each other but still separate.

The settlement of later periods largely avoided the immediate vicinity of the
stone-cist graves — the number of archaeological sites in the vicinity of stone-
cist graves is not high until the Viking age. A change of attitudes took place
probably in the Viking Age and at the end of prehistory, and it was probably
expressed in distances. It was in the Viking age when fields were established in
the neighbourhood of earlier stone graves — the clearance cairns of that period
are known in the vicinity of earlier graves in many places. Thus the
surroundings of graves were put to use at Muuksi and probably at Kaberla.
Clearance cairns totally covered by a turf layer, but for the time being undated,
are known on the limestone plateau between the villages of Soitme and
Kuusalu. A similar group of clearance cairns is also known on the Valkla
plateau, not far from the stone graves. Also, some fossil field remains are
located close to the stone-cist graves in the lands of Kdvera farm in the village
of Hirvli.

The same development in landscape use occurred in other places, too. A
group of fossil field remains consisting of both the clearance cairns and baulks
is located in the neighbourhood of the grave group of Tougu, near graves I-XI.
The charcoal gathered during the 1993 and 1995 archaeological excavations
showed that one clearance cairn dated from the 8"~10™ centuries and one baulk
from the 11™-12" centuries (Lang 1994, 384; 1996b, 424; 2000a, 226-230).
Also, archaeologists have studied the systems of clearance cairns and baulks
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located rather close to stone graves at Vohma, a neighbouring village of Tougu.
One of the excavated clearance cairns was radiocarbon dated to the 7"-10"
centuries (Lang 1995a, 420; 2000a, 235); the baulk originated from the 7h_gh
centuries (Lang 1996b, 424; 2000a, 236). Approximately similar results have
been gained from the excavations of other fossil fields situated near stone
graves. The fossil fields of Uuskiila reached in some places the walls of a
tarand-grave. Four excavation plots were opened, and it appeared that the fields
had been established in the 10™"-12" centuries at the latest, and they had been
used throughout the Middle and Modern Ages (Lang 1999b, 27-30; 2000a,
238-242). It is likely that excavations of other fossil fields that are located near
stone graves could yield similar results. As these data are absent at present, then
I shall not enlarge upon this topic. The only exception known at present is the
stone-cist grave group called Lastekangrud in the village of Rebala, which was
established at the beginning of the first millennium BC. In the vicinity of the
group, fields were ploughed at the end of the Pre-Roman Iron Age (Lang et al.
2001). Rebala is thus an exception with regard to absolute datings but not with
regard to the general principle of temporal distance — the fields of that place
were ploughed for 500—1000 years after the graves had been built.

The previous overview showed that the excavation findings confirmed the
existence of a large number of such places and determined the age of the fossil
fields that were situated close to stone graves. So it seems that the areas in the
immediate vicinity of stone graves were put to secular use only after several
centuries had passed. The landscape had changed by the time when the sacred
meaning of the graves and their surrounding landscape were lost.

The villages at the end of the prehistoric period and the beginning of the
Middle Ages were mostly located in the same places in the landscape where
they had been established in the Viking age. Settlement layers are known almost
in every village of Joelihtme and Kuusalu parishes mentioned in the Danish
Account Book. In addition, there were some settlement units that for some
reason were not mentioned in this written source. Examples are Sditme and
Loo, but the wider area reveals some more such villages (Lang 2000a, 267—
270). It is likely that the changes in the size and locations of farmsteads may
have taken place in the course of time. After some time new areas might be put
to use, then they were left behind, and people shifted to new areas, or they
returned to the previous places. An appropriate example of such a development
is the village of Kaberla, the oldest houses of which were located in a zone near
the buried glint bluff; later the village was enlarged in different directions, but
the first area was continuously used. Shifts in the location of houses through
centuries have been well detected in the village of [lumée, for example (Lang
2000a, 252-255).

Pivotal changes with regard to the attitudes to earlier monuments and also to
landscapes took place in the Viking age. The objects (stone graves and cup-
marked stones) of earlier settlement were probably continuously known, but
their importance was lost, or it diminished significantly. One can witness these
changes in the piece of a cup-marked stone that was used in the wall of an oven
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(Kraut 1981, 409). Whatever was the previous meaning of cup-marked stones, it
had been totally lost by that time.

Use of landscapes through times

Based on the previous treatment, one can suppose that through times people
have been aware of earlier settlement and traces left behind in the landscape,
even if they were not clearly visible. Stone Age settlement sites represent places
where later stone graves were built. If such a location of settlement sites/graves
had been accidental, such coincidences would not be so numerous. At the same
time such a position of objects of different periods may result from something
else, such as the significance of some landscape features for humans. The settle-
ment sites of the Stone Age, especially of the Mesolithic, were as a rule con-
centrated near bodies of water; , the same places reveal a large number of stone
graves. It is true that the latter are located also in other places, including sites
that at present lack any specific features. Therefore, it has been suggested that in
many places the existence or closeness of some waterbody was decisive when
choosing a place for erecting a grave. Many researchers have assumed that
water played an important role in ancient Scandinavian religion (e.g. Tilley
2004), and similar beliefs may have been common also in Estonia where people
were buried in similar graves. It has also been supposed that in Sweden an-
cestors were connected with bodies of water; the connection of the sea with the
dead, in particular, has been emphasized (Tilley 2004, 202). It is also possible
that these beliefs were also common among the inhabitants of the area of
present-day Estonia. It seems to be directly confirmed only by the graves in
Vaivara Utria, but this connection might have worked indirectly through the
visual bond between the graves and the sea, which opened up to the viewer
standing near the graves. Additionally, not only the sea but also other bodies of
water were important. There are numerous graves in sites where some body of
water is visible, and this is the case not only in Estonia. Stone graves were
directed at some waterbody in Finland in the Bronze Age and in the Iron Age
(Huurre 1990, 106, 125; Salo 1995, Fig. 1), in Sweden in the Neolithic (Tilley
1993, 56, Fig. 2.3) and the Bronze Age (Ericson Lageras 2002, Fig. 11.2; Tilley
2004, 186, Fig. 4.24, 4.28), and in England in the Neolithic (Cummings 2002,
109, Fig. 7.2; Scarre 2002a, 84; Tilley 1994, 93, 94, 120, Figs. 3.6, 3.9, 3.15,)
and in France (Scarre 2002a, 84, Fig. 6.1). Thus, it is not a local phenomenon in
Estonia but a custom that was common in much wider areas.

In Sami cosmology the world is divided into three — the sky, earth, and the
underworld that corresponded to air, land, and water. The underworld was
connected with the dead, fishes, and places where river flows into the sea. Such
places represented access to the underworld (Bradley 2002, 12 and references).
The boundary between the land and the sea has an important place in the
cosmology of the native inhabitants of the north-western coast of America
(Scarre 2002a, 100). In Celtic mythology it is believed that the entrance to the
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otherworld is located on a small rock island named Bull Rock, situated on the
coast of Cork (O'Brien 2002, 165, Fig. 10.6). Although the places and times
and are different, they seem to point to some more common religious
background, which is valid for a wide area and a long period of time. There is
no doubt that it was not a single and uniform belief but it differed in time and
space, but the sea and waterbodies have been significant everywhere. The area
of present-day Estonia remained in the sphere of influence that originated from
Scandinavia, and graves near water might be connected with the religious
background of the time.

Oral tradition about the mythical deeds of ancestors/heroes/gods probably
helped to maintain the connection between ancestors and the bodies of water.
Later the existing stone graves were added, which in turn created and affirmed
such connections.

Several changes took place in society and in its beliefs in the course of time.
The sacred space that surrounded graves lost its importance, or it was reassessed
somehow and landscape changed from sacred to secular. Such a change did not
happen quickly, but was a long process that came to an end probably in the Late
[ron Age.

From the perspective long-term landscape use, it is also of interest to study
the changes that took place in place selection, that is preference of one or
another place in the landscape for some specific purpose. I have already dis-
cussed this topic indirectly, but mainly from the perspective of the selection
principles of settlement sites. Changes also took place in the selection of sui-
table sites for establishing graves. What did these places look like and how were
they selected? In order to search for an answer, I shall return to the landscape
and analyse some graves of different periods that are known in the same place.

It is understandable that one or another landscape feature, peculiarity, or
place was held in high esteem in different times. Some preferences arose from
practical considerations; others were based on religious beliefs or something
else. Among the first was the depth of the soil layer because it is impossible to
establish a pit-grave cemetery in a limestone surface with a soil layer of only
15-20 cm. Such a cemetery can be established in those sites where the soil layer
is thicker.

When analysing the landscape, it was found that the places where graves of
different periods exist together are not numerous in the research area. Rather,
objects of one period tend to be concentrated in one place. At the same time one
could be dealing with contemporary objects with the same essence in the same
place; the difference lies in the fact that some of them have left a visible and/or
permanent trace in the terrain, but others have not. One example is Tougu II
stone grave, near which cremated human bones where found that were scattered
on the ground (Lang 2000a, 123). Marks of such a burial custom have been
traced among other things also while excavating Ilmandu III (Lang 1995b, 434)
and Toila (Schmiedehelm 1955, 51) graves in North Estonia. It is possible that
such cremation burials where bone pieces were scattered on the ground
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occurred also in other places, but because of later ploughing these burials were
not been preserved, or they went unnoticed during earlier excavations.

Some examples of the use of one place in different periods are also known
from the area between the rivers Pirita and Valgejogi. In Kaberla there is both a
stone grave from the Pre-Roman Iron Age and a pit-grave cemetery, which was
established at the end of Estonian prehistory (VI). The stone grave was located
in the place dominating over its surroundings; the only exceptional features
being the directions to the east and the south-east; the burial site of a later
period was situated in a low place to the south of the village. Most probably
while building a stone grave, people had proceeded from such a position — the
highest point in the landscape, close to the limestone bluff with panoramic
views to lower areas including the possible contemporary settlement site.
Starting from the premise that the pot shard with a striated surface, found during
the excavations of the pit-grave cemetery, indicates a settlement site somewhere
in the vicinity, it seems that the opposite view existed as well. In that case, in
addition to the glint edge, the nearby stone grave was visible The pit-grave
cemetery representing the end of prehistory was established on a moraine
hillock that was only slightly higher than its surrounding ground; the contem-
porary settlement site was located to the north of it. Although there is a gravel-
pit instead of the cemetery now, one can suppose that the site was not signifi-
cant at the time of burials. Soil that is suitable for a pit-grave cemetery could
have been found near Kaberla also in higher and visually more effective places
at the end of prehistory, but for some reasons these sites were not put to use. A
comparison shows that at Kaberla the burial sites of different periods are located
in diametrically different conditions and places. High was replaced by low,
above ground by beneath ground, and the north direction by the south direction.
Thus, changes must have been taken place in the perception of landscape at
least with regard to sacrality in landscape. If previously such places had been of
a specific nature or they had some distinctive features, then by the end of
prehistory the sacrality of a place or nature had been lost, and it had been passed
over to the burial place as such. The latter might have been located anywhere;
its existence consecrated the place and not the other way round (it is possible
that symbiosis of the two was characteristic of earlier periods). A few burials
containing limestone were unearthed in the pit-grave cemetery, and Jiiri Seli-
rand, who excavated it, assumed that in some way it transmitted the previous
habit of burying in stone graves (Selirand 1962). Maybe one is dealing here not
with the survival of a tradition in general but with a direct connection with the
Varetimégi stone grave in Kaberla and the dead buried there. Taking into
consideration that the Varetimégi stone grave was at least to some extent used
for burying also in the last centuries of prehistory, such a connection might have
been rather concrete.

Such were the landscape relations between graves of different periods in
Kaberla. What kind of relations can one find in other places? Burial sites of
different times, though with a longer distance in landscape, are known on the
southern shore of Lake Rummu in Rummu village and in Kodasoo village (Fig.

125



8, Fig. 11). People who used these graves lived in different times almost in the
same place on the southern shore of the lake, and thus both settlement sites were
directly connected with the lake. However, the burial sites were, at least partly
connected it via their locations. Judging by the contour of the present mire that
surrounds the lake and marks the one-time waterfront, one can suppose that one
of the stone-cist graves was erected at a distance of ca 150-200 metres from it.
Situated on the higher ridge, the lake was probably visible from the grave. It is
possible that the grave was also visible from the other probable stone-cist grave.
However, the flat cemetery at Kodasoo was also established on a ridge that rises
towards the lake, some 150 m from the edge of the present lake mire or the one-
time lake shore. One cannot exclude the possibility that the lake was already
overgrown by the end of prehistory, but not to its present extent. Thus, the
burial sites of different periods were located in different directions from the
contemporary settlement sites, but nevertheless the burial sites were in similar
natural conditions. The distance between the graves is about 1.5 km. It seems
that people here were aware of the past, and when selecting a site for a new
grave, it was intentionally established in a distant place. At the same time the
natural conditions of the burial sites are similar — both of them are oriented to
the lake and are situated on ridges that rise visibly above the surrounding
ground. Certainly such a location was the result of a conscious selection.
However, there is another question of what caused it. Although stone graves can
often be found near some bodies of water, but later graves do not have such a
link, and there is no reason to believe that Kodasoo was an exception. What 1
have in mind is that the existence of the lake was not a precondition for es-
tablishing a grave. Rather, the higher place was used because it was easy to bury
in soil, and it was clearly visible in the landscape. That such a suitable site hap-
pened to be in the vicinity of a lake might have been accidental, but it was not a
necessity.

Kiiu is an example of the use of landscape different from the two previous
ones. The majority of the stone graves of that place are located mostly on flat
terrain that is only slightly undulating in some spots. A pit-grave cemetery that
originates probably from the end of prehistory is located separately although
several stone graves are within its view. Unlike the stone graves, the pit-grave
cemetery is located in a terrain that noticeably rises towards the north. The use
of landscape in this place is different from the other places since the earlier
period — older graves were built on flat terrain and cannot be connected with
any special landscape features. Also the Kiiu river is located too far from them
to consider the possibility that graves might have been oriented towards it. May-
be Kiiu was a place that was noticed because of the possible openness of the
landscape, whereby graves might have been established in the centre of the
plain. At the same time there might have been some natural objects that have
disappeared by now. When people searched for a suitable place for a pit-grave
cemetery, they selected a place that was away from the older graves.

Although in Kuusalu scholars have supposed the existence of a grave from
the end of prehistory, as is the case of Sditme and stone graves, the author of the
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present thesis discards them as uncertain. A certain pit-grave cemetery that
might be dated to the end of prehistory and also to later periods is known from
Muuksi village. I have searched for the reason for the abundance of stone-cist
graves in the surroundings of Lake Kahala on the assumption that a lake and its
surrounding areas might have been perceived as sacred. It was probably a
sacred landscape that influenced the wider population and had a more general
significance. Although the significance might have extended to the entire
surroundings of the lake, it was focused on the northern and eastern shores (I1I).
According to the archaeological finds, the existence of Muuksi village is dated
only to the Middle Ages; however, one cannot exclude the possibility that it was
established at the end of prehistory. A pit-grave cemetery is situated on the
ridge of the hill fort a few hundred metres from the nearest group of stone-cist
graves on Muuksi Kabelimégi, almost in similar natural conditions. Neverthe-
less, the soil of this place differs from that beneath the stone graves. The latter
has a thin soil layer, but the site of the later cemetery has a sandy patch where it
was possible to make inhumation burials in pit-graves.

It becomes evident from the previous discussion that although graves of later
period(s) might have been located quite close to the stone graves (the shortest
distance being 200 m), they were never right beside them. The latter is true even
when one takes into account the uncertain cemeteries from the end of prehistory
in the research area (Kuusalu, S6itme, Uuri). It may partly arise from the
differences of soil because it was possible to build a stone grave on a thin-soiled
alvar area, but burying in a pit grave required a thicker soil layer. However, the
latter could probably be found closer to the stone graves. Keeping a distance
was probably a conscious choice of people. However, is there altogether a rea-
son to believe that stone graves of the earlier period had some kind of impor-
tance with regard to choosing a place for a later grave? On the one hand, the
stone graves were rather modest, but in spite of that they were clearly dis-
tinguishable formations. Thus, it is not possible that people living in their
vicinity later were unaware of them, or they did not take them into conside-
ration. There is no doubt that they did it, as can be judged by the distance that
was kept between them and, for example, fields until the Viking age. The
relative closeness of the burial sites of different periods can be explained by the
fact that as people settled the same places, it was only natural that they es-
tablished their graves somewhere in the vicinity. Thus, they were anyway
located in the same area with the older stone graves.

On the other hand, the existence of earlier burial sites might have been
considered as a contributing factor to the establishment of a grave in a nearby
place in a later period. However, on other occasions the differences between the
graves might have been accentuated by their location (e.g. high vs low in
Kaberla) or polarity of their situations (e.g. in similar conditions but in the
diametrically opposite direction from the settlement site at Kodasoo and Rum-
mu). The presentation of differences shows that people have always been aware
of the previous inhabitants of the same places and the marks they had left
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behind. How they acquired that awareness and how they interpreted those marks
is a different question.

As noted, the attitudes towards nature changed in the course of a long time.
The process cannot be observed in detail, but it is manifested in various
circumstances. Some places preserved some degree of sacrality also later (e.g.
holy groves), but landscape as a larger sacred whole lost its broader religious
meaning. The transformation into the secular probably lasted for several
millennia. A good example of this development can be brought from Kaberla
where a stone grave was located in a high area near the limestone bluff that is
the most prominent place in the local landscape. At the same time the pit-grave
cemetery from the end of prehistory and the following centuries was established
in a rather nondescript place. Although the site had a suitable moraine soil, this
kind of such soil could be found also in more eminent places (VI). Thus the
sacrality did not arise from the place in the landscape, which was characteristic
of the earlier period of stone graves, but the object, that is, the grave
consecrated its location. Where a late prehistoric cemetery was established near
earlier stone graves, it might have signified respect for the old tradition but also
the re-sacralization of the site through a new grave.

At the same time, as a second possibility, one can suppose that in connection
with changes in the religion, the surroundings of the earlier graves may have
become secular. According to the new beliefs, other places might have become
sacred, and new graves were established in those sites. Numerous graves of late
origin are located in sites looking so ordinary at first glance that it is difficult to
estimate their sacrality afterwards. Especially the use of pit-grave cemeteries
has brought about changes in the preparation of the grave site and in the related
rituals and activities that there is a reason to assume complex changes, where
one shift brought about another shift. Erecting a stone grave is an enterprise that
bonds the engaged people with several sites in the landscape. By comparison,
digging a pit grave is a short process. Also, it reflects the different perceptions
of landscape, and thus it seems that the first possibility (i.e. the landscape had
lost its sacral dimension) is more plausible.

It remains open to what extent all this can be generalized to wider areas, but
in the study area it all seems to have some relevance. At this point it seems
useful to observe how the landscape on the whole was used for the same pur-
poses although the places that served as burial sites in different periods are not
numerous. It is probably caused by the fact that it is much more difficult to find
traces of pit-grave cemeteries than a stone grave that is highly visible in nature.

The pit-grave cemetery located on Saha Kabelimégi (Saha Chapel Hill) was
established probably at the end of prehistory. According to the existing data, the
first burials took place in the second half of the 12" century (Lang 1996a, 324).
Probably somewhat earlier also cremation burials were common in Kabelimégi;
the cremated bones with grave goods were placed in an area located to the east
of the pit-grave cemetery (Vedru et al. 2009). Both these cemeteries were
established in the highest spot of the area; in their surroundings are seven cup-
marked stones, which is the largest concentration of such stones at Saha. The
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closest stone-cist grave is situated at a distance of ca 350 m from Kabelimigi
and is visible therefrom. Also, the stone graves of Saha are in higher spots of
the landscape and thus use the rises and slopes of the terrain. However, they are
mostly located close to a terrace sloping towards the northern direction from
Kabelimégi. There is another hill located at a distance of some twenty metres to
the east of Kabelimégi with a large stone grave. A decorative pin with a disc-
shaped head from a demolished grave enabled scholars to date the grave to the
end of the 5™ century or the 6™ century; the bones and the objects that were
found while carrying out earthwork on the same spot were buried near the Saha
chapel (Lang 1996a, 247-249). Saha Kabelimigi stands out in the local land-
scape. Also, the later chapel emphasizes it by attracting attention already from
afar. For some reason the site was not used in earlier times for erecting a stone
grave; it is possible that the northern terrace had more importance for the local
people at that time. If the previously mentioned demolished graves did exist,
then also in that place an earlier stone grave and a later pit-grave cemetery
existed side by side. It can be supposed that earlier stone graves both in Saha as
well as in other sites were erected to draw attention to these places; the graves
were of course smaller and less significant than the later chapel, but they still
they embodied an important message for people.

The data about a pit-grave cemetery, established at the end of prehistory,
have been recorded also in Joeldhtme (Selirand 1974, 65 and references), in a
landscape that could supposedly be located close to the later Joeldhtme church.
In this case the situation would be similar to Kaberla where stone graves are
located in a higher place and can be connected with significant features of the
landscape — boulders, a river valley, and a limestone bluff. A pit-grave cemetery
of a later period was in the distance on lower land where it cannot be anymore
connected with any remarkable natural objects. By contrast, it is located in a
rather plain terrain away from the river valley in a landscape that looks calm
and where only slight rises and slopes can be observed. It is true that those of
the numerous stone graves of Joeldhtme that are situated in a place where the
subterranean river reaches the ground, as well as those located near the present-
day Old Narva road, are lower than the pit-grave cemetery. Thus, it is possible
to treat the location of the pit-grave cemetery of JGeldhtme as being in the
middle — some older stone graves are on higher ground and the others are on
lower ground. Such use of landscape is somewhat different from Saha, where a
pit-grave cemetery was located at some distance from the stone graves but was
established on higher ground by comparison with the stone graves.

Nevertheless, there are places where later graves are located close to earlier
stone graves. One such place is the village of Vohma in Virumaa county, where
a complex of stone graves is located on a ridge called Tandemégi. Traces of a
village graveyard have been found at its southern foot (Lang 2000a, 125, 265).
Because the site has not been excavated, it is impossible to determine its exact
date, and one can only assume that it might have been established already at the
end of prehistory. Some indirect proof can be found in the fact that the village
of Vohma existed in that period (Lang 2000a, 266). Other such examples in-
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clude Lahepere (Selirand 1974, 65-66; Jaanits et al. 1982, 347) and Kobratu
graves in Tartumaa county (Selirand 1974, 65), Mallavere near Raasiku in
Harjumaa county (Selirand 1974, 67) and Mdigu Peetri close toLake Ulemiste
(Tamla 1977, 60). Similar associations are known also in many other places
(e.g. Miégi 2002a, 63). Apart from southern Estonia there are many sites where a
medieval graveyard was established close to the tarand-graves of the Roman
Iron Age and where the existence of earlier graves was decisive when selecting
a place for establishing a graveyard (Valk 2001, 88—89). While Saaremaa and
South Estonia have different natural conditions and different cultural space, the
graves in Harjumaa belong together with the areas discussed in the present
work. Thus, the pit-grave cemeteries of the end of prehistory and also of later
date might be located either close to earlier stone graves or away from the; in
both cases people had reckoned with their existence, and the knowledge and
attitudes towards the earlier graves also shaped their decisions with regard to the
selection of the place for a pit-grave cemetery.

Cup-marked stones constitute an interesting phenomenon in landscape.
Archaeogists have interpreted them either as objects of the cult of the dead or as
objects of the cult of fertility (Jaanits et al. 1982, 185). It has been pointed out
that they are often situated in boundary zones that separate settlement units
marked by stone graves (Lang 1996a, 441) or have been connected with one-
time fields located nearby (Tvauri 1997, 37). The author of the thesis has pre-
viously drawn attention to the circumstance that most of these suggestions are
derived from the present logic, and making decisions on the grounds of distri-
bution maps and not from the analysis of stones in their natural environment
(III, 105). Ancient man was in the landscape, and thus he/she had no under-
standing how it all might look from above. Naturally, it does not exclude the
possibility that they knew well their surroundings and were capable of orien-
tation, if needed, according to, for example, local objects (of nature). However,
there is no doubt that their ability differed from the information that can be
gained from present-day (distribution) maps.

A small cup hollowed out into stone or rock is an old motive that has been
made through ages in different parts of the world (e.g. Tagon 2000, 46 and refe-
rences).

Cup-marked stones may be located both singly and in groups; sometimes
they are located near stone graves but usually at some distance. In the present
research area, only a few cup-marked stones are juxtaposed to stone graves. For
example, one of the cup-marked stones in the village of Hirvli is located only
about 10 m from a supposed stone-cist grave. In some other sites cup-marked
stones are visible from stone graves, but the distance between them is longer. At
the same time the cup-marked stones in the surroundings of Lake Kahala are in
the vicinity of graves but are located in different natural conditions. Two stones
of that place are located on a slope that lowers towards the lake; thus, it stands
between the lake and the graves. Of these the stone in Uuri village is situated in
a rather low-lying area, and one can suppose that at the time when the graves
were built, this stone could standd on the waterfront. Also, the cup-marked
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stone in the village of Soorinna is located on the lakeshore of that time or close
to it; it lies in a place that was inhabited in the Mesolithic. At least two cup-
marked stones in the lands of the village of Rebala are situated in damp places
that cannot be easily accessed even at present (V, 51). There is some data about
a cup-marked stone in Raplamaa county that is situated in a damp depression; in
Joeldhtme Ellandvahe a cup-marked stone is situated on the coastal plain. Cup-
marked stones situated in damp areas are known in other sites of Harjumaa
county. For example, in the vicinity of Rae mire they can be found on gley and
swamp soils. Tanel Moora, who analysed such occurrences, supposed that the
cups were made into those stones at the time when these places were much
drier. It might have occurred at the end of the sub-boreal climate period, that is,
in the Bronze Age (Moora 1974, 137; Tvauri 1997, 40-41). At this point one
might hypothesize that specific stones in damp sites might have been selected
for making cups. Their special liminal location in the landscape was perceived
as significant, and it might carry on the same tradition as the stone axes found in
similar conditions.

It was said in previously that traces of Stone Age settlement have been found
close to a number of stone graves and cup-marked stones. However, unlike
stone-cist graves, the cup-marked stones are also located in the vicinity of the
settlement sites of the Bronze and the Pre-Roman Iron Ages. Such associations
can be found, for example, in Kalamie, Muuksi, and Joa. In other parts of
Estonia they can be found together in the villages of Rae and Moigu, close to
the river Pirita nad Lake Maardu, and in several other sites (cf. Lang 1996a, Fig.
102, 108, 113). Thus, there was probably no need for a longer distance between
a place of living and a cup-marked stone. Cup-marked stones and stone graves
have often been agglomerated close to the same significant objects of nature,
such as rivers, limestone bluffs, moraine hillocks, and ridges. As for the number
of cup-marked stones and stone graves, it seems that in places with numerous
graves the number of cup-marked stones is lower and also vice versa. Thus, in
the surroundings of Lake Kahala there is a large number of graves but only a
few cup-marked stones; in Kuusalu the situation is the opposite. The same
tendency can be observed also in other sites. For example, in the Vihasoo—
Palmse area, which is located in the east, a large number of stone graves are
known but only a few cup-marked stones (Lang 2000a, Fig. 25, 70). Around
Sagadi—Haljala, located further to the east, there is only a small number of
graves and numerous cup-marked stones. The majority of the latter are situated
alone, farther from graves (Lang 2000a, Fig. 93).

There is no doubt that cup-marked stones had meaning(s) that the people of
that time, or at least part of them, could understand. Certainly no random stone
was chosen for making cup marks, but there was a specific reason in every
single case why some stone was altered at the hands of people. Also, there were
certain reasons why only one cup-mark was hollowed into some stone and
several dozens or hundreds into another.

Many traditional societies have treated stones as objects that contain super-
natural powers, and thus they have been regarded as instrumental symbols.
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Because of this people might have regarded stones as active participants in
rituals (McMann 1994, 538-539). Rituals have great significance for the main-
tenance of cultural traditions; they reflect the awareness and sociality of people.
Their creation and fulfilling them is thought to be in accordance with some
place, event, force, or tradition and seems to be a natural thing in certain condi-
tions. When something is ritualized, it creates a privileged contrast, distin-
guishing it as something more important and powerful (Bell 1992, 54, 77, 90).
Thus, the differentiation of some stones created a ritual space around the — a
space that in some aspects resembles that of the stone graves but at same time
differs from it.

Cup-marked stones (as well as stone graves) might also act as retainers of
memory and creators and maintainers of power relations. Generally, it is
thought that because agriculture requires long-term connectedness with some
area, and its success depends on the results of decisions made in the past, then
agriculturalists reveal s strong genealogical cognition (Bradley 1998 and refe-
rences). As the cup-marks must have been made into stone in the period of
farming economy (cf. e.g. Lang 2007, 245), then it seems to confirm the con-
nection between cup-marked stones and stone graves with earlier settlements,
that is, with places that might have been connected with ancestors via oral
tradition.

As some sites in nature were perceived as special, be it waterbodies, lime-
stone bluffs, or a place where a subterranean river comes in sight again, the
significance of these places was emphasized by establishing monuments some-
where nearby. These sites might also be connected with (mythical) ancestors.
So the cup-marked stones and stone graves united people and their direct
ancestors with their mythical ancestors. People did not remember the latter
concretely anymore, but their mental presence and maybe also participation in
rituals was personified by a cup-marked stone and/or a natural object some-
where nearby or why not on the horizon. Also, the cup-marked stones near
settlement sites might be connected with collateral ancestors who had lived in
the same site earlier. Their earlier (and maybe in the form of a stone also later)
attendance gave their descendants the feeling of connectedness with a concrete
place and the right to be there. Both graves and cup-marked stones connected
the past with the present and the future. Because they were material by nature, it
was possible to establish through them mental connections between the land-
scape and the previous generations.

The meaning of cup-marked stones was lost for people approximately at the
same time with monumental stone graves and/or their surroundings. It happened
at the beginning of the Viking age or during that period. It is proved by a piece
of stone with cup marks that was walled in a stove in the settlement site of
Kuusalu and by another one that was found in the settlement site of Aindu in
Viljandimaa county, where it was also used for building a stove. The latter stone
has 19 cup marks, and its upper surface had been in intense fire. The gathered
charcoal dated the settlement site of Aindu to the period from the (7™) 8" or the
9™ century until the 16™-17" centuries (Valk 1994a, 386, 388; 1994b, 40).
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Taking into consideration the hand-moulded pottery found near the stove, it can
be assumed that the bottom of the stove belongs to the beginning of the settle-
ment site. The meanings of cup marks hollowed into stone is not reflected
authentically in the later oral tradition. For this reason Andres Tvauri, who
analysed it, believes that the tradition of cup-marked stones was old and already
long gone from the memory of people (Tvauri 1997, 36).

Thus, one may supposed that the meaning of cup marks was once and for-
ever lost by the Viking age. While in Scandinavia and in other parts of Europe
the oldest human-made cup marks are dated to the Neolithic (Harding 2004, 342
and references), then in Estonia they are believed to belong to the Bronze Age.
It is caused by the fact that most often they can be found in the same areas as
stone-cist graves. Also some of them are located in areas that became part of
dry land rather late — in the Bronze Age or at the beginning of the Iron Age
(Tvauri 1997, 38-39). At the same time the development of the network of cup-
marked stones, as we know it now, was probably not a short-term process; but it
developed gradually over a long period. Thus, it was similar to the genesis and
development of the groups of stone-cist graves.

At the same time one can assume that also the oldest cup-marked stones in
Estonia belong either to the Late Neolithic or the Older Bronze Age. When the
distribution of cup-marked stones is observed in the Late Neolithic context, then
what kind of connection might they have with the late stone axes, for
example?'® As noted, the late stone axes have been found from the widest area
that embraces the coastal plain, the zone near the limestone bluff, and the inland
area. Cup-marked stones have been found from all these areas, whereby their
number is close to the number of stone axes. The latter means that the majority
of them are located on the limestone plateau, not far from the glint edge. In this
zone cup/marked stones can be found in different natural conditions, such as
near lakes (Rummu, Kahala); they are located in higher spots but also on plain
ground and/or slopes. Many of them are situated in groups where the distance
between them may be a few metres; also views may open to cup-marked
stone(s) located farther. Nevertheless, the similar distribution of stone axes and
cup-marked stones may be accidental — numerous stone axes have been found in
inland areas and South Estonia, but the number of cup-marked stones is small
there. The latter can still, at least partly, be explained by cultural differences
between these areas.

In North Estonia one can find also settlement sites of the Stone Age and
stray finds of different periods in the vicinity of several cup-marked stones.
However, the linkage those with stones only on the basis of location is equally
indirect, as is the determination of the age of the cup-marked stones on the
grounds of the fact that as they are found in similar natural conditions as stone-
cist graves, they have to be of the same age. Hence, one can only speculate
about the older date of the cup-marked stones that the custom of making cup-

> Concerning the possible Late Neolitic dating of the cup-marked stones cf. Lang
1997a, 163.
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marks as well as the related beliefs might have reached Estonia earlier than the
Bronze Age. Cup-mark making was a continuous custom at that time, too, and
in the course of time it might acquire a different and/or a palimpsestic meaning.

As noted, unlike stone-cist graves, several cup-marked stones are located
close to the settlement sites of the Bronze and the Pre-Roman Iron Ages;
sometimes the distance between them is only about twenty metres. Thus, it can
be supposed that graves and cup-marked stones carried somewhat different
messages, or if the message was the same, then the way it was expressed and
the conditions how it was handed down or mediated, were different. An analysis
of the cup-marked stones in the context of the Late Neolithic or the Early
Bronze Age could reveal at least in some places associations between earlier
and later settlement. Stone-cist graves are located more or less in the same areas
as the cup-marked stones, but usually they are not in the same groups but apart.
Thus, one can suppose that their existence was respected in the landscape, and
most probably the making of cup-marks was continued. Valter Lang has also
pointed out similarities in the distribution pattern of cup-marked stones and late
stone axes and assumes that both of them represent a cult of fertility (Lang
2007, 30).

What can the cup-marked stones be associated with? I think that first of all
one can associate them with the signification of places and/or accentuation of
their speciality. One can likewise associate them with ancestors and/or heroes
and through them also with places, genealogies, and memory, i.e. remembering
through places.
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SUMMARY

Landscape is a whole, and there are various ways to study it. The present study
used the approach of landscape archaeology; this approach values both nature
and man-made objects, and the long-term perspective is used. When studying
the landscape, one can search for several answers to questions related to human
settlement.

The aim was to proceed from the landscape, that is, to study what processes
related to people occurred in different places, as well as when and why they
occurred in these places. Retrospectively, one can claim that the possible
developments are encoded by nature in certain types of landscape, and also in
the study area they were in accordance with the expectations. Thus, the
settlement sites of the Mesolithic can be found on the shores of waterbodies, the
ones from the (Late) Neolithic are farther from them. Settlement traces of the
Bronze and the Pre-Roman Iron Ages and also of later periods can be found
both near the bodies of water as well as farther from them. The latter occurred
mostly in those cases when suitable arable land was situated near waterbodies.
Therefore, in many places a site inhabited by hunter-fisher-gatherers was re-
inhabited centuries later by the agricultural community.

The problem of the permanent settlement of the North-Estonian coastal plain
was also discussed in more detail in the light of recent archaeological research.
It was found out that some places on the North-Estonian coastal plain were
settled or used, but such places were few in number. The wider area was
probably not settled at least after the end of the Stone Age.

Also non-economic reasons might have been important in the use of
landscape. Thus, for example, the waterfall of Jigala might have been decisive
in the formation of human settlement in that place. Instead, the same place
might have been used for carrying out rituals and not for living. However, in
either case the waterfall was an attractive natural object. Special sites (e.g.
waterfalls, glint edge, etc.) might give the people living somewhere in the fertile
land in the vicinity also some mental bond with the place. It has been supposed
that transformations in the landscape were important for the inhabitants of those
sites. Their ancestors, descendants, and the sense of place are connected with
them. Belonging to some place might have been accentuated through building a
grave into a transformational place. Stone graves as objects that were meant to
last altered the landscape considerably, adding to mythical ancestors also the
real ones that were buried in stone graves. Thus, from the present-day perspec-
tive it was the first time when landscape was altered purposefully. Also, the
making of cup marks in stones altered the stone permanently and created a
space with different surroundings. However, the change was not radical. Unlike
the stone graves, the dating of the cup-marked stones and guessing their
meaning(s) are very uncertain. Probably we are dealing with a long-term custom
that might have started already in the Late Neolithic or at the beginning of the
Bronze Age. There is no reason to suggest that the custom of making cup-
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marked stones that started in Scandinavia in the Neolithic reached Estonia many
centuries later.

Thus, both economic and mental reasons were important factors in the
development of human settlement in the area under study. At the same time a
number of mentally significant places might have remained unmarked. Such
areas might include the areas near steep limestone bluffs near which people did
not live or build stone graves.

People have inhabited the same places since prehistory to the present. They
were abandoned temporarily and then put to use again. Preliminary settlement
sites were used as burial sites, and later some of them were adopted for every-
day life again. Changes were long-term processes, and one can observe only
their results in the landscape — finds from a settlement site or a monumental
stone grave. The process as such is visible only in its result, and even the latter
only in case something physical has survived, something on the basis of which
we can make at least some indirect conclusions.

In some way or another, landscape keeps changing, but it is also stable. It will
last forever, though different and altered but in some aspect still the same. Many
questions considering prehistoric settlement can probably be answered while
studying a landscape.
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