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Abstract

P.R.A. Reynolds : Transmission and recall: the use of short

wall anchors in the wide world : PhD.

This thesis considers the use of a little-known building technique: short

wall anchor construction. Ignored by its users and misunderstood by

many of those who observed it subsequently, the short wall anchor

construction technique has proved a useful window into the perception

and behaviour of early modern people and subsequent communities. 

Using the technology of the late twentieth century: the relational

database, digital mapping and the internet I have taken a world-wide

approach to analyse and interpret the short wall anchor as a feature

within an assemblage.

This analysis, and a study of the processes and contexts of transmission

has demonstrated a close connection between display, narrative and

identity and the building façade. Short wall anchors give insight into

these practices in the early modern world - the whole world - where new

relationships between people, places and things were being forged.

569 pages, 156 illustrations (all in colour), 5 maps (all in colour), 10

tables, bibliograply, CD of entire thesis, including animated maps and

database.
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Preface 

In 1992 I began to work for English Heritage, cataloguing a collection of

architectural fragments at Great Yarmouth, Norfolk. The collection had

been acquired during the late 1940s, when a quarter of the town was

being levelled prior to redevelopment. The area had been earmarked for

redevelopment by the local council since early in the century, as the

housing stock was thought to be of poor quality. The houses had, in

addition, been greatly damaged in their use as a training area for

hand-to-hand combat during the second world war, and the local council

had long wanted to clear the neighbourhood.

However, the area was known to contain a great number of medieval and

early modern buildings. Local antiquarians had been arguing against

slum clearance proposals, contending that Great Yarmouth was a

precious survivor of an early modern town. They set up a trust and in

1908 purchased the Old Merchant’s House, 8, Row 117. In 1943, after

some bomb damaged had occurred in the Rows, but before the site was

handed over to the army, B.St.J. O’Neil, Inspector of Ancient

Monuments, visited the town and recorded some of the buildings

between Rows 107 and 128 (Tooke 1987, 9). 

In 1947 O’Neil (PRO WORK14/1348 14269) argued that the Old

Merchant’s House should be taken into guardianship of the Ministry of

Works. In his proposal that the house was suitable to be taken into

guardianship, O’Neil implies that it was as meritorious as Hampton

Court palace. This house was taken into guardianship in 1949, and the

following year the adjoining part of the house (9, Row 117) was

purchased. In 1951, another house in Row 111 (Nos 6, 7 and 8), was

thought to have survived well enough to be preserved, and was taken into

guardianship. The foreman of works engaged on the repair of these two

houses in the late 1940s and 1950s, Mr Rosie, salvaged many items from

the surrounding buildings. Initially, the idea seems to have been that they

could be used in the restoration of the two houses, but the collection of

windows, doors, mouldings, panelling, tiles, and other fragments grew

beyond this, to a collection to act as a memorial to the craftsmen who

had built Yarmouth.
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The surrounding area was levelled. One local resident recalled the

bulldozers moving earth turned white with the quantity of delft tile

(English Heritage oral history tapes). Terraces of social housing

maisonettes were built, cutting across the now obliterated medieval street

pattern.

I had been brought in to catalogue this collection because I had expertise

in door furniture. I found some other areas of the collection quite

unfamiliar. I was particularly intrigued by the iron wall anchors, a

building component I had never met before. Unlike the rest of the

collection, where there were reference books, comparable collections and

comparable material in situ, to help me catalogue the collection, the wall

anchors seemed to be as isolated, solitary and strange as the two historic

houses, now marooned in a sea of maisonettes.

The contract completed, I continued to notice wall anchors, and to

wonder about the people who had built with them. Dissatisfaction with

that unproductive speculating led me to decide to undertake this research

degree.
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Chapter 1 
1.1 Introduction 

1.2 Short Wall Anchors

1.3 Documentary evidence and short Wall Anchor Constructions observed in the
literature

1.4 Forms of Short Wall Anchors: towards a typology

1.5 Meaning in the use of Short Wall Anchors

1.6 The Research Agenda

1.1 Introduction

This thesis considers a very specific use of iron in buildings: short wall

anchor construction. This technique has been used since at least the

thirteenth century, in many places throughout the world. Short wall

anchors have two parts: one, set vertically against the exterior face of the

wall, is an iron bar or motif, ranging size from 20cm to over a metre

long. This part (the key) is slotted through a loop in the second part,

another iron bar (the tongue), set horizontally, at right-angles to the wall.

The tongue is encased in the wall and is fixed to a timber in the house

(see figure 1.1). Anchors are inserted during construction, and associate

each transverse beam with the wall, or, in the case of a gable, associate

the roof structure with the gable (see figures 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4). The series

of iron anchors in association with an inner timber ‘house-skeleton’ is a

distinctive construction technique, a framing tradition. 

My first encounter with this tradition was in Great Yarmouth, Norfolk

(UK) where I was cataloguing the building materials from the Row

houses for English Heritage in 1991-3. It seemed an under-researched

subject and questions immediately began to form in my mind. The

structure of this introduction leads the reader through the basics of the

available literature and raises questions, which will subsequently be

marshalled at the end of the chapter to present a coherent research

agenda. 

The technique is described by Lindsay (in O’Neil 1953, 152), as

embodying ‘the fundamental principles of Flemish construction … a light

fabric, knit together with iron cramps into a four-square entity’. Other

20



authors explained the tradition as ‘Dutch’. My initial response was to

question whether this technique could be reasonably described as ‘Dutch’

or ‘from the Low Countries’, and, further, to wonder about the ethnicity

of those who built such buildings outside the Low Countries. A further

assertion in O’Neil’s report on the Great Yarmouth properties that this

technique was developed in response to the unstable nature of the land

led me to ask what the construction technique achieved (O’Neil 1953,

152). These thoughts developed as two lines of questioning in this thesis:

what are the roles of environmental and social determination in the

choice of short wall anchor construction?

Following these lines of questioning it became necessary to understand

the use of short wall anchors in relation to other uses of iron in buildings,

in order to identify clearly the distribution of the use of short wall anchor

construction, its survival and attributed significance. Further, in order to

construct the research agenda more robustly and to develop responses to

its questions, I began to consider theoretical approaches to architecture

and then theoretical frameworks with wider relevance.

The theoretical perspectives used to explore these questions of function

and meaning are detailed in chapter 2. The theoretical framework is

composed of a broad circle of interleaved and interlaced concepts:

perception, style, choice and risk analysis, (self) identity, texts and

narratives, and the nexus of things, people and ideas that constitute

colonialism. These ideas are drawn from and relate to a wide range of

academic traditions, but the archaeological approach, uniting and

focusing upon the use and meaning of things was found to be particularly

useful. None of these concepts is simple or stable, or particularly easy to

work with. However, as the inability of my pre-thesis research to provide

satisfying results demonstrated, they provide an essential framework in

which to understand short wall anchor construction. Conversely, the

study of short wall anchor construction contributes to the ongoing, fluid

debates which surround these highly contested areas, a matter which will

be returned to in chapter 9.

Chapter 3 describes the methodology used to identify the buildings using

short wall anchors, and the methods used to answer the questions

outlined in the research agenda which I will elucidate in detail at the end
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of this chapter. Chapter 4 is an exploration of the histories and

geographies which form the context for the use of short wall anchors.

Chapters 5, 6, 7 and 8 set out my investigation and its results. chapter 9,

in addition to summarising and outlining the potential for building

studies such as this to explore and contribute to the theoretical agendas

considered in chapter 2, presents a new research agenda. 

1.2 Short Wall Anchors

In examining the literature for references to use of short wall anchor

construction, it became apparent that there was no extant comprehensive

assessment of the use of iron in buildings which could be used as a

framework to examine the functional aspects of short wall anchor

construction. While the various approaches to studying buildings,

including art history, archaeology and construction history have paid

attention to materials and construction among other aspects, they have

focused almost exclusively on walling and roofing materials (see, for

example Bassett 1997, Brunskill 1978, Clifton-Taylor 1987, Wærn et al

2001). Framing has been considered, both timber and iron, and the use

of ironwork in decorative and subsidiary elements such as windows and

balconies has its literature (see for example Harris 1994, Prudon 1986,

Haas 1979, Gay 1985, Clarke 2002, and papers in Sutherland 1998).

There is, however, a lack of recognition and information, both at the

level of the individual building record and in wider syntheses, about the

structural use of iron before the iron-frame. 

The absence of short wall anchors and other early structural ironwork in

current literature is paralleled by a lack of comment from those who built

and have subsequently lived with buildings with these structural

attributes. There is general agreement that short wall anchor framing was

first developed, and remains today most used, in the Low Countries (for

example Pevsner and Neave 1995, 63-6; Walton 1987), but there the

literature is sparse. For example, searching the 18,000 pages of the

Bescherming Cultuurmonumenten’s journal Heemschut from 1911 to 2002

found only 614 mentions of anchors. The Bulletin van de Koninklijke

Nederlandsche Oudheidkundige Bond was also searched for a similar period,

with a similar result. The construction technique has been used around

the world, but it has rarely been explicitly recognised by those writing
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about buildings in which it is used. Those that do are noted in the

following section. 

Iron is used in many ways in buildings. Appendix 1 attempts to outline a

typology of ironwork, in order to place short wall anchors in a wider

context, and also to distinguish them from visually similar features. This

is necessary because there is no existing typology of the use of iron in

buildings into which the short wall anchor can be placed1. Creating a

typology and nomenclature(s) of ironwork has many problems, which are

discussed in chapters 2 and 3 in relation to the creation of typologies for

short wall anchors.

Structural ironwork has been largely ignored by the various approaches

to buildings. Iron’s importance in structure and modification has meant it

is not central to the concerns of art-historical approaches, which

emphasise appearance over substance, and the original over the changed

(e.g. Lewis 1902/4, Davies 1989, Long 2004, and Millon 2006). In

contrast, vernacular architectural studies focus more on materials and

constructional methods, and are interested in the contexts of buildings.

These studies are concerned with change and difference, both over time,

and between places. Yet, by their insistence on the local as the defining

characteristic of the object of study, they have tended to focus upon those

materials which are obviously local, such as stone, and upon periods

where such local specificity occurs (e.g. Sandon 1977, Cohen 1992, Lee

1999. Herman 2005 is a useful exception). Archaeological approaches

similarly focus more on change than art-historical approaches, but can

nevertheless still have discovery of the ‘original’ as their aim; thus Morris

(1994, 18) writes of buildings’ ‘authentic fabric’. Archaeologists might be

thought to be as concerned with buildings using mass-produced materials

as they are with buildings using traditional and localised techniques. Yet

they have shown a reluctance to consider post-medieval materials. Since

the bulk of uses and changes involving ironwork occur in more recent

contexts, archaeological approaches to ironwork (excepting nails) in

buildings before the advent of iron-frame are scarce (for an exception, see

Kelly 1995, 11).
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My typology separates structural from non-structural ironwork and

further subdivides structural ironwork into ‘constructional’, ‘erection’ (i.e.

elements introduced during construction, but removed at the completion

of construction, such as scaffolding), ‘conversional’ and ‘remedial’

elements. Dutch texts fully describe the use of short wall anchors, a

constructional element. The main article on the subject is by Janse (1986,

26), who defines the two parts of the anchor as the horizontal veer

(translated by Haslinghuis 1986, 454 as ‘tongue’), and vertical schieter

(translated by Haslinghuis 1986, 454 as ‘anchor slot bolt’) (see figure 1.1).

The schieter and loop of the veer, i.e. the exterior portion of the anchor are

together known as the ankerhoofd (anchor-head). The horizontal veer is

about 2cm thick as it passes through the wall, and is beaten out to about

half that, where it is fixed to the beam with nails, cramps, or ankernagels

i.e. ‘anchor-nails’, which may be trenailes (Janse does not elaborate, and

the Woordenboek der Nederlandshee Taal (WNT2, 2000) explains only in

context of ship’s anchors).

The wall anchors were probably inserted by the carpenter, mason or

bricklayer who had overall control of the building process, a position that

involved co-ordination of the assembly timber, iron and walling material.

In Peterborough in 1491, carpenters anchored the beams, and that

someone else, presumably a smith, made the anchors (Northants Rec.

Soc. ix 61, quoted in Salzman 1952, 290; for control of the process see

Meischke et al, 1993, 8).

The first stage of short wall anchor construction is the excavation of a

cellar (or other foundations), and building up of the walls to just above

ground level. At this point transverse beams are laid across the shorter

dimension, and iron wall anchors placed in position (figure 1.2). The

tongue of each anchor is wrapped around with cloth as it is laid in the

wall; because iron expands as it corrodes, this provision prevents the

rusting anchor from splitting the wall (Janse 2001a, 47). As each floor is

built up, further beams are placed across, and each is secured to the brick

wall with a short wall anchor (see figure 1.3). As the gable wall is

subsequently built, further anchors are used to tie the wall to beams and,

at the roof level, to purlins (see figure 1.4). The Dutch differentiate the
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anchors used on walls (muurankers) and gevelankers which Janse (1986, 26)

defines as ‘binding the beams of a floor joist or roof with the gable’. The

term gevelankers is also, used for the anchors which bind a free-standing

gable to the roof behind. These are described in the next section.

The wall-anchor is attached only to the wooden members: it merely rests

against the wall, preventing distortion of the building, an occurrence

likely for buildings constructed on unstable surfaces such as sand or

polder. Wall anchors also enable separate brick walls to be securely

fastened to existing buildings, including existing timber-framed buildings.

For example, in Amsterdam, brick frontages were tied to earlier,

medieval, wooden frames (Altena 1968, 128). The difference between this

technique and more conventional brick construction is shown by an

English writer of the early 1700s who describes the practice of building

side walls before the front and back walls as ‘an ill Custom used among

some Bricklayers, … which occasions Cracks, and Settlings [sic] in the

Walls of the Building, which weakens them very much’ (Neve 1969

[1726], 70).

While the use of the short wall anchor is overwhelmingly associated with

brick buildings it has been noted that in the Low Countries and New

Netherland3, short wall anchors are used with stone, as well as with brick

(Blackburn and Piwonka 1988, 128; Stevens 2005, 101). The previously

mentioned early example, Het Spijker, Gent, is built of stone (figure 1.5).

Stone buildings using short wall anchors are also seen in New York State,

at the Pieter Bronck House, for example (figure 1.6). The use of short

wall anchors on stone buildings is ascribed by Blackburn and Piwonka

(1988, 128) to ‘a Dutch tendency to build strength beyond necessity’.

The combination of wooden beams with iron securing ties makes use of

the advantages of two materials. Wooden beams have an advantage over

iron anchors in resisting building movement because they can resist both

compression and tension forces, while wrought iron fails under

compression, it is superior in resisting sheer (Wilcox 1981, 43; Lee 1976,

99; Zink 1987, 270). This makes iron a particularly suitable choice for

masonry buildings, which are inherently less flexible than fully timbered

buildings, and on unstable substrates (Haas 1979, 169). It is important,
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however, to consider the knowledge of such properties by those using

them (Haas 1983, 136-151), and this point is taken up in the research

questions which this thesis addresses. 

This literature prompts two research questions: Are these buildings more

likely to be found on unstable substrates? Are they more likely to be

found on substrates perceived at the time of construction to be unstable?

1.3 Documentary evidence and short wall anchor
constructions observed in the literature

Short wall anchor buildings date from the 1200s to the present day, with

most being initially constructed, or re-façaded, using short wall anchor

construction in the 1600s. Archive and web research for this project

reveals a much larger population than that hitherto published and in

creating a catalogue of these buildings, this thesis makes a significant

contribution to the study of construction history. What follows is a review

of the published sources, which formed my starting point. Buildings using

short wall anchor construction can be seen much more widely than is

evident from the literature. The organisation of this section by modern

geopolitical units is merely a reflection of the use of this convention in the

majority of the works cited, and is retained for its usefulness in

summarising spatial distribution. 

It has been argued by O’Neil (1953) that the wall anchor originates in the

Low Countries. For him, the distribution map, earliest known use, and

assumed function of the technique (flexible strength for buildings erected

on unstable land, such as sand or polder) all point to the Low Countries

as the original home of the technique and his assumptions seem to be

shared as the references discussed below demonstrate. Yet can the

technique securely be attributed to a Low Countries origin? There,

buildings using short wall anchor construction date from the 1200s to the

present day, with many being initially constructed, or re-façaded in the

1600s. Given the common identification of the technique as ‘Dutch’ or

‘Flemish’, references to Low Countries architects and buildings’ features

have been noted in the database even where short wall anchors are not

specifically mentioned.
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Low Countries

Short wall anchors are first observed in the 1200s, at Ammersoyen Castle

and a house at Oudegracht 175, Utrecht (Janse, 1986, 26). Given the low

levels of observation of the technique by writers, earlier examples, such as

the “Het Spijker” (Stapelhuis) in Gent also c. 1200, (Walle 1971, 30,

figure 1.5) may well exist. The first documentary reference to them

according to Fuchs and Weijers (1977, 237,) is in a document of

1352-1377: quia fecit arcus et anchoras ligneas in mur4. The term anchor, with

this meaning is first recorded in use in 1560 in WNT (‘anker II. 1. A’5

(that is, at the beginning of the period covered by the dictionary).

Ornamental short wall anchors (sierankers6) are known from 1525 (Janse,

1986, 26), and dates expressed using anchors (jaartalankers7) from 1550

(Janse, 1986, 26).

Other than Janse (1986, 1964, 2001a), mentions of wall anchors are

surprisingly rare, as was noted above (page 27). Meischke et al (1997, 66)

devote a page to short wall anchors, and they are mentioned in the other

three volumes in the series Meischke et al (1993, 2000 and 2001). Vries

(1986) illustrates many in his account of iron in the Netherlands

buildings. Gardner (1896, 71) calls them ‘A feature almost peculiar to the

Netherlands, or to brick cities inhabited by its refugees'. Schiebroek

(1991, 34) notes that anchors were mostly used for decorative purposes,

but does not include them in his glossary.

Other European Countries 

France

The presence of the short wall anchors in French Flanders, including

their ‘purely decorative’ elaboration is noted by Devleigher and Goossens

(1980, 18). 
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6  ‘Ornamental anchors’ (trans. P. Reynolds).

5  Zal deselve mr. D. R. den ancker, gehecht ofte vast gemaect in zynen
gevel, mogen uythaelen tot zijn believen, in BECKER, Br. Coornhert 10
[1560]. ‘Mr D.R. Will the anchor, attached or made fast in his gable,
may come out against his expectations’ (trans P. Reynolds).

4  ‘because he made vaults and wooden anchors in the wall’ (De
Stadsrekeningen van Arnhem, 72, uitg. Door W. Jappe Alderts, 1967) trans. P.
Reynolds).



Great Britain

The use of the short wall anchor similarly seems to have nearly escaped

mention or record in modern studies of English buildings, apart from

O’Neil’s (1953) report on the small, early post-medieval houses of Great

Yarmouth, England. Lindsay’s description of the technique and

attribution of it to a Flemish origin has already been mentioned.

Interestingly, neither O’Neil nor Lindsay venture any explanation for the

use of the technique. Anchors are mentioned by Lister (1957, 236) who

notes that they are ‘a fundamental part’ of some constructions, as well as

remedial. They are more fully covered in an article by Percival (1966) on

the Dutch influence on English, and especially East Kentish,

architecture, and mentioned as a result of Dutch influence on East Anglia

by Guillery (2004, 268 - 70). 

Documentary evidence for the use of the short wall anchor in Britain is

very scarce. There are two possible occurrences of the term ‘anchor’ in

Middle English. One reference, which may refer to ‘intramural’ ties or to

short wall ties, is that at Peterborough in 1491, where carpenters were

paid ‘for ankeryng of ij bemes’ and Thomas Buk received 5s ‘for makyng

of ij ankyrs and ij boltys’ (Northants Rec. Soc. ix 61, quoted in Salzman

1952, 290). The fifteenth century Wars of Alexander describes: ‘And þat [a

timber tower] he fiches..sa fast to þe wall..And band hire..bigly to-gedire

With..fyue score aunkirs’ (line 1372). The 1432-5 Caister Castle accounts

mention ‘lez ankeres’, which were ‘wood anchor-plates used for

reinforcement during building’ (Wight 1972, 67). I am not sure what

‘anchors’ mean in this context: ‘during building’ may mean ‘during the

construction phase, and then removed’ - much as scaffolding is. The

Dictionary of Medieval Latin from British Sources entries for ‘ancora’

refer only to ships’ anchors, and figurative uses. 

The Town Book of Wymondham in Norfolk has the following record for

29 October 1646: 

At the metinge this day of the inhabitants of
Wymondham concerninge towne busines it was agreed
that Mr Playforth shall have leave to putt two ancors
through the scolehouse wall to fasten them to his house
for the strenghninge of the said house provided that Mr
Playforth his heires and assignes shall for ever hereafter
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make good all such decayes as shall happen & be
occasioned by the doinge therof.8 

The Oxford English Dictionary has only ‘ships anchor’ and metaphorical

meanings, prior to 1855. However, from the mid 1800s, meanings are

recorded: ‘contrivance or instrument which fulfils a similar purpose to

that of an anchor, by holding fast or giving security’ (Oxford English

Dictionary, anchor, n.3 (OED 1989)), although the verbal use, ‘to fix as

with an anchor, to fix firmly or abidingly’ is first recorded in 1594.

Ankere is not recorded in the Anglo-Norman dictionary. Wall-tie is only

recorded in the meaning ‘used to bind a hollow wall’, from 1884, and

wall-anchor is not recorded at all.

Norway

The strengthening and stabilising effect of short wall anchors is noted in

the literature (Engh and Gunnarsjaa 1984, 248). Other meanings or uses

are hinted at: after the use of steel frame became common in the 1800s,

wall anchors ‘lost their function’ but were ‘still occasionally kept as

ornaments’9 (Engh and Gunnarsjaa 1984, 246). The origin of the

technique is not noted, although the general influence of continental

architecture is acknowledged (e.g. Alnaes, 1950, 73).

Africa

Ghana

Van den Nieuwenhof (1989, 89) observed that ‘In the picture of about

1870 [of Bridge House, Elmina] we can see some big cast-iron cramps

(grote ijren muurankers) sticking out of the wall like ornaments. The traces on

the wall show that the cramps were rusting, apparently because of the

moisture and the salt in the warm air’. The phrase ‘like ornaments’ is

only present in the English translation: it is hard to understand what the
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unnumbered side but one from the end of the volume. The folio pages
are numbered to f.221 followed by 6 unnumbered sides. The volume is at
present in the municipal archive in Wymondham and I don’t think it has
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NRO has moved to County Hall, the volume will go into the County
archive’ (Wilson 2002, pers. com)



author means: perhaps it is intended as an aid to identifying the anchors

for the readers unfamiliar with short wall anchors.

Republic of South Africa

There is one article about short wall anchors in South Africa (Walton

1987). Walton observes that few buildings have visible anchors, but they

are covered by plaster, and comments ‘It would be of interest if architects

and builders could record such anchors when they are exposed’ (Walton

1987, 11). He further observes that changing the framing of the roof, as

happened at the wine-cellar at Babylonstoren, could make the anchors

no longer necessary (Walton 1987, 11). There are three other references

to the use of short wall anchors in South Africa: Fairbridge (1922, 23)

illustrates a ‘wrought iron “anchor”’, among numerous other building

parts, but does not mention it in her text. The use of quotation marks

may suggest that she knew there was no simple English equivalent for the

Afrikaans anker. Pearse (1933, 22) observes ‘to strengthen the angles long

wrot (sic) iron ties with large X-shaped anchors were built into the

external walls, the ends of these anchors being concealed by the plaster’.

In describing the choice of wall anchors as ‘eminently suitable’ to

strengthen Groot Constantia during restoration Kendall (1926, 313)

observes ‘This method was, of course, in common practice in the

Netherlands, so much so, in fact, that ornamental anchors were often

quite elaborate, and became rather a feature of the style of architecture’.

The implication is that a Dutch building practice is appropriate for a

Dutch colonial building, but he does not recognise that in the

Netherlands it is constructional rather than remedial or decorative, and

the presence of the constructional tradition in South Africa is ignored. 

America

Canada

The main reference is Laframbois (1975, 137) who notes that s-shaped

anchors are connected by metal rods to beams, and are used to prevent

the movement of walls10. Priess (1978, 73) mentions ‘timber anchors’ in

his annotated bibliography of building hardware, and notes ‘to date there

are no separate studies available on this subject’. These may be

something different to short wall anchors, since he later (74) refers to
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‘wall anchors’ and refers to their use in the United States (i.e. Sonn 1979

[1928]).

Netherlands Antilles

The main reference to the use of short wall anchors, in Curaçao, the

largest of the Netherlands Antilles, is to a variant which has caught the

authors’ eyes:

Many [houses in the network of alleys in Punda,] are still
built of brick, sometimes stuccoed. One detail that can
still be seen in various houses is the way in which the
single layers of floor joists are anchored to the walls with
wood, since iron would have been corroded by the salts
in the air (Temminck Groll and Alphen nd., 31).

Temminck Groll later repeats this, adding that a short supply of iron and

smiths further encouraged the use of wood (2002, 316-7). The common,

more usual form of the technique, using iron, is completely ignored.

Newton (1990, 67-8) mentions wall anchors in passing, in a section

concerned with conservation responses to water penetration in historic

buildings.

United States

The earliest recorded observation of short wall anchors in America is

by Dr. Benjamin Bullivant, who observed in 1697 that ‘Most bricked

houses have the date of the yeare on them, contrived as iron cramps to

hold in the timber to the walls’ (quoted in Stevens 2005, 149). Stevens

2005, (27, 101) offers the longest description of the form, beginning his

chapter on ironwork with a discussion of the use of short wall anchors

together with several illustrations. Blackburn and Piwonka (1988, 128)

devote a few lines to the subject, and the presence of short wall anchors

in ‘Dutch’ buildings is occasionally noted by others (e.g. Sonn 1979

[1928] 108-11; McAlester and McAlester 1984, 117; Dunn and Bennett

1996, 20). They are thought to be diagnostic of the ethnicity of the

builders (overwhelmingly ‘Dutch’, excepting Wertenbaker (1963a, 71)

who argues, on the basis of commonality with Canadian features, that the

attribution is ‘Flemish’). The remedial and strengthening properties of

anchors and ties in general are noted: ‘strictly utilitarian in purpose

(having been introduced to strengthen the general structure of the house),

[they] were unconsciously ornamental’ (Reynolds 1965 [1929], 24),

‘They were necessary to secure the relatively thin brick walls to the
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timber framework’ (Stevens 2005, 101), and their use on stone buildings

is attributed to ‘reflects a Dutch tendency to build strength beyond

necessity’ (Blackburn and Piwonka 1988, 128)

Asia

Indonesia

Greig’s (1987, 194) observation that ‘Tall inverted Y shaped metal

anchors on the enclosing walls of the building mark the positions of the

beam above ground and first floors which were designed to carry heavy

loads’ in a warehouse in Jakarta is the sole mention of wall anchors in

Indonesia.

An extensive reading of architectural literature from five continents has

thus revealed only a very limited acknowledgement of the occurrence of

short wall anchors which is at variance with the evidence presented in

illustrations in those publications. The difference is explored in details in

section 8.1, and section 2.1 presents some reasons why the short wall

anchor has been ignored. 

This survey illustrates that short wall anchors are not utilised by a single,

homogeneous construction industry which was part of a single economic

structure. Those who made the anchors were probably not specialists:

they also made other structural and non-structural ironwork, and

possibly other iron goods (Reynolds 1965 [1929], 24-5; Lindsay 1953,

153). Pennick (2001, 91 argues for ‘anchor smiths’, but documentary

evidence does not support this). There is some evidence for their sale via

middlemen (e.g. Venema 2003, 276).

The historical and geographical disposition of buildings using short wall

anchor construction raises the following questions about distribution and

diffusion: what is the global distribution of the use of short wall anchor

construction? This leads to the question: where did the construction

technique originate? Is that one place or many? What is the relationship

between each place where the technique is found and the place from

which it came? Is the use of short wall anchor construction particularly

associated with wholesale transformation of the townscape or landscape

(e.g. during colonisation, rebuilding after fire)?

Diachronic study is needed to compare with the geographical study

suggested by the previous section. An examination of the spread and
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survival of the short wall anchor offers an opportunity to view style and

practice across cultures - an opportunity which will be refined by the

theoretical agenda presented in the next chapter.

The origins of the technique are not covered in the secondary sources. It

is possible that short wall anchor construction evolved from interior

timber and iron reinforcement, or from timber framing. The antecedents

may be a form of extra-mural ties used in ecclesiastical buildings

(described by Wilcox (1981, 35) and detailed in appendix 1). Initially

these were used in southern Europe, and spread north. Examples include

the Amsterdam Bourse (Exchange). Stylistically, the outer parts of the ties

are comparable. Or the origins of the anchors may lie in the distinctive

‘anchor beam’ construction11 (ankerbalk gebint) found in the Low Countries

in which the tenon extends beyond the post and is securely wedged to

increase the stiffness of the bent (Prudon 1986, 205). A document of

1545, cited in the WNT (‘ankerhoofd’12 suggests that anchors are equally

associated at that date with timber and brick buildings. This is supported

by the possibility that short wall ties may, originally, have been made of

wood. Janse (1986, 6) observes that sometimes anchors are bound to a

wall post with a wood construction, but does not elaborate or show any

examples. The mid-eighteenth century Maison Pichet (Quebec, building

2781) has wooden anchors (Stevens 2005, 143, 428), and as noted above

Temminck Groll and Alphen (nd., 31) refer to the use of wooden ties in

Punda, Curaçao, but they suggest that this is because iron would have

been corroded by salt. 

The continuing use of short wall anchor construction as a vernacular

form prompts the following questions: is continuity of use of the short

wall anchor construction technique promoted by the continuity of a

self-identifying ‘Dutch’ community? Did this community preserve and

value its heritage: heritage of values and of material culture? The
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anothers’ land as he pleases, but must then stop at the extremity of his
land, his main anchors held and drawn in within his wall ’. trans. P.
Reynolds).

11 trans. P. Reynolds.



variation in value will be particularly sought in non-textual

variation/valuation, including other features and place names. 

The place of short wall anchor construction within different and

changing economic contexts raises the following questions about their

relationship to those contexts. Does the introduction of short wall anchor

construction coincide with a change in craft transmission processes? Does

the cessation coincide with a change? What are roles and effects of

different craft transmission processes in change and stasis in building

techniques? In particular, is there a change in the location of engineering

knowledge (and who has responsibility for it), or a change in the

perception of craft groups? What are the roles and effects of different

craft transmission processes in change and stasis in the use of the short

wall anchor? Can changes in change in craft transmission processes be

related to larger and wider changes in economy and society? Why was

the short wall anchor construction technique adopted by some trading

partners, but not adopted by native peoples? These questions are

addressed in chapter 7.

1.4 Forms of Short Wall Anchors: towards a
typology 

There is no structured typology of short wall anchor forms. The Dutch

Ministry of Public Works made an inventory of wall anchors in the late

1960s (Janse 1986), but this is not published or traceable. Meijer (1984,

18) refers to ‘200 kinds’ of cast-iron wall anchors but has not published

his typology. However, many of the authors in the previous section

mention different forms in their descriptions of the use of short wall

anchors. This section summarises these writers, whose work was used as a

basis for my typology, (presented in section 8.2, informed by theoretical

considerations which are discussed in section 2.2 below).

The standard shape of the bolt (schieter) of a short wall anchor is a simple

bar (figure 1.7), but more decorated forms occur (sierankers13). The forms

include flowers, identified by Haslinghuis (1986, 12) as lilies (lelie-ankers14)

and by Lindsey (1953, 152) and Sonn (1979 [1928], 108) as fleurs-de-lis,

X-shaped anchors (Pearse (1933, 22), S-shaped anchors (Laframbois
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1975, 137) and a form identified by Haslinghuis (1986, 12) as ‘dragon’s

head’ (drakekop). Other forms include letters, initials and monograms,

merchants marks and numbers (jaarankers15) used to express years (Janse

1986, Sonn 1979 [1928], 108-10; many of these forms are illustrated by

Sonn - see figure 1.8). Janse (1986, 26) observes that sierankers are strongly

constructed, their strength spread across the surface of the wall.

Sometimes the lower tip of the anchor bolt is curved up, so that rusting

water drips free of the wall (Vries 1986, 5). These sierankers date from the

second quarter of the sixteenth century to the middle of the seventeenth

century, and may be comparable to similar decorated forms of hinges

and tiles (Vries 1986, 5). A comparison has been made between some

forms of the short wall anchor, such as the lily and marks found in roof

construction in the Low Countries (Janse 1964, 79). 

One type of tie has a projecting hook (see figure 1.9): these are called

banner-irons by O’Neil, and Lindsay (1953, 153) says that ‘bunting and

other colourful decorations’ were suspended from them on ‘festive

occasions’. But Janse (1986, 26) says that they were used to hang ‘luifel’

which is translated as ‘penthouse’ (Haslinghuis 1986) or ‘glass awning’ or

‘’overhanging upper storey’ (Renier 1949). I suspect that it may also

mean ‘cloth awning’. The use of short wall ties in ritual and ceremonial is

further discussed below (section 8.4). Meischke et al (1997, 66) name

various types, and mention anchor with a ring (potentially to support a

pole; further explored in section 8.4) which does not seem to have had a

special name.

A late form of anchor, blind anker (blind anchor), is described by

Haslinghuis (1983, 36) as ‘in de muur weg-gewerkt’16, which he glosses as

‘anchor without slot’ (460). These are usually simple bars, which are

recessed into the brick or stone fascia so that, when the wall is faced with

plaster, it appears that there are no wall anchors. This practice of making

the anchors invisible begins at the same time as plastering, the 1700s.

The term ‘blind anker’ is noted in WNT (‘anker II. 1. A’17) as first
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15‘Year-anchors’ (trans. P. Reynolds)



occurring in 1898, with an alternative name ‘verdronken anker’ (drunken

anchor) in West-Flanders - this may be a typographical error for

‘verdroken anker’ (sunken anchor).

Short wall anchor construction may have regional variation. The

Restauratievademecum18 (Janse 1993) has begun to chart regional variations

in form. Janse (1986, 26) notes that the eye of the tongue of short wall

anchors from Friesland are ornamented with a protruding stud

(illustrated in Janse 1993, 05-2). Lindsay believed that all the short wall

ties observed at Great Yarmouth had Flemish prototypes, and the

fleur-de-lis form is specifically described as ‘very popular with Flemish

seventeenth- and eighteenth-century smiths’ (Lindsay 1953,152). 

The forms of short wall anchors give rise to a number of research

questions. Can the various classifications and groupings be refined into a

formal typology over time and space? Are they universal? Why is there

variation in the form of anchors? What is the relationship to variation in

other forms of material culture in these times and places? This leads to

further questions about the classification and purpose of use which is

evident through stylistic choice and change. Can the forms of figures and

letters used on short wall ties be correlated with script, print or

monumental inscription (Fox 2000, 5)? Can the use of flamboyant

anchors, including merchants marks or ‘banner irons’ be regarded as ‘a

form of unalloyed conspicuous consumption and a sign of a house

owner’s elevation above the necessities of life’ (Borsay 1989, 233)?

1.5 Meaning in the use of Short Wall Anchors

There has been very little written about the meaning of the use of short

wall anchor construction, but there has been some writing on the use of

decoration on the outer bolt. These are stamped in to the semi-cold
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(verdronken) anchor) the anchor slot bolt is entirely built in, V.
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metal with a chisel. Straight lines are commonest, but sometimes small

circles are stamped in. Figure 1.1 shows a diagrammatic representation of

two different patterns. Janse (1964, 79) says that markings date from the

1500s onwards, and notes that they are usually restricted to the plainer

forms of wall anchor.

The commonest form observed in the Low Countries is identified as the

diagonal or St Andrew’s cross, which is found with one or more

horizontal bars above and below (Janse 1964, 79). In the Netherlands, it

has been alleged that the St Andrews’s cross is used by Catholics, or in

localities where Catholics are dominant, and that other markings,

notably the pair of diagonal lines, are used by Protestants, or in localities

where Protestants are dominant. This has been rejected on the grounds

that their use both predates the Reformation, and is also used on anchors

on Reformed churches such as at Molenaarsgraaf in South Holland

(Janse 1986).

The limited literature on the short wall anchor as a meaningful element

in building leads to a number of research questions.

The identification of short wall anchor construction as ‘Flemish’ or

‘Dutch’ raises the following questions about their ‘function’ as

identification: Is the technique identified as ‘Dutch’? By whom? What do

they mean by ‘Dutch’? What value do they place on ‘Dutchness’?

Does variation in value have any significance (e.g. between in-community

and out-community, between colony and trading partner)? How did the

people who built them and those who had them built identify themselves

(in writing and through material culture)? How else could they (and did

they) consciously, unconsciously and unintentionally identify themselves

(through material culture in general, and in particular through

buildings)? 

1.6 Research Agenda

Before turning to the theoretical approaches used in answering the

questions raised by the extant literature it is useful to group these

questions into three thematic strands which are woven through the

following chapters. These are concerned with the distribution and

diffusion of the technique, with the functional, environmental

37



explanations, and finally, with the explanations which emphasise the

ethnicity of the builders. 

Questions about distribution and diffusion

This group of questions considers explores the global distribution of the

use of short wall anchor construction, including looking for a place or

places of origin. These are answered in chapter 5. The relationship

between each place of occurrence, and earlier places of occurrence is

examined. 

Informed by chapter 6, where the other two themes are considered, in

chapter 7 the timing of the introduction of short wall anchor construction

is considered. This is done alongside a chronology of changes in the craft

transmission practices. The roles and effects of different craft

transmission processes in change and stasis in the use of the short wall

anchors is examined. In particular, this chapter charts changes in the

location of engineering knowledge (and who has responsibility of it), and

change in the perception of craft groups. These changes in craft

transmission processes are placed against larger and wider changes in

society which are explored in chapter 2. This chapter concludes with an

analysis of why the technique was not uniformly adopted by all trading

partners and all native peoples.

The first theoretical issue to be addressed in answering these questions is

the concept of diffusion itself. Theoretical approaches to style, typology

and classification, stasis and change, choice and risk analysis, capture and

control of skill, power, status and class , capitalism, colonisation, and

local/global relationships are used to answer these questions.

Questions about the ‘functional’ explanations

Chapter 6 begins with an analysis of the substrates, and perception of

substrates upon which buildings using short wall anchors are constructed.

The relationship between the use of short wall anchors with wholesale

transformation of the townscape or landscape is also considered.

Theoretical approaches to perception, typology and classification, and

choice and risk analysis are used to answer these questions.
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Questions about the ‘ethnicity’ of the technique

Chapter 6 concludes with considering the ‘Dutchness’ of short wall

anchors, and other material culture. This is considered in relation to the

‘Dutchness’ of communities, considering particularly the value placed

upon ‘Dutchness’, and variation in value. This last aspect is related to the

continuity (or lack thereof) observed in chapter 5.

Chapter 8 considers other questions relating to the meaning of the use of

short wall anchors. Using the understanding of ‘Dutch’ culture developed

in chapter 4, the role of the family and literacy in their use is particularly

examined.

The frameworks of (self) identity, communities, culture and society,

ethnicity, style, perception, texts, narratives, literacy and numeracy,

power, status and class, capitalism, colonisation, and local/global

relationships were particularly useful in answering these questions, but all

the theoretical approaches considered had a contribution to make.

These theoretical approaches themselves suggested a further set of

questions.
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Chapter 2 Theory
2.1 Ties that Blind: Perceptions of buildings

2.2 Ties that Bind: Classification, style and typology

2.3 Ties that Matter: Material culture

2.4. Ties of Dependence: Context and use

2.5: Blood Ties: Ethnicity and identity

2.6: Ties that Find: Narratives, texts and literacy

2.7 Tie Breakers?: Colonial localities

2.1 Ties that Blind: Perceptions of buildings

Short wall anchors are not so much ‘small things forgotten’ to use the

commonplace from Deetz’s memorable title, but ‘large things never

noticed in the first place’. Before addressing theoretical approaches to

distribution and diffusion, to style and typology, to environmental and

social determinism and choice, to narrative and text, I will begin by

asking why the short wall anchor is absent from the literature. The

academic observers whose gaze has slipped over the short wall anchors

without noticing them are in good company: as noted above (pages 27-8),

texts written by those who built or who have lived around these buildings

rarely observe them either. This section will begin with consideration of

the behaviour of architectural historians and buildings archaeologists.

Then, in order to be able to answer research questions concerning the

‘ethnicity’ of the technique, I will consider how buildings may have been

perceived in the past. This entails discussion of whether it is possible to

discover these perceptions, and what methodologies are available to

discover them. 

The reasons why academic literature has few mentions of short wall

anchors can be summarised as the following reasons:

� Palladio never noticed them.

� They are not from around here.

� They don’t have a pedigree.

� The study of buildings is (or should be) theory-free, and
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� Seeking for the origins is the important thing.

To take each of the blind spots in turn:

Palladio never noticed them: the study of buildings is grounded in a number of

disciplines. Many can be traced back, at least in part, to the project of

recovering classical building techniques. As a result, the researcher’s

sight, by training, tends to be directed at certain features (such as façades,

examined below) and not at others.

They are neither ‘from around here’ nor ‘found everywhere in the best kind of buildings’.

One main approach to buildings stresses the importance of detecting

local variation, charting its rise, and lamenting its disappearance.

Another stresses the importance of establishing pedigree by detecting the

source of variation in elite buildings, somewhere else. Since short wall

anchors are neither of sufficiently small locality (as will be shown in

chapter 5) nor of the right kind of status (as shown in section 8.4), they

can be safely ignored by both the mainstream ‘vernacular architect’ and

‘architectural historian’.

The study of buildings is (or should be) theory free. As chapters 6, 7 and 8 will

show, short wall anchors are particularly useful at answering theoretically

informed questions. My approach owes a large debt to colleagues who

are working with buildings in a theoretically informed way. However,

influential as these are, they have had relatively little impact on the day to

day recording of buildings. Among many, there is an entrenched belief

that theory equates to bias, and is something best avoided, when it is

noticed (see, for example, Jenkins 1991, 2-3, Johnson 1999c, 6; Johnson

2002, 182). As a result, buildings are not, outside limited circles,

appraised for their capacity to contribute to the ongoing debates, which

will be introduced in this chapter, and short wall anchors (among other

things) are therefore not recorded. One of the side-effects of pursuing

‘theory free’ studies is that disciplinary blind-spots are overlooked: thus

the economic history of building trades fails to engage with material

culture, and art historical approaches fail to look at organisation of

labour and capital (criticisms voiced by, for example, Glassie (1975) Hall

(1997a), Johnson (1993), Leone (1988c) and Parker Pearson and Richards

(1994)).
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The important thing is the origin This belief is found in many approaches to

buildings. It is felt that the fundamental question to be answered in an

investigation is ‘what did this building, originally, look like?’ Sometimes

this is coupled with the desire to find out how to change the building so

that, once more, it assumes its ‘original’ aspect. This belief leads

researchers to ignore the ‘later modification’. Short wall anchors, while

part of the original construction, are dismissed, by those who are

unaware of their aboriginal status, as ‘remedial’. 

None of these considerations apply to those who ordered buildings to be

constructed, built them, used them, or had them in their environments.

Yet they too did not record what they were seeing. To understand this,

entails a consideration of perception, and particularly on the perception

of material culture.

Perception is intimately connected to meaning and to consciousness.

Hodder (1992, 13) distinguishes between intended, unrecognised and

unintended meaning. This is can be compared with Giddens’ (1984, xxiii)

distinction of practical consciousness, discursive consciousness and the

unconscious. Using these divisions, I investigate (in chapter 8) whether,

alongside the (largely absent) discursive consciousness of short wall

anchors, there is a practical consciousness of meaning. This entails a

methodology which focuses upon the individual lived experience, but

does not ignore the social and cultural nature of meaning and perception.

The focus upon the material and textual traces of individual experience

typifies phenomenological approaches, which seek, by becoming

reflexively conscious of one’s own approach, to focus on a phenomenon

within its own terms. This is done at first in a single instance, and then by

comparing with variation over time, space, culture or other dimensions

(Mugerauer 1997, 53). Phenomenology has been criticised (e.g. Hall

2000, 44) for unthinkingly identifying the perceptions of the author as

those of people in the past (however hard they seek to isolate them). This

weakness is compounded, when working with historical contexts, by the

difficulty of applying the key test of adequacy - would those who lived

with these things recognise the researcher’s categories and descriptions

(Mugerauer 1997, 53)? In order to discover perception in the

archaeological record, in a way that is somehow testable or verifiable, it is

important to focus upon the quality of the first phase, not as a simple
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setting aside, but as a positive breakage with familiar experience, in order

‘to see the world’ (Merleau-Ponty 1974, xiv, vii). This methodology is

discussed further in section 3.5.

Hodder (1991 [1986], 5) clarifies Bourdieu’s somewhat simplistic concept

of context being purely a context of class relations. Objects are without

meaning until they are ‘read’ by being placed within a ‘network of

differences, a network of significances’. He attributes a particularly active

and independent role to ‘ideas, beliefs and meanings [that]… interpose

themselves between people and things’ (Hodder 1991 [1986], 3, 119;

1992, 107-9, 161-3). This is a theoretical basis for the phenomenological

call for breakage between archaeologist and objects from the past, as

even neutral terms such as ‘house’ and ‘settlement’ assume common

reading between ‘us’ and ‘them’. He argues that patterns can be

discerned which reveal the societal, political and economic circumstances

which produced the objects. While never verifiable, these circumstances

can be more firmly established by being observed to recur (1992, 18-20).

The ideas, beliefs and meanings particular to the use of short wall

anchors, and the societal, political and economic circumstances which

produced them are explored in detail in chapter 4. Hodder’s ideas are

particularly used in understanding how short wall anchor construction is

employed not simply as a building technique, but also in constructing a

narrative. 

The relationship between building, context and mental life is particularly

important in the façade, the immediate context of the short wall anchor.

Façades are often taken literally at face value, but they are considered

important in another group of theoretical perspectives concerned with

visibility: discourse, ideology, and performance. 

Discourse is a conversation, a body of texts, or group of narratives or

story-arcs (assemblages of narratives) produced in response to one

another and to contexts. Examining short wall anchors as narrative

elements, and viewing their use as part of a wider discourse enables me to

escape the weaknesses of past building studies and examine a

construction technique in a more fully rounded way. Doing this entails

the use of further theoretical frameworks, and I return to the relationship

between buildings and narratives in section 2.6 below.
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In the sociological tradition, ideology is a means by which everyone can

live out their lives within a society - a ‘worldview’. In this tradition,

ideology provides people with knowledge about the world at the same

time as it provides frameworks of power relations between individuals

and groups (Burke 1999, 181). These frameworks are not so much ‘a

particular set of discourses’ as ‘a particular set of effects within discourses’

(Eagleton 1991, 194-6). Eagleton further describes these discursive

formations as sets of rules which form a ‘matrix of meaning’, as a system

which generates discourse, and determines, dependent on the speaker’s

social position, what may be said and what must be said. In this

framework, meaning is dependent upon context, and social struggle is a

struggle within signification: a struggle for possession of the sign which

extends to even the most mundane areas of everyday life’ (Hebdige 1979,

17). 

Eagleton (1991, 45-59) says there are six main strategies by which

ideologies operate (and in which the struggle to resist them can be

observed). The first is unification (creating a sense of community).

Paynter and McGuire (1991, 3) warn that uniformity within a

community is therefore always to be suspected as a product of ideology.

The second is action-orientation (ideologies used to ‘express concrete

social interests, rather than merely abstruse theoretical or metaphysical

systems’). Others are rationalisation, legitimatisation, universalising and

naturalisation. Thompson (1984, 137) adds dissimulation to these.

Ironically, in some Marxian views of ideology (such as Leone, Potter and

Shackel’s), it also works by fragmentation, disabling conscious association

of shared experiences in the subordinated classes (Mullins 1998, 13).

Leone (1999a, 6) observes that legitimisation can involve ‘the

representation of past events and objects as history and archaeology’, and

this relationship between object, ideology and narrative will be explored

further below. Burke (1999, 214) notes that many of the strategies, and in

particular naturalisation, legitimation and rationalisation make use of, or

depend upon, ‘the phenomenon of persistence’, making archaeology

particularly well suited to investigate ideology. 

In a thesis concerned with buildings, theoretical approaches to

relationships between discourse and place are particularly useful. I have

used, in particular, the ideas of Goffman (1959), Giddens (1981), and
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Hillier and Hanson (1984). Goffman (1959) presents a study of social life

as a theatrical performance - performance being ‘all the activity of any

individual which occurs in a period marked by his continuous presence

before a particular set of observers of which has some influence on the

observance’. Performance is divided between regions: places bounded to

some degree by barriers to perception performance’ (Goffman 1959,

109). In this theorisation, the façade is part of the ‘front region’ of the

street. Section 8.4 uses Goffman’s ideas to explore the use of short wall

anchors, particularly their power to temporarily transform the building. I

have also used Giddens’ (1981, 161ff; 1985, 271-5) concept of

presence-availability. Giddens does not simply divide the world into

‘front’ and ‘back’, but sees it as composed a range of locales which

provide settings for interaction between bodies and other contextual

elements. They provide ‘fixity’ for interactions, but ‘although there is no

clear sense in which they ‘determine’ such ‘fixity’’ They are typically

‘regionalised,’ that is zoned in time and space in relation to routinised

social practice. The zones are divided by the extent to which ‘aspects of

the self’ are enclosed, and disclosed, noting that ‘behind the scenes’ is not

a ‘private sphere’ (Giddens 1985, 278).

Roberts (1996, 65) also rejects the public/private division, suggesting that

the divide is threefold: public, communal and private. He further suggests

that these can merge, and that different (contemporary) societies stress

different boundary points. There exists a continuum between the most

public public space and the most private private space. Which spaces call

for which label, which call for what behaviour is culturally determined.

In exploring this, I have used the work of Hillier and Hanson (1984, xi)

who investigate ‘the social content of spatial patterning and the spatial

content of social patterning’, describing ‘how spatial pattern can, and

does, in itself carry social information and content’. They argue that a

group linked by encounter will have ‘spatial solidarity’ - a mutual

knowledge of the rule systems or ‘taken granted knowledge’ through

which buildings act (Hillier and Hanson 1984, 145-6, 184). Their work is

particularly interesting for the division they make between ‘inhabitant’

and ‘visitor’, based upon the person’s control of the knowledge of social

relations which are embodied in a building. A group linked by encounter

will have ‘spatial solidarity’ - a mutual knowledge of the rule systems or
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‘taken granted knowledge’ which buildings act through (Hillier and

Hanson 1984, 145-6, 184). This knowledge is used as an explanation

both at the level of craft transmission (section 8.2) and at the level of

social reproduction (section 6.5, 8.3 and 8.4).

This consideration of the perception of buildings adds two further

questions to the research agenda: Does the use of short wall anchor

construction modify perception and behaviour? And, if so, is the use of

short wall anchor construction a conscious, unconscious or unintentional

means of manipulating / changing / managing perception and

behaviour?

2.2 Ties that bind: classification, style and
typology 

In order to answer - indeed, to ask - many of the questions which a

consideration of short wall anchors entails, I need to use theorised views

of material culture, including style, distinction, symbol and typologies.

‘Dutch’ houses are fixed within the dimensions of space, time and form in

the same way as the gravestones and forts studied by Deetz (1977, 65;

1991, 3), and can thus can be used to answer similar questions. For

buildings, style is usually thought of as being assemblages of ornamental

or structural motifs that characterise a particular period or place, or,

more broadly as ‘the physical expression of once-popular values …

philosophy, attitudes, and ideas’ and thus style ‘provides a way of seeing

and an environment for organising what we see’ (Lanier and Herman

1997, 120-1). Studies often ignore, or conflate, the use of perception of

style by archaeologists and its non-archaeological use. By connecting style

to symbolic behaviour through semiotics, Burke (1999, 34) argues that at

least some emic (studied people’s) meaning can be gained from the

analysis of style. The exterior and façade are of particular importance to

a study concerned with style as an expression of identity (Burke 1999, 91).

The process of sorting into typologies remains a fundamental one in

archaeology (see, for example, Hubka 2007). Typologies give order to

historical material data; without them style cannot be discussed, but they

create styles. For buildings archaeology, the typology of the house form is

particularly dominant (Lanier and Herman 1997, 10). This thesis,
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however, returns to the façade style as a classified arena, ordered and

ordering. Typologies offer one window into attitudes, since the

classification process involves value judgements. Paradoxically, the same

issue - the presence of value in the judgements, is viewed by typologies’

critics as a major flaw. Typological approaches are typical, and

necessary, of the early stages of study. An example of this is the

Manchester Method of recording buildings, which emphasised

classification alongside recovery of data at the point when buildings are

threatened with destruction (Lowe 1994, 63). Thorough knowledge of

style periods and, particularly, their dating and regional variation (the

knowledge gained from topological studies) remains recommended as a

stage in learning about and from buildings. However, typological work is

acknowledged as inadequate to answer questions about their builders and

users (Paynter 1988, 409), questions ‘about how they saw themselves,

their neighbours, their workaday world in all its complexity - and how

they projected that sense of self and society into the substance of their

environment’ (Lanier and Herman 1997, 350). 

The typologies developed to discover the styles of the past are

characterised by Deagan (1982, 153) as ‘etic statements’, which she

distinguishes from the ‘emic statement’ of texts from the past. This is an

important distinction, which lies at the heart of the weakness of

phenomenology described above: the categories of the etic (outsider,

scholar) act as both a barrier and a link to the categories of the emic

(insider, subject). Others (Deetz (1967, 51, for example) argue that the

potential difference between the typology of the archaeologist, and the

typologies of the makers and users is ‘largely irrelevant’. For historical

archaeologists, there is a belief that the ‘original’/’native’ view can only

be obtained from written sources (Andrén 1998, 157), or from

ethnographic comparison. Johnson (1993, 7-9) observes that ‘theory-free’

approaches to buildings are particularly prone ignoring the potential of

using typology to work with past societies in this way. This thesis is, in

part, a return to a typological study, which, through using a theoretical

understanding of style and change attempts to address these issues: and

further, to see how the environment, in turn, reinforced or changed their

perceptions of the world.
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This consideration of typologies adds a further question to the research

agenda: can the various typologies (over time and space) introduced in

chapter 1 be refined? Are they universal?

Typology is also criticised for masking the meaning and effect of objects

as ‘very significant possessions’ (Moreland 2001, 28-9). Understanding

how humans prefer some possessions over others, how they behave as a

result, entails the use of a model of how (or if) humans are involved in

selecting from a number of choices. One useful model for this is the idea

of isochrestic choice proposed by Sackett: 

the expression in material culture of a kind of behavior
that permeates all aspects of cultural life… That artisans
tend to “choose” by conforming to and perpetuating the
isochrestic options imposed upon them by the technical
traditions within which they work’ (Sackett 1990, 35).

 This perspective challenges researchers to consider whether their

classifications, definitions and topological organisation are the best for

revealing patterns which are stylistically meaningful. One way choice

structures and standardises a cultural system is through differentiation.

For Sackett style, arising from isochrestic or other choice, ‘constitutes a

kind of iconicism’ that promotes group self identity and cohesiveness,

delimits boundaries, and is used in inter-group relations (Sackett 1990,

33-6, 40). 

Weissner (1989, 58) presents a model which integrates her earlier ideas

with isochrestic variation. She argues that style is used only as a way in

which people ‘negotiate their personal and social identity vis-a-vis others’.

Thus the extent to which a style is isochrestic or iconological, depends on

context and conditions. Isochrestic variation, she argues, occurs where

the artefact, or aspects thereof, are not of great social importance.

Change in the extent to which a style is isochrestic or iconological

therefore must refer to change in the object’s social and symbolic role,

and through that to the wider social and cultural context. She gives as an

example the changing decoration of houses in North Vietnam in the late

twentieth century, and in section 8.4, I examine whether the decorative

use of wall anchors can be explained in the same way.

Shennan (1994, 19) notes that this view of isochrestic variation is largely

automatic or subconscious and arises from ‘the local pattern of
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enculturation’. Shennan (1994, 19) also notes that this approach removes

Sackett’s identification of isochrestic variation with ethnicity, and thereby

makes it much less confusing. Shennan (1994, 19-20) also points out that

it may be a label rather than an explanation since spatial variation and

change are viewed in terms of variation in ‘mental templates’ of

orthopraxy, whereas to understand the process of variation entails close

examination of adaptive and other processes.

Van der Leeuw (1989, 311) notes that there are an infinite number of

dimensions of perception which could be used to discriminate or identify,

but humans, to determine meaning, use only a few of these.

Discrimination, rather than identification, seems to be the dominant

action. Miller (1987, 116) notes that function appears to be important in

classification, in many societies, and from an early age. Despite this,

building typologies tend to look at form rather than function (Andrén

1998, 158). 

Further, the way in which choice is made is in itself regulated by reflexive

schemes which are culturally or socially developed: style is present in the

way that choices are made. Making choices is one of the social

mechanisms which are constitutional parts of both ‘the social order and

of the productive apparatus itself’ (Bourdieu 1990, 130). One of these

schemes of regulation is the use of ideology to legitimise innovation, in

which the past is used to present precedents (Smith 1986, 174).

One way of addressing the weaknesses in (etic) typology is suggested by

Sackett (1990, 41), who advocates a pluralistic approach of ‘manifold

classifications’ of ‘thematic variety’ such as ‘‘vernacular style’ which, he

argues, will enable ‘deep styles’ or other structuring principles such as or

Glassie’s ‘grammar’ (1975, 19, 41). A particularly useful method of

working with multiple classifications is the polythetic classification

described by the anthropologist Mary Douglas (1982, 200-1). Polythetic

classification involves ‘identifying classes by the presence of a

combination of characteristics, but not absolutely requiring any one of

the characteristic features to be present in every member of a class’. As

such, unlike the examples cited by Sackett, it is not predicated upon a

structuralist analysis. Another important observation made by Douglas is

that discrimination is available at different orders: she and Isherwood
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note, for example, the broader discrimination available through a single

set of best china, and the finer discrimination available with food

(Douglas and Isherwood 1996, 83). This approach adds further questions

to the research agenda: Do the polythetic classifications of ‘Dutch’

buildings reflect local assemblages of features, or are each a (partially)

correct description of an assemblage which has wider validity? Are there

other areas where these features occur in groups? Should the presence of

the short wall anchor construction appear as a key indicator of ‘Dutch’

building influence?

2.3 Ties that Matter: Material culture

Given the limitations of typologies, there is a need to examine the

contexts within which people use buildings and are used by them, in

order to move from description to understanding. This includes

examination of the relationship between people and things beyond those

of perception and further examination of theorised views of social and

cultural variables and processes, including the distribution of power and

intent, innovation and change. Many of the questions which short wall

ties provoke, are concerned with their use. This section presents

theoretical frameworks which address the use of things, their distribution

and diffusion. Using these frameworks focuses my consideration of short

wall anchors. Additionally, this study of short wall anchors contributes to

the ongoing development of these ideas. It is important, however, when

using such theory to note, that it is unreasonable to present the multiple

and varying experiences of individuals to a simple model, while not going

as far as economists, who tend to deny the existence of such factors, but

rather acting in a way consistent with a variety of subjective meanings,

motives and intentions (Campbell 1993, 41; Mullins 1998, 17; Miller

1995a, 13).

Seriation merely documents change, and while it presents quantitative

information, it neither indicates the significance of the change, nor

contributes to theoretical understanding of the processes of change.

Torrence and Van der Leeuw (1989, 1) observe that there is an apparent

divide from the present world, characterised by rapid change, and the

past world, as seen by many archaeologists, where stasis as normal (a

divide that is explored further, below). This causes particular problems
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for the archaeologist of the (early) modern period: the general body of

archaeological theory is inadequate for framing questions about

innovation and change in this period, with a concomitant reliance on

simplistic, inadequate explanations. Archaeologists tend to see change as

caused by the unusual, which was often external. As a result, archaeology

can be a game of hunt-the-parallel, where discovering ‘origins’ and

‘influence’ reveal a self-evident ‘explanation’ that does not explain why

adoption took place there, then, in that culture, nor yet why it persisted

through time. Where successive ‘waves of influence’ can be observed, yet

further examination of cause is missing from the ‘explanation’: what had

changed in that culture, over time, which meant that part of the model,

originally rejected, was later adopted? Cultural theorists offer some

frameworks for looking at causation and change which are helpful in

moving beyond the superficially easy answers. Studies of buildings have

the added dimension of having to deal with long-term, long-distance

diachronic and synchronic change, which other theoretical fields have

not had to account for, and where archaeology may take the lead in

developing theory. However, most studies do no more than register

changes, and make general reference to causes: there is more to be said,

but the tools are inadequate (Torrence and Van der Leeuw 1989, 1-2;

Johnson 1993, 28; Johnson 2002, 110-2; Verhaeghe 1997, 28). Chapters

6 and 7 therefore address changes in the use of short wall anchors using a

broader theoretical perspective. 

Those changes which are visible archaeologically may not be

fundamental, in the sense that they are either helpful in the interpretation

of some wider change (particularly change in perception), or having a

great impact on people’s lives. A series of small changes may achieve a

critical mass. The idea of choice can be expanded to cover not only the

‘social explanation’ for the introduction and continuing use of short wall

ties, introduced in chapter 1, but also the alternative, environmental

theory. Environmental explanations are often presented as deterministic

(Rapoport 1980, 295), but it is also possible to conceptualise

environments not as equally determining but as presenting a range of

choices, some ranges being wider than others. 

Van der Leeuw (1989, 315) observes that innovation involves something

more than choice, it takes a shift of viewpoint: ‘a leap of faith, jumping
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from a-priori to a-posteriori perception, or, in more common terms,

realising an intuition’. Innovation can be viewed as having four elements:

the innovation proper, its communication from one individual to

another, the social context, and time. While innovation proper is

continual, the adoption or rejection which are the result of the other

three parts varies (Torrence and Van der Leeuw 1989, 10; Orser and

Fagan 1995, 55; Rogers 1962, 12). Rogers (1962, 17) classic marketing

analysis of purchase reveals five steps: awareness, interest, evaluation,

trial and adoption. These have been little used outside of their original

field, but can be seen as socially structured, and structuring processes, of

interest to archaeology and other disciplines. Fitchen (1989, 29) is

unusual, therefore, because he has argued that because buildings are

major investments, and expected to have long lives, the trial phase is

particularly important. I use Rogers’ model to examine in detail the

process of adoption of short wall anchors in section 7.6.

Johnson (2002, 112) notes that ‘waves of influence’ indicate an

opportunity to view small changes in the cultural ‘template’. This

framework has been criticised as lacking explanatory power: observing

that the template changes does not explain why ‘the material world

changes so drastically’ (Paynter 1988, 409). A second approach places

material culture in an economic framework, and since material culture is

a response to market forces, change can be attributed to change in the

market. The third approach outlined (and advocated) by Paynter views

material culture as a result of interactions between those with unequal

access to strategic resources, and thus attributes change to change in class

relations.

Bargatzky (1989, 17) suggests that innovators, whom he differentiates

from those who adopt innovations very early, tend to be strangers, or

sometimes members of a community ‘who have been away for some time

and who have adopted something from a foreign culture, who take the

role of ‘mediator’ or ‘culture broker’; they tend to be deviants (i.e. those

who deviate from social norms). Thus in the early modern period

industrial innovation in fields as diverse as land reclamation, metallurgy

and textiles was ‘closely associated with mobile labour’ (Houston 1999,

156; Clarkson 1971, 15; Press 1969; Rogers 1962, 194-6). Bargatzky

(1989, 17) notes that to be successful, the innovators must persuade the
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leaders of opinion. Bargatzky (1989, 21) argues that the strangers or

returners are marginal people, often with ambiguous roles, or part roles,

and often participate in client-patron relationships with leaders of

opinion. Individuals are not always innovators: they shift categories.

Innovators, for example, may not be leaders of change, but they may

introduce their change to such leaders. Adopters (and non-adopters) can

play an active or passive role in spreading innovation, and studies have

shown that such personal information sources are most important at the

evaluation stage of the adoption process, while at the awareness stage,

impersonal sources are most important. (Rogers 1962, 99, 194, 210). 

Adoption follows a normal curve, which analysts segment in numerous

ways, and characterise - early adopters being seen as younger, of higher

social status, more wealthy, more opinion-leading, less mentally rigid and

so on. Early adopters tend to try on a smaller scale, more tentatively, and

require a longer trial period (Rogers 1962, 116, 148, 174-184). 

Rejection can happen at any point in the adoption process, or even after

adoption (‘discontinuance’). Traditionally non-adopters are associated

with traits of those who have not adopted the modern agenda - they have

low literacy, have less communication with others, and are less able to

emphasise, particularly with outsiders. Non-adoption, like early adoption,

is non-normal behaviour: while innovators underconform, laggards

overconform (Rogers 1962, 61, 88-9, 197-8). Costin et al. (1989, 106-9),

using a model where non-adoption is an act of ‘resistance’ notes four

sources of that behaviour: lack of capital or labour, uncertainty or

perceived risk, loss of autonomy and threat to existing social and work

relations. These four can be recast into the perspective of structuration as

perception of resources, autonomy and social structure: the innovation is

a source of both harm and benefit in those three areas (Van der Leeuw

1989, 316). The act of adoption or rejection has, therefore, been

theorised as taking place against a scheme (to use Hodder’s term (1990,

45)) of risk assessment, undertaken by an individual. Risk assessment, like

other forms of perception, is situational, and therefore considered within

a group, as well as observable at group level: it is part of what Hodder

(2002, 271) describes as ‘operational chains’ which are not deterministic,

as ‘some degree of social choice is involved' and which ‘involve aspects of

production, exchange, and consumption, and so are part of a network of
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relations incorporating the material, the economic, the social, and the

conceptual’. I will return to production, exchange and consumption in

the next section, but here detail some of the conceptual factors which

define the situation including the number of choices.

Humans tend to continue a behaviour into which investment has been

made. A Cartesian decision-maker would consider only the future costs

and future benefits, but past costs (social and economic costs), are

continually brought into equations used for discussion-making. In

economics, this is known as ‘sunk cost effect’ and ‘the Concorde fallacy’.

The ‘sunk cost effect’ may be related to the recourse to patterns -

abstracted rules - in order to make prediction: past investment is a

predictor of future benefits. It may also derive from a desire not (to

appear) to be wasteful. It may also derive from a perceived need to justify

choices: to ‘prove’ that earlier investment was not a mistake, or to appear

to be consistent (Arkes and Ayton 1999, 591-9). Observing the ‘sunk cost

effect’ within building practices is difficult, because of the complexity of

behaviours involved: but innovations will have been adopted by builders

at a cost, against the zero (future) cost of their existing skills, with the sunk

cost effect (if there), acting as a drag against adoption. 

Another non-Cartesian behaviour is attributing a choice to a

self-justifying rationalisation of previous behaviour (particularly if

personally accountable for the behaviour) or as a psychological defence,

the ‘gambler’s fallacy’ that a trend will reverse (Staw 1976, 29-30).

Bourdieu (1990, 54) argues that if peoples’ desires coincide with the

probability of success, this is not because people rationally judged those

probabilities, but because the habitus is shaped by the same conditions as

produce the probabilities, and the structure of the habitus not only forms

the basis of perception of the present, but also structures the appreciation

of subsequent experience. Further, the habitus can provoke feelings of

well-being (benefit) from acting for the group benefit, even when it is to

(economically, or other wise) actually to the detriment of the individual,

entailing that even Cartesian choices are not necessarily self-interested

(Bourdieu 1990, 136).

The social context of change has been further studied, in an attempt to

understand the specificities of differential adoption. Oliver (1990, 152)
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argues that craft specialisation should lead to innovation, but progress is

retarded by the conservatism engendered by craft organisation.

Conversely Epstein (1991, 247) sees craft mysteries as places where ideas

and innovation could be exchanged. Hobsbawm (1983, 2) similarly

argues that ‘custom’ does not act as a break on innovation or adoption,

but promotes those changes which promote continuity of the social

structure and hierarchy by validating the new through identifying

precedent. The context of the building trades employing short wall

anchors is therefore studied in chapter 7.

Torrence and Van der Leeuw (1989, 12) distinguish ‘top down’

innovations, ‘introduced by individuals who have low social risks’ and

‘bottom up’ innovations. The process of adopting top-down innovations

can be further distinguished as emulation, a process of copying in order

to acquire the status of those who use the copied material culture or

practice and imitation, a process of copying in order to aquire the real

benefits of the copied material culture or practice. Costin et al. (1989,

107), describe bottom up innovations as those that are introduced by

people who judge them to be advantageous (whether personally or

collectively is not made clear). In contrast, top down change is a process

of imposition by a ‘stratified elite’. 

In the early modern period, when many scholars have observed that class

difference is of great importance, and, further, that it was a society very

conscious of social status, it is assumed that lower classes are emulating

higher classes. However, this may be taking the perspective of the elite,

who may be more conscious of the loss of distinction than of the

acquisition of benefits. While the adoption of an innovation by an elite

group makes it appear less risky to the rest of the population, far from

expecting imitating behaviour to ‘pass for’ the behaviour of ellipse,

adopters may have had to bear ridicule. There are also risks in

non-adoption because it can form part of a larger resistance to the power

of the elite group. Whether imitating or emulating the process originates

with those who copy, and is responded to by those who would distance

themselves, in a continuing circle of behaviour where it is all to easy to

confuse outcome with intention, and to ignore the motivation of those

involved (Vries 1993, 106; Campbell 1994, 30-1, 40-1; Hinton 1999, 177,
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Mullins 1998, 17; Orser 1996a, 172; Douglas and Isherwood 1996, 78;

Johnson 2002, 166-7; Appleby 1993, 172).

A major failure of emulation as explanation is that (unlike imitative

behaviour) it fails to adequately address one of the key questions of

adoption: why are some things adopted, but not others? Why might an

early modern person emulate in one area, such as floor plan, but not in

another, such as construction technique (Johnson 2002, 166, Green 2003,

67-8). 

Focus on the transmission of information about change draws attention

to the iterative impact of adoption, particularly through economic

feedback loops: consumption which prioritised the different promotes the

diffusion of new goods, and reduces the availability of old goods: late

adopters may be adopting through lack of choice, while giving the

impression that they are exhibiting emulative behaviour, albeit behind

the times (Glennie 1995, 181). Further, as Kopytoff (1986, 72-3).

observes, ‘the consumer, in order to purchase goods and service, must

first purchase access to the transaction’, which includes costs of obtaining

information. The usefulness of emulation as an explanation for the

fashionable adoption (and non-adoption) of short wall anchors is

examined in section 8.4. This includes discussions of the process of

adoption of short wall anchors, including the method of travel - top-down

or bottom-up, its motivations, and the implications this has for their use.

2.4 Ties of dependence: context and use 

From adoption, this section moves to consider use. Use is often thought

of as a bipolar activity, with production on the one hand and

consumption on the other. Occasionally the interface - exchange - is

introduced. Theories and studies of use often concentrate upon one of

these areas. The stage of production has been particularly attractive to

those studying buildings, because the evidence - from

dendrochronological dating to building contracts - is to hand and

apparently easily understandable. An alternative, holistic, approach is to

use a biographical model (e.g. Kopytoff (1986), Gosden and Marshall

(1999), Gosden (1999, 163)). This can reveal features of use which can be

hidden by compartmentalising or stressing particular stages (Kopytoff
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1986, 67), and particularly emphasises objects as active, social, entities. A

biographical approach means that no one aspect of use is particularly

emphasised, as privileging production and glossing over consumption, for

example, gives more importance to exports and less to imports (Breen

1993, 251). Viewing object use as biographical also places the actions of

production, exchange and consumption more clearly in a ‘network of

relations’ (Hodder 2002, 271) described above, which intersect in

different ways at different biographical stages. Friedman (1994, 15-6)

further argues that consumption is not an end-stage, but a stage which

ensures further production, through the mechanism of demand.19 Agnew

(1993, 30) also views consumption as reproductive, as consumers, in their

consumption of objects create ‘cultural capital’. 20

Anthropological and archaeological approaches to consumption (for

example Miller (1987, 1995a, 1995b), Breen (1993), Mullins (2001)) have,

however, sought for approaches that enable exploitation of

consumption’s connection between ‘the social world of invention, taste

and production with the personal world of sociability, experimentation

and enjoyment’ (Appleby 1993, 171), through using the capacity of

consumption to generate meaning, as would be suggested by Weissner’s

model of isochrestic style (see section 2.2). The relationship between

consumption and the generation of meaning was noted by Baudrillard

(2005, 218) who observed that ‘To become an object of consumption the

object must become a sign’. Consumption therefore involves the

organisation of objects; the classifying which was the subject of the

previous section. In order to see how an object has been used

discursively, been a sign (what Miller (1998, 11) calls the ‘issue of

mattering’), archaeologies of consumption have as their focus ‘the

consequence of things for those associated with them’ (Miller 1998, 11)
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consumption, and on objectified state as ‘cultural’ objects such as books
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qualifications. The process of transmission of cultural capital is
self-sustaining (Jenks, 1993, 130).

19 This is illustrated by Woodward’s (1985) work on reuse of building
materials in England, and by Blackburn and Piwonka’s (1988, 46)
remarkable history of the beaver hat (see appendix 2).



and ‘the collection, constellation, or configuration of artefacts, and the

key question [is] … “what was with it?” rather than “what is it?” (Potter

1999, 68). This focus may be particularly useful in looking at things in the

recent past, as the configuration of goods - assemblage - is a key feature of

modern industrial production, alongside standardisation and

normalisation (Taverne 1993, 12).

Johnson (1996, 179) argues that the division of production and

consumption into distinct and separate areas of study is a product of the

process of commodification, another key feature of the recent past,

closely related to assemblage, standardisation and normalisation.

‘Commodities’ in some texts are a specific range of objects (such as

objects produced principally so that they may be exchanged in certain,

capitalist, forms of exchange), others use the term more widely, meaning

anything which has been exchanged (i.e. excluding those things which are

home-produced) - anything with an ‘exchange value’ in addition to its

‘use value’ (Kopytoff 1986, 64). Thus, for example, Orser and Fagan

(1995, 83) argue that most historical artefacts were mass produced

commodities, meaning objects created specifically for exchange.

Appadurai (1986, 6-7) offers a more nuanced view of commodities, not so

tied to a simplistic tripartite economic structure, suggesting that they are

‘things with a particular type of social potential, that they are

distinguishable from a ‘product,’ ‘objects,’ ‘goods,’ ‘artefacts,’ and other

sorts of things - but only in certain respects and from certain point of

view’. That is, they must not only be produced as things, but also

‘culturally marked [and, potentially re-marked] as being a certain kind of

thing’ with stable meaning only at the moment of exchange (Kopytoff

1986, 64, 83). Therefore, while commodification is viewed as entailing a

loss of meaning (e.g. Baudrillard 2001, 127; Orser and Fagan 1995, 82),

nevertheless a number of authors have viewed commodification as

endowing meaning, evident at least for the analyst. This thesis therefore

examines whether the transformation of buildings from essence to

attributes is an occasion for the creation of meaning. This is addressed in

section 8.4.

This additional meaning arises in part from its exchange value.

Commodification entailed both standardising goods to a specification

and providing a name for that specification: this enabled - indeed
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compelled - purchasers to request specific styles, which they could use

discursively. Those names had been derived from many cultural

discourses. Standardisation supported quantification and ease of

exchange, especially through tokens, where abstract value became easily

conveyed to others. Standardised, term-laden objects and abstract

calculation are particularly observed in the modern urban settings, where

writing and arithmetic convey value without direct link to physical

objects (Breen 1993, 251; Douglas 1982 [1976], 29; Johnson 1996, 196;

Glennie 1995, 180; Gosden 2004, 37-9). Gosden (2004, 150) argues that

users ignored the social relations of commodities, and this led people to

stress their relationships to objects. An expanded choice of commodities

‘enabled people to create privacy and embellish intimacy’ (Appleby 1993,

172). Glennie (1995, 173) notes that it was not necessary to purchase the

new commodities to experience them; non-purchasers could, therefore,

be consumers of many kinds.

Fashion is seen as one of the key features of a consumer society, but it is

used in descriptions of pre-modern societies: it is not, however, a

cross-cultural universal (Glennie 1995, 165; Kniffen 1986, 4; Wilson

1985, 47-66). Fashion appears to be a simple concept, and is used as an

explanation without much thought (and rightly criticised for this - e.g. by

Johnson 1990, 249; Johnson 1999a, 70; Mullins 1998, 17). However,

theoretical considerations of fashion reveal that it is a complicated

process. Since fashion is not universal it does have the potential to be an

important explanatory variable (Campbell 1994, 32). Some indication of

its importance can be seen from the company it keeps: it is particularly

associated with the rise of capitalism, changes in disposable income, the

rise of the individual, commodification, changes in consumption

including the rise of ‘new commodities’, and developments in marketing

techniques such as advertising. All of these grew during the early modern

period, all contributing to drastic and dramatic changes in the material

world, but with different expressions, at different rates, in different places,

and consequently different material worlds (Glennie 1995, 165; Friedman

1994, 7; Campbell 1994, 32).

Fashion, in order to work, entails (at least partially) consumption in

public, which brings it into tension with the private aspects of house and

home (Borsay 2000, 105). This major consequence of mass consumption
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is, of course, a thoroughly social activity, but its power for social

self-creation (e.g. Gosden 2004, 115) is less commonly remarked upon.

Buildings are objects for public consumption par excellence, and

buildings act in place of the person, which makes them particularly

susceptible to fashion, while their long object-lives and heavy costs mean

that individually, they are particularly resistant to fashion. As a result

‘fashion’ appears to occur most in those building elements which can be

changed most easily, such as paint colour, less in those elements which

can be changed with more difficulty, such as the presence of exterior iron

wall anchors, and least in those elements which can be changed with

most difficulty, such as the roof angle. This has led some to dismiss ‘the

latest fashion in terms of architectural trim’ as worthy of study, to

concentrate on ‘fundamental changes in their domestic environment’

(Glassie 1986, 394-425). Excluding the trim allows the view that

architectural forms have their own long-lived, biographical logic to

persist: they are modelled as having periods of growth, maturity decline

and finally, they die out (Johnson 2002, 114).

Treating change in ‘trim’ as significant is based on the observations, from

diverse perspectives, which argue that following fashion is meaningful.

Douglas and Isherwood (1996, 105) argue that as society becomes

increasingly diversified, so there is a greater need to use goods

meaningfully (also an effect of commodification, see above). Simmel also

argues that fashion was driven not only by differentiation, but also by

imitation (Orser 1996a, 172; see also emulation, below). Douglas and

Isherwood (1996, 106) note that paradoxically, while difference is an

important facet of luxuries, they tend towards standardisation,

particularly where there is greater competition. Borsay (2000, 105) also

notes the parallel development of standardisation and fashion, viewing

fashion as establishing norms and codes, and from this social identity. 

Fashion may be ignored because it is associated with ‘overconsumption’,

which is particularly associated with the (negative) modern mentioned

above, and with the work of the Frankfurt School. Historians have,

however, charted the anxiety felt about overconsumption back into the

seventeenth century (Löfgren 1994, 49).
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Conspicuous consumption is the most theorised and written-about form

of consumption. As the most visible form of consumption, this is not

surprising. Conspicuous consumption is not an end in itself, but a means

to various ends, including the establishment of authority and

strengthened power; it is therefore rightly criticised when offered as a

simple explanation, complete in itself (Friedman 1994b, 4; Dyer 1995,

50; Graves 2003, 41). Consideration of class or wealth are usually core to

definitions of conspicuous consumption, but status other than class is can

also be differentiated through consumption. Conspicuous consumption is

located as a middle class activity (e.g. Büttner and Meissner 1983, 15) or

as an upper class activity. 

Conspicuous consumption in the pre-modern period took the form of

consuming a few expensive or heavily symbolic items: ‘things of quality’,

in contrast to the modern practice of consuming a range of goods or

services which together bear the symbolic load: ‘quantifiable objects’

(Gosden (2004, 36-7; Weatherill 1988, 64). Lefebvre (1996 [1968], 67)

argues that the privileged pre-modern people justified their oppressive

position in sumptuous consumption on creating ‘buildings, foundations,

palaces, embellishments, festivities’ a group of works or ‘oeuvres’, which

were replaced by the exploitative production of products.

During the early modern period social pressures leading to an increase in

conspicuous consumption of those products, especially clothes which,

because they were highly visible, were particularly identified by the

privileged as examples of challenge (Breen 1993, 255, Borsay 1989, 202).

Façades, domestic interiors and dress are often singled out as material

culture consumed more conspicuously than others (e.g. Braudel 1973

[1967], 192-3). The relationship between the body (dressed with clothing

for conspicuous consumption) and the house (dressed with furnishings

and façade for conspicuous consumption) has been noted above. Dress is

not enough by itself, it has to be displayed: conspicuous consumption

entails an audience, active in the performative act of consumption

(Borsay 1989, 241). Graves (2003, 41) has highlighted the window as a

particularly appropriate place for displaying dressed bodies, not just

visible, but on the façade. The stoop of the ‘Dutch’ house may be equally

important. The interactive relationship between dress, façade and

interior may be observed, with a decrease in the number of retainers
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leading to an increase in the conspicuous consumption of fashionable

furnishings, for example (Cooper 1997, 124). Yet a cursory glance

through the domestic literature of the nineteenth century shows that the

number of servants and their demeanour and behaviour remain

advertisements: perhaps what is significant is not the absolute decrease in

servants but the loss of heraldic clothing to mark them of the household

when they are abroad.

One area of ‘style’ has been paid particular attention by archaeologists:

the revival of classical forms. Georgianized material culture has a

recursive or active role in engendering change in the economic and

political spheres. These theories have largely been discussed with relation

to the forms of capitalism which developed in Britain and her colonies,

particularly North America (e.g. Leone 1988c, 236-7; Mrozowiski 1991,

80; Shackel, Mullins and Warner 1998, xvi). This thesis, is concerned

with other parts of the world, including South Africa (where the work of

Martin Hall and his colleagues has also examined emergent capitalist

practices) where these practices emerged comparatively early (as

explained in chapter 4). This adds further questions to the research

agenda: What lies behind the adoption of a new method of construction

or style of building in the early modern period? Was the change of use to

‘blind anchors’ part of the culture change explored by authors such as

Glassie (1975), Deetz (1977, etc.), and Leone (1988c): the

‘Georgianization’ shift to concealing building practice?

2.5: Blood ties: Ethnicity and identity

Investigating the explanations for the use of short wall anchors which

refer to buildings, their builders or owners as being ‘Dutch’ or pertaining

other nationalities is a particularly problematic exercise in the early

modern period, a time when the Dutch and other nations were coming

into being (as discussed further in chapter 4). In order to understand what

‘Dutch’ means and meant, the relationship between ‘lowlands houses’,

‘Dutch’ and ‘Dutch people’ and the role of short wall anchors (SWA) in

creating and recreating ‘Dutch’, it is necessary to use another set of

theoretical perspectives. This section therefore introduces the frameworks

of (self) identity, communities, nationality, culture and society, and
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ethnicity. These draw upon the previously considered ideas about

perception, style and class. 

‘Community’ is a term which can be used without contention in everyday

speech where it has a common sense meaning of a group of people who

have something distinctive in common, but causes immense difficulty in

the discourse of social science, and leads to a plethora of definitions (35

by the 1930s). These define community with reference to one or more of:

place, economic or social system and individual choice (Cohen 1985,

11-2; Hamilton 1985, 7). Community is sometimes defined in opposition

to modernity, the rural in opposition to the urban, in the discourse which

observes the alienating or ameliorating affects of capitalism. For the those

who see the modern as essentially estranging and distancing,

‘‘community’ is viewed as a haven of positive emotions, ‘as if it is the

unique embodiment of love and friendship’ and - in contrast for the those

who see the modern as essentially improving - ‘community’ has

anti-individualist connotations and is a ‘sinister word’ (Douglas and

Isherwood 1996, xvi; Urry 1995, 10; Cohen 1985, 11; Jenks 1993, 101).

Community in this dichotomy is also implicated in a distinction between

what Tönnies calls ‘gemeinschaft’ and ‘gesellschaft’ social organisations

(Cohen 1985, 22). Gemeinschaft communities are ‘based on face-to-face

relations’ of status and tradition between ‘whole’ persons whereas

Gesellschaft societies are ‘based on less personal relations of class and

capitalistic economic relations … characterised by anonymity, by explicit

and limited function’ (Johnson 1993, 106-7), and people are not ‘whole’,

except perhaps in their most intimate relationships, perhaps confined to

their kin. While this oversimplifying paradigm has been discredited Smith

(1986, 153) notes that the concepts of “tradition” and “modernity”

‘represent very real choices and processes’ to those creating identities for

themselves. The concept of ‘wholeness’ was explored further by Strathern

(1988) who distinguished between those who recognise themselves as

‘individuals’ and those she calls ‘dividuals’, who do not find ‘the

individual’ a common-sense idea. Gosden (2004, 36-7) locates this change

in the shift from consumption of ‘things of quality’ to ‘quantifiable

objects’ (described earlier in this section). This distinction between

‘dividual’ and individual has implications for consumption: the greater

information flow in Gesellschaft societies provided opportunities for
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people to exercise their greater the ‘freedom’ to adopt and display chosen

identity (O’Brien 2001, 19). The homogeneity and stability of both

‘community’ and ‘society’ have been more recently challenged (Cohen

1985, 22-3; Eagleton, 2000, 13-29). 

Community is a problematic concept because at its heart lies distinction.

Studies defining communities using binary oppositions are open to the

charge of being reductionist and oversimplified. It is possible, however, to

observe difference being used in dialogues (Hall 1997b, 235-6) where the

imagined distance between us and them, centre and periphery, country

and outside world is emphasised and amplified to maintain the alleged

authenticity and distinctiveness of the community. Further, communities

exist only in relation to other. They are mutually determining, only

having a meaning if there is a need to express a distinction: social

classifications by which people distinguish between communities emerge

from the distinctions, entailing that communities are not simple, static

groupings, but dynamic entities. Thus ‘the community is there as a cloak,

a protection against other people’s way of doing things’ (Cohen 1985,

37). By attaching the idea of ‘community’ to buildings or landscapes, it is

possible to conceal or perpetuate the lack of communality to be found

there (Kant 1965, 117; Fenton 1999, 6; Cohen 1985, 37; Urry 1995, 10).

Frykman and Gilje (2003, 9) note that identity has two facets, it is ‘what

people are supposed to have, but also what they are building in some

kind of bricolage’. Therefore, in creating and maintaining boundaries,

people can be both maintaining the location of their identities, and

defining those identities in relation to others, using their common

experiences, practices and perceptions to difference themselves (Smith

1986, 97). 

Cohen (1985, 104) suggests that ‘ethnic’ groups may assert their cultural

integrity in response to a crisis point where its future existence is doubtful.

Smith (1986, 7) ties this to material culture, and to the concept of

property when he observes: ‘We are probably never so aware of

phenomena and objects as when we are about to gain or lose them.

Conversely, we never take them so much for granted as when we are

assured in their possession’. This accords with Hodder’s (1982, 31)

argument that display of identity is proportional to competition for
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resources. It therefore follows that a community undergoing change will

assert key facets of its identity to external competitors, but at a finer scale

may be using different facets. Buildings, where public face and private

occupation coexist are particularly good at answering questions of

identity (Lanier and Herman 1997, 11), because they are used for both

the purpose of creating or maintain the location of inherent identity and

defining identity in relation to an ever-changing landscape. Chapter 5

and section 8.2 therefore consider the distribution of short wall anchors.

Section 6.5 goes on to consider the choice of pasts, values and material

culture considered to be worth preserving by communities identified as

‘Dutch’ by themselves, and by others.

Behaviour at boundaries has been accredited with a number of features,

intimately associated with identity, which potentially have explicatory

power for the use of buildings using short wall anchors. Cohen (1985, 13),

for example, observes that the perception of display is dependent upon

scale: movement ‘down the scale’ makes boundaries less clear to those

outside, but ‘become increasingly more important to their members’.

Moving down the scale can be problematical for the analyst, who may

struggle with the definition of community when differences within

communities become visible (Jenks 1993, 10; Eagleton 2000, 75). Cohen

(1985, 20-1, 74) argues, however, that the management of in-group

divergence is itself a function of community, and ‘does not subvert the

apparent coherence which is exposed by its boundaries’ because group

members think they are more like the in-group than the others. As a

result, the public face of a community is symbolically simple, but the

when the boundary is the object of private discourse, it is complex. This

is most apparent in stereotypes: features which outsiders can identify as

characteristic of a group are almost always viewed as an unfair or silly

distortion by those within the group. Returning to the theories

introduced in section 2.1, the role of the façade as presenting the ‘face’ of

a group, or providing a ‘setting’ can be refined façade features may be

functioning quite differently at different scales. The ways in which

buildings are used in this way is discussed further in section 2.6.

If ‘community’ is a difficult concept, it is further compounded when the

distinction of communities is by the shifting, eliding, concatenating

realms of difference which are embodied in identity: such as gender,
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sexuality, disability, class, nationality, and ethnicity. These last two are of

special importance to this study, but as they are all interdependent, none

can be ignored in discussion of community or identity, as to focus one

face of representation and presentation will oversimplify the complex

dynamics of social relationships constitute (Wilkie 2001, 108). It is

especially tempting to focus upon locality and ethnicity when discussing

community, as they are commonly used to give credibility to the idea of

community (Cohen 1985, 108). Therefore, while this study focuses on

ethnicity, other realms of difference are not excluded, and their potential

for future work, given the limited theoretical underpinning in many

areas, established in the concluding chapter. 

Although nationality is sometimes used as the referent of ethnicity (e.g.

Lawrence’s (2003, 4) definition of ‘British’), and censuses and legal

definitions (where the focus of measurement is often both contentious and

unclear) often mix national and ethnic categories -e.g. ‘Pakistani’ and

‘black’ (Fenton 1999, 2-3), the two terms are separate typologies of

people, and function quite differently. In particular, in contrast to

ethnicity, nationality refers to ‘imagined communities’. This is not to say

that ethnicity is ‘true’ and nationality ‘untrue’ (Jones and Graves-Brown

1996, 6). The nations of Europe were being increasingly used in the

construction of identity by the sixteenth century, when nationhood was

itself changing, ‘creating new means of dividing up the world’ (Gosden

2004, 151). Nationalism was particularly used among the lower orders of

society, although regionalism was also important, and other ethnic and

cultural communities, such as faith communities were significant for

many people, with individuals able to define themselves in relation to a

number of communities (Bouwsma 2000, 1; Green 2003, 69; Carter,

Donald and Squires 1993, ix). 

Ethnicity and nationalism have been viewed, in most approaches to

buildings, as homogenous, bounded, straightforward, timeless and

common-sense, rather as a phenomenon which is, as Jones (1999, 221)

describes it ‘dynamic, contested and multi-layered’. This is an approach

to ethnicity classified as an instrumentalist or situationalist viewpoint, and

opposed to the primordialist approach used by many generations of

archaeologists which view ethnicity as an innate aspect of identity which

forms bonded and bounded communities larger than kinship groups
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ethnicity is attributed to the permanent ‘givens of birth … “blood”,

language, religion, territory and culture’ (Jones 1997, 65; Bentley 1987;

Shennan 1994, 15).

The stable, neutral causal connections between ethnicity and material

culture envisioned in primordialist approaches have been used by many

generations of archaeologists in establishing the validity of ‘ethnic

markers’ that is, individual artefacts or groups of artefacts that show

‘undeniably’ (Orser and Fagan 1995, 210) that a certain ethnic group or

groups were present at a site. The ethnic identity of these markers is often

established from an uncritical textual basis in a dangerously circular

process. The short wall anchor is part of an assemblage which is called

‘Dutch’ by archaeologists, architectural historians and historians, and has

been so-called for over a hundred years, but is, in itself, rarely given the

status of a marker of ethnicity. Pyszczyk (1989, 216-7) offers a more

sophisticated methodology. He worked from the basic assumption that

‘the degree of similarity of behaviour of the same ethnic groups will be

relatively greater than the degree of similarity of behaviour between units

of different groups’: thus two ethnic groups which both occupy two

regions, will show more difference between the ethnic groups than

between the regions. He notes this is important primarily as a heuristic

device, ‘since little attention is given to which types or varieties of articles

are responsible for creating differences within and between groups, or

what behavioural elements they were related to’ (Pyszczyk 1989, 218).

But as Orser and Fagan (1995, 210) note ‘The correlation between

ethnicity and artefacts remains poorly understood’, with both the

definition and recognition of ethnicity being problematical, and the

relationship between ethnicity and material culture sometimes assumed

to be one of reality and mirror, and sometimes of two interacting

potencies (Buchli and Lucas 2001a, 7). For example, Shackel (1994, 83)

argues that new material forms in early modern Maryland ‘helped to

separate the community into various social groups, created strong group

boundaries, and promoted individuality’.

Situationalist approaches argue that far from being innate, ethnic

differences are real or imagined, brought into play when it gives an

individual an advantage (Jones 1997, 78). These approaches suggests that

ethnicity is a subjective composition, selected from some, but not all,
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cultural practices involved in the perception and expression of difference.

That differencing is based on an assumed shared culture and, usually,

common descent. A shared ancestor or land provides a counterweight to

the dynamism and elective nature of ethnicity as self-identification

(Tebbenhof 1992, 30-1). It is through practice that individuals perceive

and negotiate their ethnic allegiances. However, what ethnicity is, and

what it is used for - how it is ‘enacted’ to use Lawrence’s term (2003, 4) -

varies as much as discrete ethnicities (Jones 1997, 40; Sackett 1990, 42).

These approaches assume, above all, that ethnicity is dynamic and

unstable. This in part derives from ethnicity being a polythetic

classification (see above, section 2.2). It is important to note that in

polythetic classification not all features are selected, and that some

features selected are in fact not unique to the group (Jones 1999, 221). 

The name instrumentalist approach stresses ethnicity’s use as a device for

regulating social behaviour within and between groups (Dìaz-Andreu

2002, 4819). As the alternative name of situationalist suggests, in this view

of ethnicity the individual can also choose between ethnicities and other

facets of identity, according to the situation. Further, ethnicities are fluid,

as is shown by the continual renaming of groups (Dìaz-Andreu 2002,

4819). Thus, as Carter, Donald and Squires (1993, xi) note, ‘the quest for

identity cannot be separated from the experience of division’.

The situationalist approach, because of its insistence on the temporal and

spatial dynamic within ethnicity is particularly useful in considering the

concept on a global scale, and with dealing with movement of people and

minority ethnic groups. While the pattern of building is continually

modified in small or large ways, the patterns of the past continue to

greater or lesser extent, and are given new meanings. Fox (2000, 215) has

noted that in early modern England, the pattern of building and

landscape ‘provided an imagined heritage which helped to underscore

the emotional solidarity of the community’. The identification of

ethnicity with buildings may lead to their destruction, or their

preservation. That preservation can take the form of preservation of

existing buildings, perhaps taking them back to their ‘original’ state in a

process that parallels ethnic cleansing, perhaps building new buildings

that are deemed to continue the pattern through the use of distinctive
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2.6 Ties that Find: Narrative, Texts and Literacy

One of the key questions to understanding the use of short wall anchors,

is understanding how buildings are used in support of narratives.

Buildings and stories are intimately related. They are subject and

situation, bearers of memorials, recallers of memory. Limited in what

they tell, they nevertheless call for explanation or are called to speak as

witnesses (Gazin-Schwartz and Holtorf 1999, 16; Buchli and Lucas

2001b, 80; Johnson 2002, 181-2; Stahl, Mann and DiPaolo 2004, 84).

Buildings, like histories are (to use Jones and Graves-Brown (1996, 6)

account) ‘constructions in which the past is selectively appropriated,

remembered, forgotten and invented, but at the same time reproduced

and naturalised’. Narratives are often thought of as verbal, and the role

of pictures, in conjunction with, or separately from words is also noted,

but many other narratives exist, including gesture and the use of objects

and places (Cressy 1993, 311). The forms of narrative which have special

interest for this thesis are oral histories, written histories of various kinds

(from tourist websites to learned papers), and maps. These various kinds

of narrative should not be considered as specific to particular historical

periods or social groups, and movement between the forms is well

documented (Sautman et al 1998, 3-12; Fox 2000, 37-44). 

Fox (2000, 5) distinguishes between three cultures present in early

modern England: oral, scribal, and print culture; not antithetical but

interrelated, intermingled and iterative. Letters and numbers were not

the only signs surrounding early modern people. Marks indicating house-

and holding, merchants’, makers’ and trade marks, and apotropaic

marks, were omnipresent in material culture (Pennick 2001, 99). Some of

these marks were also used textually by craftsmen, who while illiterate,

possessed some penmanship skills (Cressy 1977a, 8). As noted above,

buildings were marked in many ways, including patterning in building

materials, plaster, and painted signs. These signs made use of religious

iconography, rebuses and visual imagery of all kinds (Gowans 1986,

Woerden 2001, Fox 2000, 34-5). The realms of voice, writing, printing,

making images and being in landscapes and around things were all states

features (Rapoport 2000 [1986, 1995], 203). This entails a return to the

ideas of ‘discourse’ and ‘story’ introduced in section 2.1. 
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in ‘a world governed by text’ (Fox 2000, 10). In this territory, it is not

possible to take text, or material culture, or anything else simply ‘on its

own terms’: all are continually reread within the terms of other states.

While features such as wall paintings, stained glass windows and statues

have been described as making buildings ‘books for the illiterate’ (Fox

2000, 33), nevertheless there are skills involved in reading such texts.

There are conventions around the way narrative structure is conveyed

and characters identified which have to be learned as much as the skills of

literacy, numeracy and cartography discussed below are learned.

The use of stories does not make communities, per se, ‘traditionalistic’,

merely indicates that they use the past as a resource as a springboard to

the future (Cohen 1985, 99; Eagleton 2000, 86). Indeed, Appadurai

(1986, 48) suggests that the inherent alienation of commodities leads to

‘specialised mythologies’. Similarly, Miller (1987, 81) describes the way in

which objects in the modern world are given meaning through ‘work’,

placing them into different contexts and narratives. 

In constructing comprehensible narratives from the potentially

incomprehensible past, people focus on the memorable, and emphasise

linkages and conversely tend to elide breaks and ruptures to minimise

challenges to ‘the smooth source of the narrative’ (Johnson 2002, 106;

Lowenthal 1985, 209; Jenkins 1991, 14). Stories are told through time:

one interesting thing after another. But the linear nature of verbal

narrative is counterbalanced by awareness in the narrator and more or

less provoked in their audiences, that there are other stories, and thus the

multidimensionality of the past is present in the story line (Lowenthal

1985, 223). One important feature of oral histories is that they are

chronologically simplistic, tending to locate activity at the start, or within

actively remembered times, in contrast to historical writing, which

focuses upon the middle ground, exploring how ‘then’ relates to ‘now’

(Lowenthal 1985, 220). Sometimes the histories are constructed as myth,

and tradition is invented to foster community cohesion or channel

conflict, to establish or legitimise authority, or to inculcate community

members. Myth, by being beyond time, is impervious to rational scrutiny

which might be used to challenge those actions (Cohen 1969, cited in

Cohen 1985, 99; Bell 1992, 171; Hobsbawm 1983, 9). But even the

scholarly history is subject to the narrative imperative of beginning,
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climax and resolution, which results in authors tending to locate origins

and revolutions in the time frame they are focusing on (Shammas 1990,

291).

In order to understand script and print culture, two essential questions

have to be answered: ‘what did literacy mean?’ and ‘how did literacy

matter?’ (Cressy 1993, 305). Different academic disciplines have differing

definitions of ‘literacy’, ranging from arbitrary levels of mastery of

technique (such as ability to sign one’s name) to subtle matters of taste

and judgement in complex relationships with multiple texts (Cohen 1982,

10-11; Cressy 1997a 2, 8; Houston 1988, 132; Cressy 1993, 305, Fox

2000, 17; and Moreland 2001, 88). Further, while people may have been

more or less illiterate, this does not mean that they were unaffected by

print. For example, it was observed that illiterate people displayed

broadside ballads in their homes and shops in Elizabethan England.

Since at this time reading was usually done out loud, to be in the

presence of someone reading a text was all that was needed in order to

know its contents (Fox 2000, 8-9, 36). The date at which silent reading

became the norm has an importance for building studies, as vocalised

reading would make the presence of texts in a streetscape as active as

broadcast sound. Indirect measures of literacy, such as schools,

broadsheets and books, have been associated with studies which treat

literacy as a backdrop to cultural change (Houston 1988, 116).

Approaches which see texts as active view this same evidence as active in,

as well as reflective of, these changes in culture, society and economy: a

technology with power (Goody 1968, 1; Moreland 2001, 88-9). 

Literacy turns patterns of custom into preserved models of tradition

(Goody 1986, 9). Literacy separates fixed law from flexible custom and

practice (Bell 1992, 119) In all these areas of social practice, the ‘fixity’

given by writing is a form of legitimation. As literacy enabled

classification, ordering and sorting by ‘the middling sort’ (itself a

classification typical of the new potential to classify), using new tools such

as the inventory and stock list, the customary, traditional, inferential and

implicit ways of classifying were correspondingly reduced (Johnson 1996,

197). Thus literacy is implicated in new forms of perception - seeing

things as ‘quantifiable objects’, commodification, marketing,

standardisation and the emergence of the individual described above in

71



section 2.4 (Little 1992, 218; Verhaeghe 1997, 27; Johnson 1996, 196;

Johnson 1997, 153; Moreland 2001, 84-5, 92). A more direct link

between material things and texts can be seen archaeologically in the use

of writing on objects and buildings.

The effect of literacy on the landscape has been diverse. Texts make the

local accessible across space and time, with texts being capable of use as

tools for cultural integration, transforming the vernacular to the

international (Cressy 1993, 308; Oliver 1997c, 515). Redefinition of

words such as ‘landscape’ redefines the land and redeliniates boundaries

at a literate level (Johnson 1996, 72). Kinneir (1980, 147) describes the

act of ‘titling’ a building, noting that this can be done to any building, but

‘those which are a focus for mass activities always needing [most] to

establish their identity with the public’. As a result of such fixing, changes

are noticed: they can be resisted or promoted. To sanction changes in the

unchanging, texts proliferate. They use a variety of interpretative

techniques (juxtaposition of an oral tradition, legal reasoning, theological

speculation, etc.) (Bell 1992, 137). Again, boundaries - physically located

in landscapes, or boundaries in meaning became contested in actions

ranging from the most informal riot to the formality of legal discussion

(Johnson 1996, 71). 

Placing words in symbolic landscapes - maps and charts - or in real

landscapes, on signs and on buildings, fixes and legitimises. Today,

political territory is contested using maps. The rise of the map as a

political tool is both recent (the first map that attempted to show the state

borders of Europe was printed in 1602 (Gunn 1999, 102-3). Maps

produced, and are produced by arguments of legitimacy, and what

Johnson (1996, 91) describes as ‘the widening gap between the landscape

and what it means’ (St. George 1998, 349; Gosden 1999, 153-4). The

map and the nation-state rose together (Johnson 2002, 164), and in the

early modern period, boundaries are vaguer, and are far from

uncontested (Gunn 1999, 102-3). 

A building such as a medieval parish church needed interpretation and

thus offered opportunity for difference of opinion and dissent. In

contrast, the dated house provided certainty (Oliver 1997e, 530-1). In the

same ways as a map fixed topography, dating buildings fixed those
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man-made constructions ‘which every day summoned up the past for all

to behold’ (Fox 2000, 217-8). Kinnear (1980, 72) distinguishes three

degrees of relationship between buildings and texts: those with letters

integrated into the building fabric during construction (a group which

would include the use of short wall anchors), those with letters applied

after completion to the surface of buildings (a group including the use of

some year stones and painting), and those with letters which are related

but separate’ (such as fire-backs and textiles). It would seem that these

three degrees of fixity would to some extent reinforce their content.

The shifting of narratives and images between oral, script and print

cultures, on the other hand complicates text’s ability to fix. The

relationship between text and material culture thus had a special quality

in the early modern period, with material culture both being fixed

through text, and being used to support print culture against the fluidity

of oral and script cultures. This legitimisation does not mean, as some

modern commentators assume, that illiteracy led to rumour,

misinformation and ignorance: all textual codification does is marginalise

or eliminate alternatives (Bell 1992, 137; Fox 2000, 44-5). This fixing can

open a gap where the past appears to exist independently of the present

and in need of reconciliation with it: I know that ‘H K’ had this house

built, but I do not know his (or her) story (Bell 1992, 119, 136). 

Numeracy is as difficult to define as the word on which it is modelled,

literacy. What constitutes ‘numeracy’ is a group of skills at a level of

competence, but identifying those skills and the point in each where

‘numeracy’ lies is not easy, since the individual skills, their placement in a

hierarchy, and the level to which each must be mastered for functional

numeracy is not constant between contexts - the differences between

places using decimal and non-decimal currencies, or between places

where electronic calculators are used and those where they are not, for

example (Cohen 1982, 5-6, 10-11). It follows, since numeracy is defined

by a context of number use, that numeracy cannot be simply measured.

As with literacy, using a simple measure, even if one were available,

would mask this dependence on context. This leads Cohen to the circular

conclusion that, since numeracy cannot be exactly measured, it should be
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inferred from evidence of numbers being used in differing ways (Cohen

1982, 10-2). 

There are two skills necessary to be numerate for a dated building. The

first is the association of the number symbol, number word and actual

quantity expressed. The second is the ability to calculate the time

distance between the building’s date and the present day, either in terms

of years between the dates (that is, the numerical skill of subtraction), or

by some fuzzier association of the date with age or historicity (that is, a

qualitative assessment of time, rather than a quantitative one). The first

skill might be thought to be fundamental to all mathematics, but just as

the skills which compose numeracy are not fixed, neither is the sequence

in which they are taught, (Cohen 1982, 118; Cohen 1993, 7, 322,

327-31). But numeracy skills are not necessary to participate in the

market: what is needed is trust (Cohen 1982, 11, 41). That is, it is possible

to use the skills characteristic of primative/medieval/Gemeinschaft

relationships in a modern/ Gesellschaft context. As in England, for many

of ‘the vulgar’, ‘the remembrance only of the sounds of the names of

numbers’ was sufficient check upon trustworthiness, and ciphering

unnecessary (Stephens 1972, 100 quoted in Fox 2000, 22). The

popularity of the Ready Reckoner through the 200 years following its

first appearance early in the seventeenth century, despite its inutility in

periods of unstable prices, suggests that tradesmen often lacked

arithmetical skills (Cohen 1982, 27; Cohen 1993, 330, 328).

Nevertheless, the early modern world was one in which ‘the domain of

number’ was expanding, with landscape and the economy now being

conceived of in terms of number (Cohen 1982, 17-22). The predictable

difficulties in gathering those numbers - of conducting censuses, of

gathering trade statistics, were at first not appreciated and skipped over

as they were simply had never been experienced, and in the absence of

data, economists such as Petty and colonial governors simply

manufactured it; editors were happy for figures to differ in different

versions of reports: exactitude in copying was not prized when the figure

being copied was presumed to be inaccurate in the first place (Cohen

1982, 33-4, 38, 53). 
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While the rise of numeracy as a whole has been little studied, the branch

of geometry - the foundation for military calculations, surveying and

cartography - has been better served, particularly for the last art (Gregory

1994, 391; those covering cartography include Haley 1988, 12; Borsay

1989, 80-4; Wood 1993; Zandvliet 2002; Gunn 1999, 102-3). In the

seventeenth century map-making was closely related to navigation, the

making of instruments and art all of which also involved mathematical

training. The relationship with art diminished in the following century

(Zandvliet 2002, 14, 36, 214; Gregory 2003, 42). Globes and maps

themselves were instruments. They were objects, material culture both

enabled by and needed for the creation of, and resistance to, the

nation-state and colonialism: they are ‘embedded in a history they help

construct’, hanging on the wall of government offices, or portrayed in a

painting in a merchant’s house lying on the desk of a colonial

administrator, or a classical scholar. For they do not only work in

geographical space, but also in chronologically ordered space (Wood

1993, 28 (and passim); Cosgrove 1985, Lawrence 2003, 6; Johnson 1996,

76, 90-1; Zandvliet 2002, 63). At a local level, a map fixed the geological

and topographical features which promoted historical ties in a

community, the ‘common voice’, ‘common fame’, or ‘common report’ of

the inhabitants which antiquaries and travellers encountered as they

toured the country (Fox 2000, 215). 

Globe making and map making enabled a new way of seeing and

controlling the world: individual’s’ geographical knowledge could be

brought into a single vision, legible through the new logics of perspective

and geometry. This new way of seeing and controlling the world was

intimately connected with text in general, not just narratives. This is

evident in the language used to describe what maps are and do: like

verbal texts they are plotted, often bear titles and finally, are read.

Cartouches, like frontispieces, are used to justify the act of creation within

the production itself (Benjamin 2006). Derrida (1987 [1978], 24) notes

how cartouches and legends have a special connection with, but are not

essentially part of, a work. Wood (1993, 96-103) observes that the legend

is a location where the uses of the map are made manifest, and the full

range of ideological tools are used in their service. Globes and maps were

new ways of manifesting narratives, new and old. The 1609 stock list of
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2.7 Tie breakers?: colonial localities

This section explores the specific theories concerning change and identity

which concern the historical period 1400 - 1900, looking especially at the

explanations offered for the series of articulated movements in economic

and social practices which are summarised and characterised as the

phenomena of colonialism. These theories bring together understandings

of material culture, capital, and identity, together with the concepts of

mentalité and spatial strategy, and the use of space as a conceptual frame.

Colonialism needs to be explored in part because of the colonial location

of many of the buildings with short wall anchors, in part because of the

impact of colonisation on those in other areas, and also because the

theories discussed so far are all, to some extent, productions of

colonialism (Gosden 2004, 24; Eagleton, 2000, 26). 

one Dutch map seller includes numerous maps with messages relating to

overseas expansion, or political struggle (Zandvliet 2002, 69). 

A notable feature of the map, shared with the architectural print is that it

communicates a partial view, a controlled view, which represents itself as

complete, entire and perfect view, open to the public gaze. Part of that

completeness can be the presence of author, architect or map maker as

identified maker. The use of signatures on works of art began during the

Renaissance, and is particularly associated with the artists of the Low

Countries (Pennick 2001, 98; Kinneir 1980, 171; Liedtke 1997, 121). The

use of insignia and signatures in works of art has been further explored by

Johnson (2003), and the use of heraldry, livery and other insignia within

and without elite late medieval buildings in Europe is well charted (e.g.

Howard 1997, 108). Through letter-anchors, stones and other forms of

building inscription, the owners make their presence even more explicit.

In section 8.3 I consider the theoretical approaches to literacy and

numeracy introduced in this section: to compare use of text on buildings

and monuments to use in printed and written texts, but also to use on

maps, where the cartouche and the legend bear a similar relationship to

the whole project, except that in the landscape, the text makes explicit

certain things, not about a symbolised terrain, but about actual and

present lands. 
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I have found the ‘tools’ developed by Gosden (2004) to be particularly

useful for working with colonial contexts. Gosden attempts to create a

specifically archaeological approach to colonialism, in which objects,

people and power are at the centre, rather than political relationships

(Gosden 2004, 5). He (2004, 3) brings together material culture, mentalité

and place in his definition of colonialism as ‘a particular grip that

material culture gets on the bodies and minds of people, moving them

across space and attaching them to new values’. Using this framework, I

have found it useful to view colonisation, and particularly Dutch

colonisation, as a transforming global and capitalist process of power and

interaction which ‘creates a network of people and things’ (Gosden 2004,

153, 5) with desire at its heart (Adams 1996, 14; Ekholm-Friedman and

Friedman 1995). 

The existence of a network of people and things means a shift in one

dimension - be that colonialism, capitalism, industrialisation or any other

strand - necessarily entails a shift in another. As Johnson (1999d, 17)

notes, there is potentially a difficulty in the way that archaeology uses

‘tiny fragments - artefacts, particular sites, local contexts’ in order to talk

about the whole network. Gosden’s insight is to support the use of the

fragment’s place in the network in order to follow the threads through to

both colony and colonial homeland. Specific material things, including

short wall anchors, and their specific historical contexts and processes are

explored in detail in chapter 4. The remainder of this chapter examines

the theoretical frameworks of practices in colonial localities. 

Hulme (1992, 2-3) and Jacobs (1996, 38) differentiate two forms of

colonisation, separating those which were envisaged as permanent

territorial expansions that destroyed the indigenous society, and

constructed a new society following the model of the homeland, from

those which were designed to modify rather than destroy, so that it better

served the needs of the colonising society. The first form took place

initially on the European and Atlantic fringes, but from around 1750

movements began into continental interiors in a scramble for territorial

control and the extension of the global network to other parts of the

world. The network was spread partly through population movement

and expansion, partly through new life-biographies of objects, and partly

through the gradual and spasmodic creation of distinctions of class, race
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and gender. The first phase is characterised as the imposition of

European power on colonised lands, the second is characterised as the

incorporation of Europe into a new, global colonial order. (Gosden 2004,

114-5, 127-30; Hall 1997a, 239). These two phases were followed by post

second-world war migrations from the colonised world to Europe and

North America, which Gosden (2004, 159) argues is neo-colonial, and

may best be viewed as a combination of all previous forms of colonialism.

These models will be used in section 7.6 to explore the adoption of or

failure to adopt the short wall anchor among societies encountered

during different forms of colonisation.

The negative effects came from the power of colonialism to ignore and

destroy existing networks and values. Gosden (2004, 25) calls the

destructive form ‘terra nullius’, observing that form is used as a frame by

which earlier forms are viewed, despite few of the earlier forms operating

in the same manner, or having such negative effects. He also notes

(Gosden 2004, 40-1, 153) that even in its later form, colonialism is an

immensely creative power, which forged links between places never

before in contact, and entailed new forms of linkage, including the new

forms of goods and consumption described above (section 2.4 above).

The earliest forms of colonisation, taking place in a ‘shared cultural

milieu’ are, academically, the most controversial, because their starting

point are pre-colonial systems, based on quality rather than quantity (see

section 2.4 above). These interactions are perhaps indistinguishable from

‘culture contact’, itself a problematic term, and ‘encounter’ or

‘engagement’ are also used (Torrence and Clarke, 2000, 12, 16). Another

nuancing of colonialism is the idea of ‘secondary colonisation’. This is

where one European group colonises where another has already

colonised (Scott 2001, 14). This complicating factor is often ignored (e.g.

Farnsworth 2001, xx). Gosden (2004, 60) further notes that it has been

very rare for colonialism to change anything which was not already

changing, in contrast to the more common perception noted by Gouda

and Clancy-Smith (1998, 14) that the native is static, and any motion

ascribed to the effect of colonialism.

The relationship between ethnicity and things is especially obscure in

colonial setting. Contact between people of different ethnicities in such
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contexts is epitomised as groups and individuals breaking out from

separate enclaves in a number of ways including more or less permanent

movement in and out of localities, and economic, social and sexual

interaction. This is more easily understood from a situationalist

perspective described in section 2.5 above. It is argued that ethnicity or

other community considerations are more important to people than

resource or functional considerations, resulting, when people move, in

butchery patterns which do not quite fit with local species, and clothing -

and buildings - inappropriate for climate (Oliver 1975, 12; Chappell

1986, 27). Such moved communities are different to others, in that they

have movement in their heritage, which would seem to generate

instability: it should be no surprise, therefore, that as Malinowski (1966

[1945], 14) observed ‘the white settler community is by no means a direct

replica of its mother community at home’. This perspective is further

developed by examining the potential that such movements of people,

things and ideas had for new ethnicities and new identities to be

fashioned or chosen. These movements and contacts could result in

communities described, using a linguistic metaphor as ‘creolised’ (Jordan

and Schrire 2002, 241; Upton 1996, 4). The use, and non-use, of short

wall anchors by ‘creolised’ groups is examined in sections 6.4 and 7.6.

The view of colonialism as a global order incorporating Europe

challenges the idea that colonialism is characterised by the export of

economic and cultural influences from Europe which were ‘nuanced into

colonial forms’ or ‘homespun creations’ (Stoler 1989, 136-7). Rather,

European culture (including the discipline of archaeology), alongside its

economy and politics was, itself, a product of colonial discourse (Gosden

2004, 159; Salverda 2004, 70); a view summarised by Fanon (1968, 102):

‘Europe is literally the creation of the Third World’. 

Colonialism is a transformational system, in which people, things and

ideas from many places circulate, and in circulating in a convoluted flow,

are transformed to new, co-dependent forms. Each transformation can,

however, only be understood in its local expression. Each occurs, with

reference to ‘the full set of links creating the global system’ (Gosden 2004,

12). The relationships associated with and by the flow are

characteristically asymmetrical. This asymmetry opens avenues of study:

by observing the use of material culture as a subversive instrument, and
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by demonstrating how the local context is important in a global process

(Thomas 1994, 2-3; Beaudry 2003, 291-4; Gosden 2004, 4; Gouda and

Clancy-Smith 1998, 6; Burton 1994, 36 Lawrence 2003, 3).

Archaeology is, like other academic discourses, profoundly affected by

colonialism (Andrén 1998, 73; Orser 1996a, 61; Gouda and

Clancy-Smith 1998, 13). Earlier studies examined the impact of a ‘global

chess game’ (Gouda and Clancy-Smith 1998, 1) on certain aspects of the

lives of the colonised people, who did not play, but were classified and

accounted for by nation, tribe or culture, by citizenship, and social

practice (degree of ‘civilisation’) (Lawrence 2003, 4). The categorising and

collecting of both people and of material culture (described above in

section 2.2), enabled Europeans to ‘see’ what they were dealing with, and

use it, but Eurocentrism limited the taxonomies’ usefulness. The greatest

attention, for example, was placed on places of importance to, and

dominated by Europeans. While ‘historical archaeology’ was sometimes

defined as archaeology of European colonialism, or - even more

Eurocentrically - as the archaeology of ‘European places outside Europe’

(Orser 1996a, 6), there was still little analysis of the ‘chess players’. At the

same time that colonisers were dividing and counting the colonised, the

diversity of colonisers, particularly their different access to and use of

power, was minimised and regional difference - across the globe - was

blurred into a national grouping (Scott 2001, 14). Where diversity is

recognised, it is regarded as unproblematic. Stoler (1989, 137) argues

that, in order to mask the potentially disruptive social and economic

differences between colonisers, they created ‘imagined communities’

(Anderson 1983, 15). The result of this is that the confident public image

of the colonist is, and was, continually under challenge (Hall 2000, 125).

Much of the challenge has its roots in the growing number of scholars

from colonised areas who have critiqued the Eurocentric approaches,

and developed increasingly more useful views of colonialism. In

particular, their work has resulted from belief in the agency of colonised

people, their place in a world network, and examination at levels other

than the European-constructed population groups. This last creates the

paradox that that local histories are central to much post-colonial

analysis. European buildings, therefore, are not seen as objects simply

transplanted to colonies, because ‘Colonial cultures were never direct
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translations of European society planted in the colonies, but unique

cultural configurations, homespun creations in which European food,

dress, housing, and morality were given new political meanings in the

particular social order of colonial rule’ (Stoler 1989, 136-7), and as noted

above, the European was, itself, a colonial product. Their approach

concerns ‘subalternity’ - the culture of resistance and acceptance within a

culture of domination and hierarchy and focuses upon the ‘weapons of

the weak’ (Scott 1985; Gregory 1994, 184). Gosden (2004, 20) argues that

‘the local variations of thought, feeling, agency and resistance’ act as a

counterbalance to the prejudices of the researcher, but comparative work

at the larger scale is needed if the full value of material culture analysis is

to be gained, a ‘salutory corrective effect’ (Haasse 1995, 10, translated by

Salverda 2004, 70; Thomas 1994, ix; Gosden 2004, 18-9). 

Archaeologists over the last decade have become conscious of, and taken

account of the global scale of the linkages and processes engendered by

colonialism and hence the appropriateness of archaeology as a discipline

for studying this period, but the basic idea, that colonialism is a

consequence of the existence of colonies, continues, and the influence of

the ‘subaltern studies’ movement (see Guha and Spivak 1988) has had the

effect of strengthening the paradigmatic status of the British in India

(Lawrence 2003, 2; Gosden 1999, 87; Gosden 2004, 2, 6; Gouda and

Clancy-Smith 1998, 4). 

At the same time, as societies have become post-colonial, the ‘imagined

communities’ of the colonisers as well as the indigenous people have

become proper objects of study again, but not because they are

intrinsically more interesting or important (Dìaz-Andreu 2002, 4822;

Hall 2000, 124; Stoler 1989, 135; Lawrence 2003, 10). It is now

appreciated that ‘Europeans’ and ‘colonisers’ are not synonymous

categories: leaving aside colonial and imperial projects of African, Asian

and American peoples, in different colonies, and at different times, who

could be ‘European’ differed widely (Gosden 1999, 15-9; Torrence and

Clarke, 2000b, 7; Swallow, 1998, 54; Stoler 1989, 136-7, 154; Lawrence

2003, 5). 

The propriety of this return to examining colonisation from a perspective

other than that of the colonised is questioned. King (1985, 43), for
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examples, suggests ‘Identifying the ‘colonial’ in the city of ‘the other’ may

be another version of ‘Orientalism’’. The coloniser as proper object

however does usefully expand the field: as the whole circulatory run

described above is orbited. For example, recent work on the British

Empire (Lawrence 2003) has shown the significance of the archaeology of

Britain in answering questions about colonial history. The attention paid

to diversity, particularly in South African and Oceanic archaeology (e.g.

Hall 2000; Malan 1990, 1993; Torrence and Clarke, 2000b), shows that

it is possible to examine local practice among the colonisers by not

following simple binary oppositions, but making space for ‘other voices’

within the majority, examining the very inconstancies, and fragmented

ambiguities which colonialism needed to disguise within a grand

narrative. A result of this approach is that colonialism ceases to be ‘a

simple matter of the dominant ideology it work, imposing a patriarchal

order on compliance objects, the discourse of colonialism seems more like

the Chinese box, with complex layers of relations defined in the

intersections of race, gender and status’ (Hall 2000, 120). Hall’s work is

particularly useful because he shows how one aspect of the discourse, ‘the

shadow lineage of women and their influence’ can be revealed in the

study of houses. This attention to the middle echoes similar calls for

studies of middle (class) history as a way of better understanding mass

culture, and work at the level of the locality (Barry 1994, 24). 

The West dispossessed colonial societies through spatial strategies which

typically involved mastering places through a system of surveillance,

which included many of the objects discussed in the previous section,

including maps and travelogues (Gregory 1994, 168-9). Dispossession

occurred through ‘othering’, naming (hence Gosden’s terra nullius - land

without history), in a process closely allied to that of naming objects as

part of commodification, described above (2.4), space becomes place by

being named) and through ‘spatialising’: through inscriptions, and the

development of ‘model villages’ (Gregory 1994, 169-73; Carter, Donald

and Squires 1993, xii). As with maps (described in section 2.6), naming

practices acted to fix narratives to geological and topographical features

and disposes other narratives of these ties. This dispossession occurred

not only in the colonies, but also in Europe (Ozouf 1989, 122-44, for

example, details such changes as a result of the French revolution).
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Individual buildings also serve to define and delimit space, serve as

symbolic artefacts - and ‘acts as a setting for the transfer of knowledge

and cultural values’ (Stea 1987, xiii), consume capital and revenue

(notably in energy costs) (Lawrence 1987, 176-7). Against the

dispossession, in the nineteenth century, a new literary and scientific

vocabulary reclaimed space through the use of bodily imagery - the lungs

of a city, arterial roads, the heart of the country (Taverne 1993, 14).

The identity of people who have been displaced or moved voluntarily is

not supported by place in a straightforward way. ‘Home’, however,

continues to ‘resonate throughout the imaginations of displaced

communities’ (Carter, Donald and Squires 1993, vii). Urry (1995, 1-2)

argues that the significance of places can be ‘dilapidated, devoured or

exhausted by use’ and that places can consume identity, as well as being

used to support it.

In answering questions on the use and meaning of short wall anchor

construction, I use theoretical approaches which place material culture at

the centre of explanations of the world. When people, things and ideas

from many places are brought into new conjunctions, theories about

ethnicity, theories about typology, theories about adoption, and theories

about meaning and consciousness are all needed. and theories and the

processes of choice-making are needed. The third chapter will return to

the research questions outlined in chapter 1 and those introduced in this

chapter, and explain the methodology, including the use of these

theoretical perspectives, employed to answer them.
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Chapter 3 Methodology 
3.1 Research Agenda

3.2 Methodologies for recording historical buildings

3.3 Methodology for Inventory Creation

3.4 Beyond the Text: Survey, Drawing and Photography

3.5 Sampling Techniques

3.6 The Route to Inclusion: three examples

3.7 Quantitative Analysis - Statistics and Geographical Information Systems

3.8 Qualitative Analysis

3.1 Research Agenda 

This chapter brings together the questions raised in the previous two

chapters, and identifies how they were answered. That ‘how’ falls into

two broad divisions: the methods for data collection and the methods for

data analysis. In order to collect the information needed to answer the

research questions, a methodology for recording buildings using short

wall anchors was developed. In order to manage the information

collected, a complex relational database was constructed. The questions

of the research agenda determined what feature of the buildings needed

to be recorded, which in turn determined many of the fields in the

database. Section 3.2 explores the methodologies available, and the

inventory is considered in section 3.3. The process of database

construction is also outlined in section 3.3, and details, including the

structure, is are included as appendix 3. The units of information (i.e.

database fields) particularly used to answer questions are highlighted in

this appendix. Table 3.1 (pages 85-6) correlates the units of information

with the research agenda, showing which items were used to answer

which questions. Comma-delineated files of the data are attached as

appendix 4. 

As befits an archaeological thesis, non-textual recording is fully exploited,

and fully integrated with textual recording. The methodologies of the

non-textual parts of the inventory are described in section 3.4. The

description of data collection concludes with the sampling strategy
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�  � X X � � � Ascriptio
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�  � � X � � � Relations

hip to the

building  

�  � � X � � � Name  

�  � � � X � � Fire  

�  � � � � X � Substrate  

�  � � � � � X National

Grid  
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address  

�  � � � � X X Latitude  
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Question

7

Question

6 

Question

5 

Question

4 

Question

3 

Question

2 

Question

1 

1. Where was this construction technique used? 

2. Are these buildings more likely to be found on unstable substrates? 

3. Is the use of short wall anchor construction particularly associated with wholesale

transformation of the townscape or landscape (e.g. during colonisation, rebuilding after

fire)? 

4. How did the people who built them and those who had them built identify themselves (in

writing and through material culture)? 

5. What is the relationship between each place where the technique is found and the place

from which it came? 

6. Questions relating to craft transmission processes 

7. Can the use of flamboyant anchors, be regarded as 'a form of unalloyed conspicuous

consumption'?

Table 3.1 : Table showing how database fields relate to research agenda



individual buildings came to be included, or excluded, from the inventory

(section 3.6). 

The following sections discuss the methods used in data analysis. These

are broadly divided into quantitative and qualitative methods (sections

3.7 and 3.8). 

The range of questions is so wide, and so enormously complex, and

relates to so diverse set of theoretical constructs, that I have had to

develop a highly sophisticated information management system in order

to answer them. This management of information means, that for many

questions, that the answers are not mere anecdotes, ‘explanations’ lacking

explanatory force, or lists of instances, but open to analysis using rigorous

quantitative and qualitative methods, and thus this study addresses some

of the current concerns with practice which were outlined in the previous

chapter.

In this section, I want to particularly stress the relationship between the

questions considered in this thesis, and the wider theoretical agenda. I do

this by highlighting those theoretical frameworks which are particularly

useful for answering each question. But it is also important at this point to
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