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Abstract

The scope of this article is to discuss the main components of the so-
cial structures which characterized the “Celtic” and the “Dacian” cultural and
chronological horizons, and to identify, on the basis of the available archaeo-
logical evidence, the means and practices through which social hierarchy and
competition was expressed within the communities of each horizon. The ru-
ral society specific to the “Celtic” horizon was largely heterarchic, whereas the
“Dacian” horizon was characterized by a hierarchic social organization. The dif-
ferences between these two horizons can be observed in the funerary practices,
the organization of the landscape, and the range of visual symbols used in the
expression of social status and power by the local elites.
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Introduction

In Transylvania, the Late Iron Age was characterized by the succession
of two distinct cultural and chronological horizons. The first, known as the
“Celtic” horizon, encompasses the period between ca. 350 and 190/175 BC,
while the “Dacian” horizon encompasses the period between ca. 190/175 BC
and AD 106, ending with the establishment of the Roman province of Dacia.
Each of these two cultural and chronological horizons was defined by distinct
social structures and their material expression can be observed in a variety of
ritual and profane practices of the respective communities.

Therefore, the scope of this article is to discuss the main components of the
social structures which characterized the two mentioned horizons and to iden-
tify, on the basis of the available archaeological evidence, the means and prac-
tices through which social hierarchy and competition was expressed within the
communities of each horizon.

Funeraria

The funerary practices offered a highly visible and influential arena for social
competition. These ceremonies were social events in which the heirs sought to
reiterate the social status of their family or social group by “informing” the wider
community about the social position which they were gaining due to their rela-
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Fig. 1. Different types of panoplies (“combat classes”) in graves from Central Europe (after Ramsl|
2020).

tion with the deceased. As a consequence, the manner in which funerary inven-
tories were assembled was designed to memorialize the individual persona of the
deceased while also highlighting the defining elements of their social identity
which were also relevant for the status of their heirs (Williams 2003, 10; Wells
2007, 472-474; Rustoiu 2008, 90-91). From this perspective, the placing of weap-
onry in graves — either complete panoplies or single relevant items — played an
important social role. In both cases, the aim was to display the weaponry in order
to be seen by others and to convey precise visual and symbolic messages (Wells
2008): the power that is granted by possessing these weapons; the membership to
a (cultural or social) group whose status is defined symbolically by the right and
privilege to bear weapons (Rustoiu, Berecki 2015, with bibliography).

The analysis of the funerary inventories indicates that both in the “Celtic”
horizon and in the “Dacian” one some graves contained complete panoplies of
weapons and others included only certain categories (Fig. 1). These differences
could suggest a certain hierarchization of the warriors and also a certain degree
of specialization in what concerns the combat techniques (Ramsl 2020, 160;
Rustoiu 2021).

A comparison of the standard panoplies of weapons belonging to the
“Celtic” and the “Dacian” horizons indicates that they are largely similar from
the functional point of view (Fig. 2). The differences are related to the auxiliary
elements, the “slashing knife” (Hiebmesser) in the first case, and the curved dag-
ger (sica) in the second case. As discussed in other previous studies, the slash-
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Fig. 2. The LT “standard” panoply of weapons of the “Celtic horizon” (left) and of the “Dacian
horizon” (right) (after Rustoiu 2016b).

ing knife was actually used to carve the meat during feasts, while the curved
dagger had a ritual role, being used as a sacrificial tool (Rustoiu 2016b; 2018).
At the same time, it has to be noted that during the “Dacian” horizon the num-
ber of harness fittings, especially horse-bits, is higher in burials, indicating that
the warlike elites favoured the rider imagery'.

However, the fundamental difference between the warriors of the two hori-
zons concerns not the displaying of the panoply of weapons, but the “public”
targeted by this visual and symbolic message of a “man in arms”. From this per-
spective, the analysis of the cemeteries and funerary practices of the respective
communities is relevant (Rustoiu 2016b; 2018).

During the early and middle LT, burials associated with the warrior groups
are present in cemeteries of the local rural communities® alongside those
belonging to other social groups (Fig. 3). They can only be differentiated by
the presence of weapons, which were meant to symbolize the martial identity
of the deceased. In some cemeteries, for example at Vic or Mubhi, burials con-
taining weapons are located on the funerary plots of the families or clans to
which the deceased belonged. This is indicated by the internal organization of
the respective cemeteries, based on burial groups (Hellebrandt 1999; Rustoiu
2008; 20162 ). The warriors belonged to the community and came from within,
so social competition took place mainly at the community level.

' This is the reason for the emergence of visual representations showing male riders during this

period, for example on the decorated silver phalerae from the hoard discovered at Lupu, Alba
County: Glodariu, Moga 1994. For the manner in which these decorated pieces were assembled
to provide a coherent visual message, see Rustoiu 1997, 84-8S, Fig. 74.

The cemeteries of the “Celtic horizon” are usually located close to the rural settlements, though
on higher grounds than the habitation area: Rustoiu, Berecki 2018; Berecki 2021.
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Fig. 3. Theoretical model of the location of the burials with weapons in cemeteries and its social
significance. Left - “Celtic horizon”; right — “Dacian horizon". Circles: burials with weapons; black
dots: burials without weapons; A ... Z: other social groups whose funerals were different from
those of the warlike elites (after Rustoiu 2021).

During the “Dacian” horizon, a number of fundamental social transforma-
tions occurred, and these are also visible in the funerary practices. Unlike in
the 5™ — 3" centuries BC, when dozens of cemeteries consisting of hundreds or
even thousands of graves are known from the lower Danube region and Tran-
sylvania, during the "Dacian” horizon the cemeteries are almost non-existent,
and when some do appear, they seem to belong exclusively to certain social
groups. From the funerary perspective, the corpses of most members of the
community were treated in an archaeologically “invisible” manner. However,
certain social categories belonging to these communities were treated differ-
ently upon death (Egri, Rustoiu 2014; Rustoiu 2016b). Among them were the
members of warlike elites (Fig. 3). They were cremated and then laid together
with their panoplies of weapons in flat or tumulus graves, close to the settle-
ments over which they ruled.

It can be therefore noted that the comparison of the “standard” panoplies of
weapons specific to the “Celtic” and the “Dacian” horizon indicates the exist-
ence of both similarities and differences. More precisely, these panoplies are
quite similar in what concerns their functional structure. In funerary contexts,
these weapons were mainly meant to define symbolically the martial identity
of the deceased. However, the ways in which this identity was constructed and
expressed within the social environment differed from one horizon to another.

The “Celtic” warrior was closely connected to the community within which
he lived, being buried alongside other members of the community, in an area
belonging to his clan or family, using all markers of his social status and iden-
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tity. On the other hand, the “Dacian” warrior belonged to a hierarchic soci-
ety that was defined by the emergence of hilltop fortresses surrounded by a
dependent rural hinterland.

Therefore, despite the apparent similarities in the functional structure of
the panoplies of weapons, the warriors of these two horizons belonged to two
very different models of social organization (Rustoiu 2021).

Forms of habitation and the organization of the territory

The “Celtic” horizon was characterized by a rural habitation (Rustoiu,
Berecki 2018; Rustoiu et al. 2021). The rural settlements were surrounded by
their agricultural hinterland, being located either on river terraces or on fertile
floodplains (Fig. 4/1) (Berecki 2015). The mountainous area was not inhabited.
Sporadic discoveries from such areas are more likely evidence of some ritual
practices that were performed at the limits of the communal territories. This is
the case of some ritual offerings discovered in caves or in their close vicinity, in
forests (perhaps sacred), or on mountain peaks (Rustoiu, Ferencz 2017; 2018a).

The internal organization of the settlements, each consisting of a reduced
number of inhabitants (ca. 15-25), reflects a social structure divided in family
groups or clans (Karl 2015, 90; Rustoiu 2016a, 240-244). The dwellings are
grouped, with each group located at a certain distance from the others (Zirra
1980; Rustoiu 2013; Karl 2015; Trebsche 2014 etc).

Unlike the settlements, the cemeteries usually occupied higher locations in
the settlements’ surroundings: hilltops or slopes, higher river terraces or prom-
ontories etc (Fig. 4/1) (Berecki 2015). Accordingly, the cemetery of a commu-
nity was always visible from the settlement and also from the nearby routes of
communication and the neighbouring settlements.

Taking into consideration these norms governing the organization of the
habitat and the funerary space, one cannot exclude that the respective ceme-
teries visually signalled the ownership rights of each community over a certain
territory on the basis of ancestral ties or traditions. Along the same lines, it is
probably not a coincidence that many “Celtic” cemeteries from Transylvania
are located in the same areas in which earlier cemeteries were established at the
end of the Early Iron Age (Berecki 2014). The presence of the latter more likely
contributed to the construction of new collective identities on the basis of cer-
tain myths of origin in the context of “Celtic” colonization in Transylvania.

Summarising these observations, it is quite clear that the manner in which
the surrounding landscape was organized must have played an important role in
the symbolic reiteration of a rural collective identity of the “pseudo-egalitarian”
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Fig. 4. 1. Topographic distribution of the LT B2-C1 cemeteries and settlements at Blandiana.
2. Above: horizontal organization, from the south to the north, of the social and economic
space of the Dacian community from Cugir; red - fortress; yellow - ancillary settlement; white -
observation point or shepherd hut; blue - rural settlements (after Rustoiu, Berecki 2018). Below:
vertical organization, from the south to the north, of the social and economic space of the
Dacian community from Cugir (after Rustoiu 2015).
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type, or more precisely of a heterarchic society, according to the definition of
C. Crumley (1995). Social competition between various clans took place mostly
within the public sphere, during communal gatherings or funerals etc, and not
on the basis of an “ostentatious” manipulation of the landscape.

This situation had changed significantly during the following period corre-
sponding to the Dacian horizon. The rural settlements continued to be located
in the same areas like the earlier-dated ones, with archaeological evidence
sometimes pointing to their stratigraphic succession. One relevant example
is provided by the archaeological site at Seusa (Alba County), where the layer
belonging to a rural settlement of the “Celtic” horizon, dated to the LT Cl, is
superposed by another layer corresponding to the “Dacian” horizon of the LT
C2-D1. The inventories of the two settlements are different (Rustoiu, Ferencz
2021, 85; Rustoiu et al. 2021). In general, different types of kitchenware and
tableware were used, indicating the changing of culinary and dining practices
from one horizon to another (Rustoiu 2005; Rustoiu, Ferencz 2021, 82-83; Rus-
toiu et al. 2021).

Fortresses located on dominant hilltops and surrounded by a dependent
rural hinterland, which supported economically the ruling elites, appeared
in the second half of the 2™ century BC (Fig. 4/2). This is the case of the for-
tresses at Cugir (Alba County) (Rustoiu 2015; Crisan et al. 2020; Casilean
2020), Piatra Craivii (Alba County) (Berciu et al. 1965) or Costesti (Hune-
doara County) (Glodariu 1995; Florea 2011, 154). During the initial period,
the fortresses had “traditional” defensive elements: earth walls with more-or-
less complex palisades®. These fortresses were a visual expression of the social
hierarchy that incorporated the vertical organization of the landscape (Rustoiu
201S; Rustoiu, Berecki 2018; Rustoiu, Ferencz 2018b, 127-129). They were
visible from the rural settlements in the hinterland, symbolically highlight-
ing the prominent social role of the elites (Fig. 4/2). From this point of view,
they resemble the medieval fortresses. Moreover, in some cases, for example at
Cugir, the family cemetery of the founders was located in the close vicinity of

* This model differed from the one identified in Central and Western Europe, where numerous
Celtic oppida were investigated. Unlike the Dacian settlements whose fortified enclosure was
not larger than 1 ha (the ones at Socol, Divici and Pescari have a surface area of 0.6 — 0.8 ha),
Celtic oppida have a surface area of several dozens, hundreds or even thousands of ha. The
fortified enclosures comprised residential and manufacturing quarters and sacred areas. From
this point of view, Celtic oppida are closer in what concerns their organization to the early me-
dieval towns and marketplaces from temperate Europe. Their organization is more likely the
product of a heterarchic social structure, whereas the Dacian society had the characteristics
of a hierarchical model; see, for example, Biichsenschiitz 1995; Rustoiu, Ferencz 2018, 128,
Fig. 4.
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the fortress, along the access route to the enclosure (Rustoiu 2015). All of these
features indicate that the “Dacian” horizon witnessed the emergence of a hier-
archic society that was markedly different from the largely heterarchic society
of the previous “Celtic” horizon.

Ostentatious symbols of power during the period of the
Dacian kingdom

During the reign of Burebista, new elements of civilian architecture
appeared, expressing the social competition in which were engaged the elites
from the territory controlled by the dynasts from the capital of the Dacian
kingdom, that Sarmizegetusa “r0 facideiov” which was mentioned by ancient
authors and then identified in the archaeological site at Gridistea de Munte, in
the Oragstie Mountains, in Hunedoara County.

The first king of the Dacians (and of the Getae)* mentioned in ancient writ-
ten sources was Burebista (also spelled Boerebistas, Byrebistas, Burvista etc)’.
The chronology of his reign and the deeds of the Dacian king are still subject
of controversy®. Nevertheless, all scholars agree that Burebista was a contem-
porary of C. Julius Caesar. Likewise, the military campaigns carried out to the
west, against the Boii and the Taurisci, the plundering expeditions in Macedo-
nia and Illyria, as well as the military operations carried out on the Black Sea
coast allowed him to establish, in a quite short period of time, a realm which
was large enough to impress some of the ancient writers (e.g. Strabo VII.3.11
C303). The decree honouring Akornion of Dionysopolis (IGB 1[2] 13), which
was dated to 48 BC, mentions that Burebista controlled territories to the north
and south of the Danube.

It has to be noted that his relations with the Greeks from the Black Sea
shores differed significantly from one city to another. Archaeological and
epigraphic data indicate that Burebista’s actions along the western Pontic coast

* The analysis of ancient literary sources suggests that during the 1% century BC and later, the ter-
ms “Dacians” and “Getae” referred to populations speaking the same language. The distinction
between the two seems to be mainly a geographic one. Strabo (VIL.3.12 C304) mentions that the
Getae inhabited the territory towards the Pontus and the east, while the Dacians occupied the
western parts towards Germania and the source of the Istros. During the Roman imperial period,
the term “Dacians” is generally mentioned by Latin writers, while the term “Getae” is used by the
ones writing in Greek. It is worth mentioning that the population from Moesia Inferior, known as
“Getae” before the Roman conquest, is designated with the term “Dacians” in official documents
of the province (Dana, Matei-Popescu 2006, 203-204; Dana 2007, 235-236).

* For different spellings of the name Burebista, see Dana 2006, 103.

¢ For a summary of the debate, see Ruscu 2002, 296-297.
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were largely plundering raids against prosperous cities, which cannot be related
to any coherent plan which was supposedly aiming to organize and adminis-
trate the respective territory in order to incorporate it into the Dacian king-
dom’. However, other Pontic cities went through a different experience. The
aforementioned decree honouring Akornion of Dionysopolis attests that the
city benefited from royal protection, and Akornion himself was appointed as
a sort of personal advisor (designated in the inscription as “piog”) and ambas-
sador of the king to Pompeius Magnus in the context of the civil war against
Julius Caesar.

From the archaeological point of view, Burebista’s Pontic expeditions have
left their mark for a long period of time on the layout of the civilian dwellings
and religious buildings from the area of the Dacian capital in the Oristie Moun-
tains. During the reign of Burebista, soon after S0 BC, Greek architects and
stonemasons were brought in the mountainous area from south-western Tran-
sylvania to build fortifications, civilian buildings and temples using limestone
blocks®. The construction technique (opus quadratum) and the architectural
layout of the fortresses and certain buildings have Hellenistic origins (Fig. 5/1)
(Glodariu 1983; Florea 2011, 107-159).

The walls had two outer sides consisting of limestone blocks and the space
between them filled with crushed stone and compacted earth. They were
strengthened with transversal wooden beams, limestone blocks stuck into the

7 See in this regard Ligia Ruscu’s pertinent comments: Ruscu 2002, 300-307.

* During Burebista’s reign, some of the Greek craftsmen were probably either taken prisoners
from the plundered Greek cities, or were provided by “friendly” cities. Others could have
been hired from the same region in the context of the so-called “commercial mobility”, which
was defined as a voluntary movement in search of clients; this kind of movement is already
documented, for example, in the first half of the 1* millennium BC in Greece or the Levant
or in certain communities from the Near East after the collapse of the Bronze Age societies
(Zaccagnini 1983, 257-264). Still, the mobility of the craftsmen can also be “reciprocative’,
meaning that specialized craftsmen, dependant to a certain extent, were sent from one “mas-
ter” to another following the same mechanisms that governed the exchange of gifts (Zaccag-
nini 1983, 249-256). This type of mobility occurs in societies which are strongly hierarchical
and are dominated by an authoritarian aristocracy which relies on an economic and social sys-
tem based on prestige. It can be therefore presumed that Greek architects and stonemasons
could have arrived in Dacia also as part of some exchanges between some Pontic cities and
the Dacian kings. These exchanges could have included diplomatic gifts which were meant to
confirm the friendly relations established between these parties, or tributes paid to maintain
the protection offered by the dynasts from Sarmizegetusa. The craftsmen sent by Domitian
as part of the peace treaty concluded with Decebalus more likely followed the same model of
mobility. For different types of craftsmen’s mobility in pre-Roman Dacia, see Egri 2014a and
Egri 2014b.
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Fig. 5. Stone walls built in the opus quadratum technique. 1. Cape Sounion/Greece; 2. Dacian
fortress at Costesti-Cetatuie; 3. Gradistea de Munte (photos: 1. M. Egri; 2-3. A. Rustoiu).

filling, and iron or lead clamps (Fig. 5/2-3) (Glodariu 1983; Antonescu 1984).
It was recently noted that in some cases, if not in the majority of them, the
outer limestone blocks were laid using mortar (Puscas et al. 2019). Lastly,
some of the walls were built in different techniques, for example in the fortress
at Costesti-Blidaru, where the limestone blocks alternate with boxes made of
timber and filled with crushed local stone (Glodariu, 1983, Fig. 29/1), or at
Piatra Craivii, where the wall sides were supported by vertical stone blocks
(Fig. 6/2) (Glodariu 1983, Fig. 26/1), a masonry technique known as opus afri-
canum (Fig. 6/1) (Bod6 2001)°. These features indicate that the architects and
stonemasons who built these structures came from different Mediterranean
areas.

Since the Dacians did not use writing, the presence of Greek craftsmen
is also documented by numerous examples of stonemason marks, including

® Walls built in the same technique are also attested in northern Africa, Sicily and southern Italy;
I'was able to study the latter on site in 1990 (A.R.).
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Fig. 6. Stone walls built in the opus africanum technique. 1. Egnatia—Forum Boarium/southern
Italy (photo A. Rustoiu); 2. Piatra Craivii (after Berciu et al. 1965).
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Greek letters, on some limestone blocks, as well as by graffiti incised on every-
day objects or tools (Florea 2000; Florea 2001; Florea 2011, 149-151, Fig. 34b;
Egri 2014b, 237, P1. 3/-3.). These artefacts suggest that the foreign construction
specialists were accompanied by other categories of craftsmen, like blacksmiths
or potters.

Burebista’s successors continued and extended this building program, turn-
ing to Greek artisans even if they lost direct control of the cities on the Black
Sea coast. Furthermore, during the 1* century AD and especially in the second
half various specialized craftsmen from the Roman Empire were also brought
to the region in question (Rustoiu 2002, 77-78). Around the time of the Dacian
wars at the end of the 1** century and the beginning of the 2" century AD, the
region of the Oristie Mountains comprised a vast network of fortresses and
watch towers made of stone, civilian settlements and manufacturing areas, all
of them revolving around the large settlement and sacred area at Gradistea de
Munte, which was the capital and the religious centre of the kingdom. During
this period, the Dacian dynasts benefited from the services of certain “court
artisans”, some of them of Greek origin, others arriving from the Roman
Empire, in order to acquire the so-called “desirable goods” which were meant
to enhance their prominent social status and prestige within the indigenous
society (see Egri 2014b; 2019, 119-145).

The distribution area of the structures built in the Hellenistic techniques
(Fig. 7) indicates that both the quarries and the circulation of raw materials
and specialized craftsmen were strictly controlled by the aforementioned
dynasts. As a consequence, the elites from the royal entourage also had
access to these materials and craftsmen. Some of the aristocratic residences
in south-western Transylvania were fortified with stone walls and had tower
dwellings built in the Hellenistic technique. This is the case of the fortresses
at Binita, Cipalna, Tilisca, Ardeu and Piatra Craivii (Glodariu 1983, with
previous bibliography). This monumentalization of the local architecture was
meant to highlight both visually and symbolically the social status and power
of the respective elites within the social hierarchy of the kingdom. The local
chieftains who were not part of the inner circle of power had no access to this
kind of resources. This could explain why the Dacian fortress at Cugir, which
was located in the same region, is lacking this kind of structures. In this case,
the fortification consisting of an earth wall with a palisade continued to be
used, while the tower erected on a stone enclosure that bordered the lower ter-
races of the fortress was made of timber (Crisan et al. 2020; Casilean 2020).
The presence of the tower points to the intention of the local chieftains to imi-
tate the symbols of status and power from the area of the capital and the res-
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Fig. 7. Distribution of rectangular towers built in the Hellenistic technique in the capital area of
the Dacian kingdom and the neighbouring regions (black squares) and of the dry stone walls
and towers built in the local technique, imitating the structures from the capital area (white
squares).

idences of the privileged royal retinue. This situation is further illustrated by
other relevant examples.

For example, a series of fortifications and towers made of rough or roughly
cutlocal stone appeared around the middle of the 1** century BC at the periphery
of the Dacian kingdom. This is the case of the fortresses at Liubcova and Divici
(Fig. 8) (Mehedinti County) (Rustoiu et al. 2017; Rustoiu, Ferencz 2018b), in
the area of the Danube’s Iron Gates, Cetiteni (Arges County) (Chitescu 1976,
156-158, Fig. 2), on the southern slopes of the southern Carpathians, or Piatra
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Fig. 8. Divici-Grad: evolution of the elements of fortification from earth ramparts with timber
palisades to dry stone walls and towers. 1. Traces of the timber palisade preceding the dry stone
precinct. 2-3. The tower from the last phase of the fortress. 4. Different chronological phases
(after Rustoiu et al. 2017; Rustoiu, Ferencz 2018).
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Neamt-Bitca Doamnei", eastward the Carpathians. While the ashlar walls
and towers from the area of Sarmizegetusa Regia and the neighbouring regions
could have been made by Greek stonemasons working for the Dacian kings and
their close followers, the aforementioned dry stone constructions were perhaps
the creation of local stonemasons who either were not familiar with the Hellen-
istic technique or lacked access to good quality materials. These local crafts-
men worked for some chieftains from the periphery of the kingdom, aiming
to imitate the monumental structures from the capital area. It has to be men-
tioned again that these constructions played an important symbolic role in the
visual expression of a dominant social status and authority. At the same time,
these walls and towers from the periphery indicate the orientation of the local
chieftains towards the centre of power of the Dacian kingdom, which served as
a social and cultural model.

The tower dwelling as a symbol of social status

Among the characteristic structures of the Dacian kingdom are tower
dwellings''. They played an important role in the expression of a privileged
social status. As previously mentioned, these monumental structures built in
the Hellenistic technique appeared in south-western Transylvania, in the area
of the capital of the Dacian kingdom during the reign of Burebista, being then
imitated in the peripheral areas.

' Two phases of fortification have been observed at Batca Doamnei. The first phase includes a
palisade, which was replaced in the second phase by a wall made of local stone blocks which
were roughly finished mostly on the outer face (Gostar 1969, 10-14). On the south-eastern
side of this fortification, on the inner face “was found an agglomeration of stones which was
organically linked to the wall” (Gostar 1969, 13). These traces probably belonged to a curtain
wall tower which was perhaps similar to the one from the last phase of the fortress at Divici.
Unfortunately, there is no information about the inventory of this structure, which was affected
by the subsequent medieval structures. Later excavations raised some doubts about the nature
of this wall (curtain wall or retaining wall of a terrace?) and the mere existence of this tower
(Mihiilescu-Birliba 1984, 23-24; Sanie 2011, 387). Although the summary publication of the
results of the archaeological excavations at Batca Doamnei have caused some confusions, the
presence of structures built of roughly cut stone during the later phase of the fortress is certain.
We prefer to use the term “tower dwelling” in this article because it is a neutral one and is sui-
tably describing the aspect and function of these structures. Other specialists described them
with the term “palace”, as the residence of the aristocracy or of the fortress “commanders”, for
example Glodariu 1983, 26.

11
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Fig. 9. The towers from Costesti-Cetdtuie: 1 — Tower no. 1; 2 - Tower no. 2 (photos I. V. Ferencz).

The tower dwellings from the area of the Oristie Mountains and those
from the nearby area in south-western Transylvania, at Cipélna, Tilisca and
Ardeu, were almost all”> built in the Hellenistic technique (Fig. 9). Their foun-
dation and the ground floor had walls consisting of two outer sides made of

"> One tower from Cugir was made of timber: Crigan et al. 2020; Casilean 2020. Probably the rulers
of this fortress were not part of the royal court retinue, so they lacked access to the resources requ-
ired to build structures in the Hellenistic technique. The building of the timber tower indicates,
like in the peripheral areas, the aim to highlight the privileged social status of the chieftains from
the fortress at Cugir by imitating the symbols of status used by the royal court aristocracy.



| Social structures in Late Iron Age Transylvania. Archaeological evidence
of social competition and hierarchy

‘ 131

limestone blocks with the space between them filled with crushed stone and
compacted earth. The two outer sides were linked with transversal wooden
beams (Glodariu 1983, 26-29, with previous bibliography; Pescaru et al. 2014).
It was previously considered that the limestone blocks were bound with clay,
but recent geochemical analyses have shown that mortar was used in the
tower from the fortress at Ardeu (Puscas et al. 2019). The thickness of these
walls varied between 1.70 and 3.00 m. The entrance was located on the mid-
dle of one side and the doors were made of timber. In some cases, traces of the
door mounting system can be observed on the limestone threshold of these
entrances (Fig. 10/5). Sometimes the floors were made in opus signinum, once
again indicating the use of mortar (Pescaru et al. 2014). The upper floor was
built either of mudbricks, for example at Costesti and Tilisca (Fig. 10/1-3), or
timber boxes filled with earth and crushed local stone, for example at Blida-
ru-Poiana lui Mihu (Fig. 11/3-S) (Pescaru et al. 2014, PL. 9/2, 10/1). At Ardeu,
the upper floor was built of wooden beams daubed with clay (Fig. 11/1-2) (Fer-
encz, Castdian 2019, 417). The walls were plastered on the inside and some-
times were also painted (Pescaru et al. 2014, 9). The gable roof was made of
ceramic tiles of the Mediterranean type, though in many cases the use of wood
shingles" or thatch roofing was presumed (Glodariu 1983, 26-29).

The towers from the periphery of the kingdom, like those from Divici",
Cetateni, and perhaps Piatra Neamt-Batca Doamnei, had the foundation and
the first level made of roughly cut local stone which was bound with clay and
earth. At Divici (Fig. 8), at least in the tower of the last phase was observed
the use of walls having two outer sides linked with transversal wooden beams,
clearly imitating the Hellenistic technique. The upper floor was built of bricks.
At Piatra Neamt-Bitca Doamnei, it was presumed that the walls were made of
timber and adobe (Gostar 1969, 13).

The internal area of the tower dwellings from the Orastie Mountains gen-
erally varies between ca. 28 and 102 m* (tower no. 1 at Costesti-Cetituie),
the majority of them reaching around 50-70 m*. The ones from the peripheral
areas are somewhat smaller that the average towers from the capital area. For

" The roof of tower no. 1 at Tilisca was most likely made of fir shingles (Lupu 1989, 25-26).

'* Two tower dwellings belonging to two different phases have been found at Divici. One tower
having a stone foundation was built during the first phase, around the middle or in the second
half of the 1* century BC, inside the fortress, close to the fortification wall made of dry sto-
ne. Sometime at the beginning of the 1* century AD, the fortress was rebuilt. The earlier-dated
tower was dismantled and another tower made of stone, with an upper floor made of bricks, was
erected on the enclosure wall (Gumi et al. 1995; Gumi et al. 1997; Rustoiu et al. 2017; Drigan
2020, 44-46).
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Fig. 10. Tower dwelling with the upper floor built of mudbricks. 1-2 — Costesti: tower no. 1; 3-4 -
Tilisca: tower no. 1; 5 - Tilisca: entrance of the tower with traces of the timber door mounting
system on the threshold (photos A. Rustoiu)

example, the tower from the last phase at Divici measured 9.50 x 9.50 m on
the outside, with the wall thickness of 2.20 m, and the internal area of 26 m?,
whereas the earlier-dated tower measured 8 x 8 m on the outside, with the wall
thickness of 2 m, and the internal area of 16 m* (Gumai et al. 1995, 404-406).
At Piatra Neamt-Batca Doamnei, the presumed curtain wall tower measured
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Fig. 11. 1-2 - Tower dwelling at Ardeu (photo I. V. Ferencz); 3-5 - Blidaru-Poiana lui Mihu: tower
dwelling with the upper floor built of timber-and-earth boxes (after Pescaru et al. 2014).

9 x 9 m (probably on the outside), which indicate an internal area of roughly the
same size as the one at Divici. In all cases, taking into consideration the upper
floor, the size of the habitable area was double, so the comparison with regu-
lar dwellings from the settlements, which were much smaller”, points to the

'* For example, in the rural settlement at Slimnic, Sibiu County, dwellings had areas of 13 to 23 m2
(Glodariu 1981, 28; see also Ferencz, Castiaian 2019, 410-411).
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Fig. 12. Dacian fortress at Blidaru. 1. Aerial photo Z. Czajlik; 2. Plan: red - first phase; blue -
second phase (after Pescaru et al. 2014).

significant difference between the residences of the rulers and those of other
members of the communities.

The towers were equipped inside with hearths or ovens'®, and their inven-
tory consisted of objects which are commonly found in dwellings. The pres-
ence of storage vessels, kitchenware, and tableware is frequently attested, e.g.
at Piatra Rosie (Daicoviciu 1954, 69-72), Blidaru-Poiana lui Mihu (Pescaru et
al. 2014, PL. 14-15), Tilisca (Lupu 1989, 26-27), Divici (Gumi et al. 1987; 1995)
etc. Sometimes household or craftsmanship tools, and even weapons, have
been discovered in these towers". In this context, it is worth mentioning the
discovery of a fragmentary dagger of the sica type in the vicinity of the tower at
Blidaru — Poiana lui Mihu'®, which is relevant for the identification of the occu-
pants of this structure. As demonstrated in previous studies, these daggers were
used as sacrificial instruments by members of the warlike elites, playing an
important role in the visual expression of their social identity (Rustoiu 2016b;
2018).

' In many cases in which hearths are mentioned, these are more likely ovens. One example is the
“hearth” from the tower at Blidaru-La Vimi which belonged to an oven, since the damaged rim
of the oven’s vault is still visible in the published illustration (Pescaru et al. 2014, P1. 7/2).

7 See, for example, tower B from Piatra Rosie: Daicoviciu 1954, 70, 81.

'® Pescaru et al. 2014, 8-9: “Also in the vicinity of the tower from Poiana lui Mihu, a fragmentary
iron blade was discovered s-a aflat o lamd de fier (sic!), possibly from a sica type weapon” It is
difficult to understand the authors’ hesitation, since the illustration (P1. 18/1) shows clearly the
blade of a sica with the longitudinal blood channel.
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From the perspective of location, there are four possible situations:

1. Towers located inside the fortifications;

2. Towers located on the curtain wall of the fortification;

3. Towers which were initially located outside, but were later included into
the walled enclosure;

4. Towers located outside the fortified enclosure.

The first two categories of tower dwellings are encountered in the area of
the Orastie Mountains, in south-western Transylvania, as well as in the periph-
eral areas. The last two categories are specific only to the Oristie Mountains,
and one of the characteristic examples is provided by the tower dwelling at
Costesti-Blidaru (Fig. 12/1).

In this case, the fortress had two phases of development. In the first phase
was built a rectangular fortification having a tower dwelling inside and another
outside the enclosure walls. In the second phase, the fortified enclosure was
expanded and the external tower dwelling was included into the new defensive
system (Fig. 12/2).

At the same time, the mountain paths coming from the valley to the for-
tress at Blidaru were marked by no less than 17 tower dwellings (Fig. 13). It
is not clear whether these were all built or used at the same time, but many of
them could have been contemporaneous.

Taking into consideration the aforementioned types of location, it is quite
clear that the towers in question had a certain defensive role while also con-
trolling the access to the nearby fortresses. At the same time, these towers
were permanently inhabited, as their archaeological inventories are suggesting,
so they functioned as residences for the martial elites. In this case, the tower
dwellings also had an important symbolic role in the expression of a privileged
social status.

Similar situations are also attested in other historical periods. For example,
during the Phanariote period of the 18" century, a particular type of manor
house which had a central tower known as culd (the term derives from the
Turkish kula which means tower) appeared in Oltenia and western Wallachia
(Fig. 14) (Atanasescu, Grama 1974; Barbu et al 2019). These towers with an
upper floor, which were sometimes protected by walled enclosures or other
defensive structures, functioned as residences for the boyars while also ful-
filling a defensive role. At the same time, they also highlighted the privileged
social status and power of their owners. Other structures which were quite sim-
ilar in what concern their layout and functions are also attested in other areas of
the Balkans, for example in Albania, Serbia, or Bulgaria (Mezini, Pojani 2014;
Barbu et al 2019 etc).
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Fig. 13. Tower dwellings from the surroundings of the fortress at Blidaru. 1 — Location of the
towers along the access routes towards the fortress at Blidaru (adapted after Pescaru et al. 2014);
2 - Access routes towards the fortress at Blidaru (drawing A. Rustoiu, base map Google Earth);
3 - Location of some towers on the mountain path towards the fortress at Blidaru (after Pescaru
etal. 2014).

Another functional analogy for the tower dwellings from pre-Roman Dacia
is offered by similar structures dated to the medieval period from the Svaneti
region, in Georgia (Fig. 15). These towers built of stone and having 4-5 floors
belonged to some clans grouped within the rural mountainous settlements.
Besides their defensive role, these towers also fulfilled a symbolic function “as
the landmark of the family” (Pavan 2011).
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Fig. 14. Cula (tower dwelling) Cioaba-Chintescu from Siacu, Slivilesti commune, Gorj County
(photo A. Rustoiu).

Returning to the tower dwellings from pre-Roman Dacia, it is quite clear
that they played an important symbolic role in the expression of social status
and power of the martial elites from the central area of the Dacian kingdom.
The access to the resources (building materials and specialized craftsmen)
required by these structures, which were controlled by the Dacian dynasts, was
most likely determined by the nature of the relations between the local elites
and the royal power. The archaeological situation from Blidaru points to a com-
plex network of subordinate social relations (perhaps resembling the medieval
vassal relations). More precisely, the way in which tower dwellings are located
may suggest that the chieftain who controlled the fortress at Blidaru had a net-
work of subordinates who were allowed to build their own tower dwellings
close to the fortress and along the routes towards it. At the same time, these
visual symbols of status and power were imitated at the periphery of the king-
dom, using local resources.

Conclusions

The rural society specific to the “Celtic” cultural and chronological horizon
was largely heterarchic, whereas the “Dacian” horizon was characterized by a
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Fig. 15. Tower dwellings from the Svaneti region, Georgia (after Pavan 2011).
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hierarchic social organization. The differences between these two horizons can
be observed in the funerary practices, the organization of the landscape, and
the range of visual symbols used in the expression of social status and power by
the local elites.

Regarding the funerary practices, the differences between the warlike elites
of the two horizons are not so much in the functional structure of the pano-
ply of weapons, but in the manner in which social status and rank were com-
municated to other members of the community. More precisely, the “Celtic”
warrior was closely connected to the community within which he lived, being
buried alongside other members of the community, in an area belonging to his
group, clan or family, using all markers of his social status and identity. On the
other hand, the “Dacian” warrior, who largely used similar symbolic emblems
of status, was treated upon death in a manner which differed significantly from
that of other members of the community. In this case, the funerary rituals were
meant to underline the social differences among the communities.

Regarding the organization of the habitation and territory, the “Celtic” hori-
zon was characterized by the presence of rural settlements surrounded by their
agricultural hinterland and having the communal cemetery in the close vicinity.
The latter most likely marked symbolically the limits of the communal territory
and the ancestral right to control it. The “Dacian” horizon was defined by the
appearance of fortresses located on dominant heights and having a rural hinter-
land in the close vicinity. This kind of vertical organization of the territory points
to the social hierarchization of the communities during the period in question.

During the reign of Burebista and in the following period until the Roman
conquest, a number of new, ostentatious means of expressing the social sta-
tus and power emerged among the local elites engaged in social competition.
Among them are the fortresses having stone walls built in the Hellenistic tech-
nique by Greek architects and stonemasons, and the tower dwellings built in
the same technique, all in the area of the kingdom’s capital from the Oristie
Mountains and the nearby areas in south-western Transylvania. The resources
and means of building these structures were largely controlled by the royal
power. These were also accessible to the close followers of the king. The for-
tress at Blidaru and the surrounding network of tower dwellings offer a rele-
vant image of the way in which the internal social hierarchy functioned, based
on subordinate relations. At the same time, the elites from the periphery of the
kingdom sought to affirm their elite membership by imitating these symbolic
emblems of status and power. The result was the appearance of fortresses hav-
ing stone walls and tower dwellings which were built with local resources and
techniques.
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It can be therefore noted that archaeological data can offer important infor-
mation regarding the social structures of different periods, and the means
through which the elites competed for a privileged position within the social
hierarchy of their communities.

Acknowledgements. This work was supported by a grant of the Roma-
nian Ministry of Education and Research, CNCS - UEFISCD], project number
PN-III-P4-ID-PCE-2020-0566, within PNCDI III.

Bibliography

Antonescu, Dinu. 1984. Introducere in arhitectura dacilor. Bucuresti: Editura
Tehnica.

Atanasescu, Iancu and Valeriu Grama. 1974. Culele din Oltenia. Craiova:
Scrisul Romaénesc.

Barbu, Anca Mihaela, Madilina Xenia Calbureanu, Diana Maria Calbu-
reanu, Gelica Stinescu and Ramona Maria Pintoi. 2019. “The influence of the
geometric shape above the vulnerability of buildings — Kula type from Oltenia
and Muntenia”. Journal of Industrial Design and Engineering Graphics 14.1: 215-
220.

Berciu, Ion, Alexandru Popa and Hadrian Daicoviciu. 1965. “La fortresse
Dace de Piatra Craivii (Transylvanie, Roumanie)”. In Celticum XII. Actes du IVe
Congres International d’Etudes Gauloises, Celtiques et Proto-celtiques, Sarrebruck
(Sarre), 4-9 Septembre 1964, 115-163. Rennes: Rene.

Berecki, Sdndor. 2014. “The coexistence and interference of the Late Iron
Age Transylvanian communities”. In Fingerprinting the Iron Age. Approaches to
identity in the European Iron Age. Integrating South-Eastern Europe into the debate,
edited by Catilin N. Popa and Simon Stoddart, 11-17. Oxford: Oxbow books.

Berecki, Sandor. 2015. Iron Age Settlement Patterns and Funerary Landscapes
in Transylvania (4" — 2™ Centuries BC). Targu Mures: Editura Mega.

Berecki, Sdndor. 2021. Identity in Landscape. Connectivity and Diversity in
Iron Age Transylvania. Cluj-Napoca: Editura Mega.

Bodo, Cristina. 2001. “Céteva consideratii privind zidul dacic de la Piatra
Craivii (jud. Alba)”. In Studii de istorie anticd. Omagiu profesorului Ioan Gloda-
riu, edited by Viorica Crisan, 319-324. Cluj Napoca: Muzeul National al Tran-
silvaniei.

Biichsenschiitz, Olivier. 1995. “The significance of major settlements in
European Iron Age society”. In Celtic chiefdom, Celtic state. The evolution of com-
plex social systems in prehistoric Europe, edited by Bettina Arnold and D. Blair
Gibson, 53-63. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



| Social structures in Late Iron Age Transylvania. Archaeological evidence
of social competition and hierarchy

‘ 141

Casilean, Adrian. 2020. Cetatea dacicd de la Cugir. VOL. 2. Habitat si terito-
riu. Cluj-Napoca: Editura Mega.

Chitescu, Lucian. 1976. “Cercetiri arheologice la Cetiteni, jud. Arges”. Cer-
cetdri arheologice 2: 155-186.

Crisan, Ion Horatiu, Florin Medelet and Ioan Andritoiu. 2020. Cetatea
dacicd de la Cugir. VOL 1. Arhiva sapdturilor arheologice (1977-1991), edited by
Aurel Rustoiu, Adrian C. Casidlean and Andrei V. Georgescu. Cluj-Napoca:
Editura Mega.

Crumley, Carol. 1995. “Heterarchy and the analyses of complex societies”.
Archaeological Papers of the American Anthropological Association 6: 1-S.

Daicoviciu, Constantin. 1954. Cetatea dacicd de la Piatra Rosie. Monografie
arheologicd. Bucuresti: Editura Academiei.

Dana, Dan. 2006. “The historical names of the Dacians and their memory:
new documents and a preliminary outlook”. Studia Universitatis “Babes-Bolyai”.
Historia S1, 1, Special Issue: Focusing on Iron Age Elites: 99-125.

Dana, Dan. 2007. “Orolés ou Rholés (Justin XXXII 3, 16)”. Dacia N. S. S1:
233-239. Dana, Dan and Florian Matei-Popescu. 2006. “Le recrutement
des Daces dans I'armée romaine sous I'empereur Trajan: une essquisse prélimi-
naire”. Dacia N. S. 50: 195-206.

Drigan, Andreea. 2020. Living on the river. A study of the interactions in the
lower Danube gorge during the Late Iron Age and Early Roman Times. Cluj-Na-
poca: Editura Mega.

Egri, Mariana. 2014a. “Enemy at the gates? Interactions between Dacians
and Romans in the 1st century AD”. In The Edges of the Roman World, edited
by Marko A. Jankovi¢, Vladimir D. Mihajlovi¢ and Stasa Babi¢, 172-193. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Egri, Mariana. 2014. “Desirable goods in the late Iron Age — The craftman’s
perspective”. In Iron Age Crafts and Craftsmen in the Carpathian Basin. Proce-
edings of the International Colloquium from Tdrgu Mures, 10-13 October 2013,
edited by Sdndor Berecki, 233-248. Targu Mures: Editura Mega.

Egri, Mariana. 2019. Connectivity and social dynamics in the Carpathian
Basin (1% century BC-1* century AD). An archaeological investigation. Cluj-Na-
poca: Editura Mega.

Ferencz, losif Vasile and Mihai Cristian Céstiian. 2019. “Turnul-locuinta -
simbol al puterii nobiliare in Dacia. Studiu de caz, Ardeu-Cetatuie”. In Contri-
butii la preistoria si istoria anticd a spatiului Carpato-Danubiano-Pontic. In hono-
ris professoris Ion Niculitd, edited by Aurel Zanoci and Mihail Bat, 409-420.
Chisindu: Universitatea de Stat din Moldova.



142 ‘ é% Vo|.10,nr.1,2022}

Florea, Gelu. 2000. “Vase cu inscriptii (graffiti) de la Sarmizegetusa Regia”.
Acta Musei Porolissensis 23: 271-287.

Florea, Gelu. 2001. “Noi fragmente ceramice cu semne grafice de la Satmi-
zegetusa Regia”. In Studii de istorie anticd. Omagiu profesorului Ioan Glodariu,
edited by Viorica Crisan, 179-187. Cluj Napoca: Muzeul National al Transilva-
niei.

Florea, Gelu. 2011. Dava et oppidum. Débuts de la genése urbaine en Europe
au deuxiéme dge du Fer. Cluj-Napoca: Centrul de Studii Transilvane.

Glodariu, Ioan. 1981. Asezdri dacice si daco-romane la Slimnic. Bucuresti:
Editura Academiei.

Glodariu, Ioan. 1983. Arhitectura dacilor. Civild si militard. Cluj Napoca:
Editura Dacia.

Glodariu, Ioan. 1995. “Addenda aux Points de repere pour la chronologie
des citadelles et des ~ établissements daciques des Monts d’Orastie”. Acta
Musei Napocensis 32.1: 119-134.

Glodariu, Ioan and Vasile Moga. 1994. “Tezaurul dacic de la Lupu”. Ephe-
meris Napocensis 4: 33-48.

Gostar, Nicolae. 1969. Cetdti dacice din Moldova. Bucuresti: Editura Meri-
diane.

Guma, Marian, Adrian S. Luca and Caius Sicirin. 1987. “Principalele rezul-
tate ale cercetarilor arheologice efectuate in cetatea dacici de la Divici intre anii
1985-1987”. Banatica 9: 199-238.

Gumad, Marian, Aurel Rustoiu and Caius Sacarin. 1995. “Raport prelimi-
nar asupra cercetdrilor arheologice efectuate in cetatea dacici de la Divici intre
anii 1988-1994. Principalele rezultate”. Cercetdri arheologice in aria nord-tracd 1:
401-426.

Gumd, Marian, Aurel Rustoiu and Caius Sacarin. 1997. “Santierul arheolo-
gic Divici. Cercetirile din anii 1995-1996. Raport preliminar”. Cercetdri arheo-
logice in aria nord-tracd 2: 373-397.

Hellebrandt, Magdolna. 1999. Celtic Finds from Northern Hungary. Corpus
of Celtic Finds in Hungary II1. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadé.

Karl, Raymund. 201S5. “Die mittellaténezeitliche Siedlung von Gottles-
brunn, p. B. Bruck/Leitha, Niederosterreich”. In Die Leitha - Facetten einer
Landschaft, edited by Michael Doneays and Monika Griebl, 85-91, Archiologie
Osterreichs Spezial 3. Wien: Osterreichische Gesellschaft fiir Ur- und Friih-
geschichte.

Lupu, Nicolae. 1989. Tilisca. Asezdrile arheologice de pe Catdnas. Bucuresti:
Editura Stiintificd si Enciclopedica.



| Social structures in Late Iron Age Transylvania. Archaeological evidence
of social competition and hierarchy

‘ 143

Mezini, Ledita and Dorina Pojani. 2014. “Defence, identity, and urban
form: the extreme case of Gjirokastra”. Planning Perspectives: 1-32.

Mihailescu-Birliba, Virgil. 1984. “Noi cercetiri arheologice la Batca Doam-
nei — Piatra Neamt”. In Documente recent descoperite si informatii arheologice,
21-25. Bucuresti: Academia de Stiinte Sociale si Politice.

Pavan, Vincenzo. 2011. “Svaneti towers. Fortified stone villages in the Cau-
casus”. In Glocal Stone. Verona: VeronaFiere — 46th Marmomacc Fair.

Pescaru, Adriana, Gelu Forea, Riazvan Mateescu, Paul Pupezi, Citilin
Cristescu, Cristina Bodé and Eugen Pescaru. 2014. “The Dacian fortress from
Costesti-Blidaru. Recent archaeological research. The towers from La Viami,
Poiana lui Mihu, Culmea Faeragului (I).” Journal of Ancient History and Archae-
ology 1: 3-28.

Puscas, Cristina Montana, Josif Vasile Ferencz, Ciprian Cosmin Stremtan,
Tudor Tamasg, Adrian Casilean. 2019. “The amazing architecture of the Daci-
ans. Few thoughts about the use of mortars based on new analyses”. Plural 7.2:
53-67.

Ramsl, Peter C. 2020. Diversity of male identities in Early and Middle La Téne
period cemeteries in Central Europe. Nitra: Archeologicky ustav SAV.

Ruscu, Ligia. 2002. Relatiile externe ale oraselor grecesti de pe litoralul romd-
nesc al Marii Negre. Cluj-Napoca: Presa Universitara Clujeana.

Rustoiu, Aurel. 1997. Fibulele din Dacia preromand. Bucuresti: Institutul
Roman de Tracologie.

Rustoiu, Aurel. 2002. Razboinici si artizani de prestigiu in Dacia preromand.
Cluj-Napoca: Nereamia Napocae.

Rustoiu, Aurel. 200S. “The Padea-Panagjurski Kolonii Group in south-wes-
tern Transylvania (Romania)”. In Celts on the margin. Studies in European Cultu-
ral Interaction (7th Century BC — 1st Century AD) Dedicated to Zenon Wozniak,
edited by H. Dobrzanska, V. Megaw, and P. Poleska, 109-119. Krakow: Institute
of Archaeology and Ethnology of the Polish Academy of Sciences.

Rustoiu, Aurel. 2008. Razboinici si societate in aria celticd transilvaneand.
Studii pe marginea mormdntului cu coif de la Ciumesti. Cluj-Napoca: Editura
Mega.

Rustoiu, Aurel. 2013. “Celtic lifestyle — indigenous fashion. The tale of an
Early Iron Age brooch from the north-western Balkans”. Archaeologia Bulgarica
17.3: 1-16.

Rustoiu, Aurel. 201S. “Civilian and funerary space in the Dacian fortified
settlement at Cugir”. In Interdisciplinarity in Archaeology and History. In Memo-
riam Florin Medelet (1943-2005). Arheovest I11, edited by D. Micle, 349-367. Sze-
ged: JATEPress.



144 ‘ é% VoI.10,nr.1,2022}

Rustoiu, Aurel. 2016. “Some questions regarding the chronology of La Tene
cemeteries from Transylvania. Social and demographic dynamics in the rural
communities”. In Iron Age Chronology in the Carpathian Basin. Proceedings of the
international colloquium from Tdrgu Mures 8—10 October 2015, edited by Sdndor
Berecki, 235-264. Cluj-Napoca: Editura Mega.

Rustoiu, Aurel. 2016. “Slashing knives (hiebmesser) — Curved dagger
(sica, -ae). Their function and symbolic role in the La Tene panoply of wea-
pons”. Acta Musei Porolissensis 38: 199-221.

Rustoiu, Aurel. 2018. “The functional and symbolic life of the “Dacian” sica
from its beginning until today”. In: Violence in Prehistory and Antiquity, edited
by Eduard Nemeth, 69-91. Kaiserlautern und Mehlingen: Parthenon Verlag.

Rustoiu, Aurel. 2021. “Commentaria archaeologica et historica (IV)”. Ephe-
meris Napocensis 31: 69-90.

Rustoiu, Aurel, Tosif Vasile Ferencz and Andreea Drigan. 2017. “Dacian for-
tified settlements in the Iron Gates region during Late Iron Age (2nd Century
BC - 1st Century AD)”. In Iron Age fortificaions on the Tisa-Dniester space. Pro-
ceedings of Saharna Summer Colloquium, July 14th-17th, 2016, edited by Aurel
Zanoci, Valeriu Sirbu and Mihail Bat, 187-208. Chisiniu-Braila: Editura Istros.

Rustoiu, Aurel, Mariana Egri and Iosif Vasile Ferencz. 2021. “Human mobi-
lity and cultural and social identity changes in south-western Transylvania. An
archaeological approach”. In Community dynamics and identity constructs in the
eastern Carpathian Basin during the Late Iron Age. The impact of human mobility,
edited by Aurel Rustoiu and Mariana Egri, 31-58. Cluj-Napoca: Editura Mega.

Rustoiu, Aurel and Sindor Berecki. 2015. “Weapons as symbols and the
multiple identities of warriors. Some examples from Transylvania”. In Waffen—
Gewalt—Krieg, Beitrdge zur Internationalen Tagung der AG Eisenzeit und des
TAUR-Rzeszow 19.-22. September 2012, edited by Stefanie Wefers, Maciej
Karwowski, Janine Fries-Knoblach, Peter Trebsch & Peter C. Ramsl, 127-148,
BUFM 79. Langenweissbach: Verlag Beier und Beran.

Rustoiu, Aurel and Sdndor Berecki. 2018. “Symbols of status and power
in the everyday life of Late Iron Age Transylvania. Shaping the landscape”. In
Representations, signs and symbols. Proceedings of the symposium on life and
daily life, edited by losif Vasile Fedrencz, Oana Tutila and Citilin N. Rigcuta,
65-78. Cluj-Napoca: Editura Mega.

Rustoiu, Aurel and Iosif Vasile Ferencz. 2017. “Cross-cultural connections
between middle and lower Danube regions during the Late Iron Age. The silver
bracelet from Binita (Romania) revisited”. Archdologisches Korrespondenzblatt
47: 341-357.



| Social structures in Late Iron Age Transylvania. Archaeological evidence
of social competition and hierarchy

‘ 145

Rustoiu, Aurel and Iosif Vasile Ferencz. 2018. "Gates to the otherworld.
Jewellery and garment accessories of the Celtic horizon from isolated places in
Transylvania”. Archaeologia Bulgarica 22.2: 33-46.

Rustoiu, Aurel and Iosif Vasile Ferencz. 2018. “Burebista at the Banat’s
Danube. Archaeological and historical data regarding the evolution of settle-
ments in the Iron Gates Region in the 1** century BC”. Banatica 28: 123-149.

Rustoiu, Aurel and Iosif Vasile Ferencz. 2021. “Chronologie der vorromis-
chen Eisenzeit in Siebenbiirgen. Die Archiologie Fliessender ethnischer und
sozialer Identititen”. In Die Chronologie der vorromischen Eisen- und frithen Kai-
serzeit im Mittel und Siidosteuropa: Probleme und Perspektiven. Humboldt-Kolleg.
Die Chronologie in den archdologischen Forschungen, Chisindu 08-09 Novenber
2018, edited by Eugen Sava, Vasile Iarmulschi, Aurel Zanoci, Mihail Bit and
Octavian Munteanu, 75-90. Chisinidu-Berlin: Bons Offices.

Sanie, Silviu. 2011. “Cetatea dacica de la Botca Doamnei — Piatra Neamt”.
In Geto-Dacii dintre Carpati si Nistru (sec. II a. Chr. — II p. Chr.), edited by Sil-
viu Sanie and Tamilia-Elena Marin, 386-392. lasi: Editura Universitatii “Al. I.
Cuza”.

Trebsche, Peter. 2014. “Size and economic structure of La Téne period
lowland settlements in the Austrian Danube region”. In Produktion — Distri-
bution — Okonomie. Siedlungs- und Wirtschaftsmuster der Laténezeit. Akten des
internationalen Kolloquiums in Otzenhausen, 28.-30. Oktober 2011, edited by
Sabine Hornung, 341-373. Bonn: Verlag Dr. Rudolf Habelt.

Wells, Peter S. 2007. “Weapons, ritual and communication in Late Iron Age
Northern Europe”. In The Later Iron Age in Britain and Beyond, edited by Colin
Haselgrove and Tom Moore. 468-477. Oxford: Oxbow Books.

Wells, Peter S. 2008. Image and Response in Early Europe. London: Duc-
kworth.

Williams, Howard. 2003. “Introduction. The Archaeology of Death,
Memory and Material Culture”. In Archaeologies of Remembrance. Death and
Memory in Past Societies, edited by Howard Williams, 1-24. New York-Bos-
ton-Dordrecht-London-Moscow: Springer.

Zaccagnini, Carlo. 1983. “Patterns of mobility among ancient Near Eastern
craftsmen”. Journal of Near Eastern Studies 42.4: 245-264.

Zirra, Vlad. 1980. “Locuiri din a doua varsti a fierului in nord-vestul Roma-
niei (Asezarea contemporani cimitirului La Téne de la Ciumesti si habitatul
indigen de la Berea)”, Studii si Comunicdri Satu Mare 4: 39-84.



146 ‘ é% VO|.10,nr.1,2022}

Structuri sociale in Transilvania in a doua epoca a fierului.
Marturii arheologice ale competitiei si ierarhiilor sociale

Rezumat

Scopul articolului de fati este de a schita componentele structurilor sociale
care au caracterizat orizonturile cultural-cronologice "Celtic” si "Dacic” si de a
identifica, pe baza datelor arheologice de care dispunem in prezent, modul de
manifestare si natura ierarhiilor comunitare §i a competitiei sociale din fiecare
perioadi in parte. Societatea rurald caracteristici orizontului cultural-crono-
logic "celtic” a fost una heterarhici, in timp ce orizontul "dacic” a cunoscut o
societate ierarhica. Diferentele dintre cele doud orizonturi si-au pus amprenta
si asupra modului de manifestare funerari, asupra organizirii teritoriului si asu-
pra elementelor simbolice, vizuale, de exprimare a autoritatii sociale a elitelor.

Cuvinte cheie: Transilvania, a doua epoca a fierului, Celti, Daci, rituri si ritua-
luri funerare, ageziri, identititi culturale, statut social.
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