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THE CARIS COLLECTION OF LOMMEL 

FERDINAND GEERTS 

1. Introduction. 

In 1934 Prof. Hamal- Nandrin ( Un-Lve.,r,ô.,Lt.é. de. l I Ct.a.t., oC-Lè.g,e.) 

started archaeological research at Lommel at a place called Blok­

waters (Lommel 1) (Hoge Maatheide, co- ordinates : 51°14 107" N and 

5° 15'51" E) (Hamal-Nandrin, Servais , Louis , 1935) . The "Compag­

nie des Métaux d' Overpelt-Lommel " - propriet@r of the grounds on 

which the "excavations" took place - charged Theo Caris with the 

supervision of the work (1) . Theo Caris thus became acquainted 

with archaeological research and he subsequently acquired a taste 

for collecting prehistoric artefacts (2). 

2. Composition of the Caris Collection . 

In 1970 , some months before the death of Theo Caris in April 

1971, t he .J.Je.e.mhund-Lg,e. K,r,Lng, of oComme.l acquired Caris' collec­

tion. The inventory , made at the time of the acquisition, lists 

4.771 artefacts . This inventory does no t incihude the debitage-pro­

ducts, which were acquired in three linen bags. The collection cur­

r ently is curated at the mu'6.e.um Ke.mpe.nland -Ln oComme.l, where a 

portion of it is on display . 

(1) Personal communication by P. Caris-Van Broeckhoven, son of Theo 
Caris- . 

(2) Theo Caris, who spoke French fluently , obtained his knowledg,e 
of prehistoirc artefacts from Prof. HamalLNandrin, 
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The Caris collection is composed of surface-finds and "excava­

ted" artefacts from various sites near the village at Lommel-Blok­

watèrs (Lommel 1) (3.381 artefacts), Lommel-Vosvijvers (Lommel 2) 

(651 artefacts), Lommel-Gelderhorsten (Lommel) (841 artefacts), 

Mol-Wezel Kerkhof (Mol) (183 artefacts), Lommel-Nieuwe Koop (-Lom­

mel 3) (41 artefacts), Lommel-Zuid Station-Werkplaatsen (Lommel) 

(570 artefacts: mainly debitage products), Lommel-Dorperheide 

(Lommel) ( 51 artefacts), Balen-Keiheuvel (Balen) ( 284 artefacts), 

Eksel-Pijnven (Eksel) (138 artefacts), Overpelt.--Siberië (Overpelt) 

(21 artefacts) and Budel (101 artefacts). In addition collections 

from the following localities are to be found in the Caris-éollec­

tion: Spiennes, St.-Geertrui , Turnnout." Rocourt, London. 

No field notes or other documentation exist on the "excavations" 

and the "excavated" artefacts have been mixed with the surface­

finds. Therefore, all artifactual material lacks stratigraphie 

context. When studying the collection one is faced with the usual 

problems inherent in the study of surface-finds. 

3. Site locations. 

The exact origin of the archaeological material of all the a­

bave mentioned sites is hard ta define. We do have atour disposa! 

a road-map of Lommel (scale 1:20 . 000) on which Theo Caris marked 

some of the find spots with small crosses (3). However, we do not 

know anything about the precise location and extent of the various 

sites (fig . 1) . 

4 . R~ca~dation and collecting st~ndârds . 

It may be supposed that Theo Caris worked with care and accuracy 

while collecting artefacts . He made repeated visits ta the same site 

and when he encountered a high ar tefact density area, he investigated 

the sub-soil using a spade. He always sieved the excavated soil 

through a fine mesh sieve , which enabled him ta collect very small 

artefacts (e . g . backed bladelets) . 

(3) This map is preser ved in the Museum Kempènland, Dorp 14, Lommel~ 
The marked find spots are: Lommel-Blokwaters , (Lommel l),Lommel­
Vosvijver s (Lommel 2), Lommel-Gelderhorsten , Lommel-Nieuwe Koop 1 

Mol- Wezel Kerkhof, Overpelt-Siberië and Lommel-Dorperheide 
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Fig. 1 Scheme of the Caris map of Lommel with the marked sites. 
1 : Lommel-Blokwaters (Lommel 1); 2 : Lommel-Vosvijvers 
(Lommel 2) ; 3: Lommel-Gelderhorsten; 4 Lommel-Nieuwe 
Koop (Lommel 3); 5 : Mol-Wezel Kerkhof; 6 : Overpelt-Si-­
berië; 7 : Lommel-Dorperheide. 
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The artefacts were examined with a hand lens on the site itself 

and according to P. Caris-Van Broeckhoven, a son of Theo Caris, the 

unretou c hed artefacts were discarded in the heather. 

However, according to A. Wouters (4), a weil-known amateur-ar­

chaeologist and long time acquaintance of Theo Caris, Caris took 

all the artefacts home. There, with the aid of a hand lens, he se­

parated cores, core rejuvenation products, microburins, burin-spalls 

and tools from flakes, blades and bladelets. Only some of the most 

typical blades and bladelets were displayed along side the tools in 

exhibition-cases. The other debitage products were placed according 

to A. Wout e rs, i nto bags and boxes. 

When the J.Jeemhund-Lg,e Xlf'-Lng, of; J'.omme.-l acquired the Caris' 

collection in 1970, the collection consisted of three small linen 

bags containing some debitage products from the sites of Gelderhor­

sten, Blokwaters and Zuid Station-Werkplaatsen, and ten exhibition­

cases containing cores, core rejuvenation products, microburins, 

burin-spalls tools and some typical blades and bladelets. 

Th e intention o f Theo Caris to separate r e touched from unretou­

ched artefacts was very obvious . This way of working accounts for 

the small number of debitage products, wh i ch since have disappeared 

one way or another. However, i t seems very likely certain artefact·- -

types such as mi c r oburins , burin spalls, core rejuvenation products, 

also are underrepresent ed in the collection. 

To conclude, we can state that Theo Caris employed an accurate 

collection method . Neverth e l ess, some si tes were perhapfl not inten­

sively invest igated and consequently yielded very few artefacts - (Lom­

mel-Ni euwe Koop, Lommel - Dorperheide , Eksel-Pijnven, Overpelt-Siberië, 

Budel, Lommel-Zuid Station-Werkpl aa tsen). We c an also state that 

the separation of r e touc hed from unretrouched artefacts biased the 

surviving sample of the archaeological material. Nevertheless, the 

retouched artefacts are representative for the sites they were found 

on (Lommel - Gelderhorsten, Mol-Wezel Kerkhof), except for the sites 

whi c h were perha ps not intensively investigated (see above) and for 

the sites with clearly mixed industries (Lommel - Blokwaters, Lommel­

Vosvijvers, Bal en- Keiheuvel). 

(4) Personal communication by A. Wouters. 
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5. Cultural integrity of the collections. 

An additional problem encountered in the Caris collection con­

cerne the archaeological material from different periods. When 

looking at the archaeological material from some of the sites (Lom­

mel-Blokwaters, Lommel-Vosvijvers, Balen-Keiheuvel) it becomes clear 

that Epipalaeolithic and Mesolithic artefacts were mixed. Separa­

ting the Epipalaeolithic artefacts from the Mesolithic artefacts is 

very difficult. Epipalaeolithic and Mesolithic peoples , both made 

use of similar flint types with the exception of the black flint 

of fine quality associated primarily with the Epipalaeolithic, 

very likely originating from local gravel terraces. Although one 

could consider artefacts manufactured in Wommersom-quartzite to date 

primarily from the Mesolithic, we do not shat'e the radical opinion 

of J.G. Rozoy (1978: 166 and 173) on this matter, to whom it appears 

that Wommersom-quartzite was exclusively used during the Mesolithic. 

Stylistically, it is possible to place certain tools, for example 

tjonger-points and mistletoe- points in the correct chronological 

period. For most of the tool - types , especially those of the common 

toolkit, a chronological assignment to one or another period is of­

ten impossible. 

Since we have no idea of the extent of the find spots, we must 

also bear in mind that ar chaeological material originally scattered 

over a large surface may have been brought together and that archaeo­

logical material from various sites belonging to one chronological 

period (for example the Mesolithic period) may have been mixed. 

6. Conclusion. 

Taking into account the problems cited above, the scientific va­

lue of the Caris collection is rather restri c ted, as is the case for 

all surface-collections . The archaeological material from two sites 

(Lommel-Gelderhorsten, Mol-Wezel Kerkhof) seems to be quite homoge­

neous and have further research potential. The main value of the 

collection is that it forms a basis for further archaeological inves­

tigations in Lommel and nei ghbour i ng reg i ons. 
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