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Foreword

In 2015 a group of archacologists from the Baltic countries of Lithuania and Latvia as well as from
Poland, Russia and Germany met in Warsaw on the initiative of the authors of this Foreword for a
first meeting of the then planned ‘Baltic hillfort network’ and intensively discussed the most current
issues of modern hillfort research, summarising the state of research. Unsurprisingly, the most ur-
gent aspects were the same in all participating countries:

There is no clear definition of what the term ‘hillfort’ means, thus a precise terminology is lacking
here. The surroundings of the enclosures are inadequately included in overall interpretations. Dis-
turbances and remodelling of monuments over large periods of time are not always recognised and/
or considered in research. Too few monuments are completely investigated. Above all, uncertain or
completely missing dating of the enclosures remains a problem. Equally unsurprising was the state-
ment that today’s political borders still hinder the study of cross-spatial phenomena and distribution
patterns, with all the questions attached to them.

Cross-border exchange of information, maintenance of existing and formation of new networks,
and overcoming political and linguistic barriers away from the agendas of state interests were further
aspects that once again highlighted the need for closer cooperation in hillfort research on a larger scale.

The idea of the Baltic hillfort network ultimately culminated in the ‘Community on Fortification
Research (COMFORTY’, founded in 2018 under the umbrella of the European Association of Ar-
chaeologists (EAA) by T. Ibsen and L. Linde, which since then has regularly appeared at the annual
conferences of the EAA and is also institutionalised as a project at the Centre for Baltic and Scandi-
navian Archaeology (ZBSA) in Schleswig.

In March 2020, shortly before the Europe-wide Corona lockdown, COMFORT organised an in-
ternational workshop on fortifications in their natural and cultural landscape, held at Gottorf Castle
in Schleswig, northern Germany, as the seat of the Centre for Baltic and Scandinavian Archaeology.

Together with papers presented at a session at the annual conference of the EAA in 2020, 16 con-
tributions from mainly northern and eastern European countries, but also from Senegal, were pro-
duced for the publication presented here, focusing on questions of how and why these fascinating
monuments, which are undoubtedly extremely important for settlement dynamics, arose in certain
landscapes, were further developed and maintained, were used to present power and legitimise rule,
but in some cases were also abandoned and lost their function, which is mostly still unknown to us.

The editors regard this book — with the different research traditions and approaches visible in the
articles, with their geographically widespread broad spectrum of fortifications and the different un-
derstandings of cultural and natural landscape — as an attempt to make visible and address the limits
and open questions described at the beginning.

Today, shortly before printing this anthology on international hillfort research, this claim has
acquired a sad new topicality with the war of Russia against Ukraine. May this book serve as
a reminder of the importance of international exchange and knowledge transfer, and thus also as a
continuation of understanding on at least a scientific level.

We dedicate this book to our Lithuanian colleague Romas Jarockis (30th April 1963 — 24th No-
vember 2020), who — in his extremly friendly and open manner — always tried to internationalise
archaeological research and encourage cross border cooperation.
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Introduction — ‘Fortifications in their Natural and Cultural
Landscape: From Organising Space to the Creation of Power’

Timo Ibsen, Kristin Ilves, Birgit Maixner, Sebastian Messal and Jens Schneeweif§

GENERAL REMARKS

Among the numerous cultural monuments of our prehistory and history, fortifications are undoubt-
edly one of the most fascinating examples. They are a widespread, multi-faceted, and long-term
cultural phenomenon, which emerged for the first time about 10,000 years ago and have existed ever
since. Fortifications are called by many names, such as, but not limited to: castle, fort, fortress, ram-
part, citadel, bulwark, oppidum, and hillfort — all meaning fortified sites of various types. These sites
were usually located in naturally protected settings, on islands, lowlands, hilltops, and promontories.
Nevertheless, fortifications were also constructed in flat landscapes. According to their intended
social, political, economic, military and/or religious functions, hillforts have been built at settlement
centres, but also in the peripheries of populated areas, as well as along and at the crossroads of transit
routes, both on water and land. Most hillforts usually have high and steep ramparts, protective walls
of some sort, which were made using various constructions of timber and earth, stones, or even mud-
bricks. In this way, often combined with ditches and moats, almost insurmountable sites were built
that allowed for efficient defence, but also demonstrated power and authority. Today, fortifications
continue to be important elements of natural and cultural landscapes, often constituting part of the
respective identity reflected in folklore, poetry, prose, and arts.

In this book, we address the interdependencies between fortifications and their contemporary
landscapes and investigate how the builders of hillforts might have through these constructions and
the practices they contained constantly remodelled and changed cultural landscapes in terms of
content and meaning. Two workshops form the background and motivation for this publication. In
March 2020, the Community on Fortification Research (COMFORT) held a workshop “The setting
of fortifications in the natural and cultural landscape’ in Schleswig; the discussions initiated there
continued in August of the same year at the 26" European Association of Archaeologists (virtual)
conference in the session ‘Just a demonstration of power? The setting of strongholds within their
landscape’. The presentations at these events, and the subsequent discussions resulted in altogether 16
contributions by an international authorship. The contributions in this book focus on various aspects
of fortifications in different parts of Afro-Eurasia, investigating how these monuments can be under-
stood in their specific setting as an expression of interaction with changing landscapes and histories.

As demonstrated in this book, the role of fortifications in conjunction with the changing land-
scapes is of great diversity. Fortifications enacted as features for organising space and creating land-
scapes with specific intended functions, such as establishing sacred or ritual landscapes or acting as
expressions of a new political power — these aspects are in the focus of the chapters in the first sec-
tion of the book. Fortifications as means of maintaining an established spatial order and the visible
control of space is what unites the contributions in the second section of the book, while the third
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section focuses on fortifications as features of changing and reorganising space as a consequence of
transforming political, cultural, or natural conditions.

FORTIFICATIONS AND THEIR LANDSCAPES

Landscapes are created by humans. Therefore, the shape and meaning of a landscape is always subjec-
tively constructed and constantly developing. Landscapes are ‘materialisations of structures, powers
and ideologies on various levels’ (Davipovic 2018, 60) and thus, constantly ‘remodelled’ products in
terms of shape, meaning, and content. This in turn obviously affects the features within. The spatial
distribution of the so-called social architecture in particular has a determining effect on modelling
the perceived meaning of the landscape (MULLER 2018, 43). And in the past, fortifications constituted
the most exemplary social architecture that facilitated this development.

It is a generally accepted understanding that military, economic, and religious centres of territo-
ries and landscapes were almost always fortified. This suggests that the location of these centres was
carefully chosen to fulfil specific intended functions, which at the same time could also be diverse
and interrelated. Based on the contributions in this book, four primary functions of fortifications
can be suggested: 1) fortifications with political-administrative roles understood as central places,
2) fortifications with strategic-military functions aimed towards protecting and controlling borders,
communication routes, as well as resources, 3) fortifications as refuges, and 4) as religious sites. Of-
ten, however, the fortifications were multi-functional. Furthermore, a specific function may also
have changed over time.

The functions of fortifications were based on certain intentions of the commissioners and builders
of these sites. Generally, these intentions were socially, politically, economically, militarily, or reli-
giously motivated, and they usually related less to the fortified site itself than to its position in the
surrounding landscape. In this context, different levels of perception are addressed. Fortifications are
landmarks and can therefore to a certain extent be understood as symbolic features of a landscape.
But they always demonstrate power and authority, regardless of the main intention of the owners.
Fortifications are associated with rank, social stratification, and identities, indicating political, ideo-
logical, and military dominance.

An important factor for the function of the fortifications, however, is the topography of the sur-
rounding landscape. Fortifications usually take advantage of natural protection features such as is-
lands, hard-to-reach lowlands, hilltops, or promontories. Landscapes with high or undulating relief
as well as in connection to water provide a greater variety of naturally defended spots suitable for
fortification than flat terrain areas. Fortifications in landscapes without natural protective conditions
therefore require a much greater effort for their construction and surveillance; the intentions and in-
centives of building fortifications in these areas thus seem to be much stronger indicating a perceived
necessity for fortifications at a given time. These observations point to multi-layered and complex
connections between the natural topography, the intended functions of a fortification or a system of
fortifications, and the immanent symbolic meaning of the construction as a community work that
creates identity. Through this entanglement between fortifications and their surroundings, cultur-
ally or socio-politically modelled landscapes emerge. This book provides some striking examples of
deciphering such landscapes.

CREATING — MAINTAINING — TRANSFORMING
This volume is structured in three sections — creating, maintaining, and transforming landscapes.

The three-part structure follows the above-discussed emphasis of the main perspectives on fortifica-
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tions. Fundamental to this is the respective relationship to space in general and landscape in particu-
lar, since the construction of fortifications can create, maintain, and/or transform landscapes at the
local, but also at the regional and even supra-regional levels. However, the book should not be read
with a sharp division between these three sections in mind as this is neither possible nor desirable;
manifold overlaps of the subject areas are obvious.

In the first section, ‘Creating Landscapes’, attention is drawn to fortifications as means of consti-
tuting landscapes. This can be discussed, for example, emanating from a single fortification carefully
situated and designed to utilise both the topography and geography, such as the early medieval tem-
ple fortress of Arkona on the island of Rugen in the southern Baltic Sea region, which is discussed
in the paper opening the volume. In this contribution, Sebastian Messal emphasises the emergence
of a sacred landscape with the fortification of Arkona as its centre and point of reference. But land-
scapes are also created by a multitude of fortifications. Olga A. Khomiakova interprets the hillforts
of the Sambian-Natangian culture of the first millennium AD on the Sambian peninsula in what is
today Russia as protective centres of economic units associated with the exploitation and trade of
amber. From this point of view, the hillforts on the Sambian peninsula shape a landscape structured
according to economic considerations. Socio-economic considerations may also have played a deci-
sive role in the construction of fortifications in the west Siberian taiga, as Tanja Schreiber, Henny
Piezonka, Natalia Chairkina, Ekaterina Dubovtseva and Lyubov Kosinskaya point out in their ar-
ticle. The Siberian fortifications discussed here are surprising for two reasons. Firstly, their builders
were hunter-gatherers, seldom associated with fortifications in the research, and secondly, fortifica-
tions in the west Siberian taiga were built over a long period of time, starting very early — ¢. 6000 BC.
In this particular case, access to resources formed the basis for the early organisation of space through
fortifications, which should accordingly no longer be described as merely a natural landscape with
traces of human activity, but as a landscape of social inequality. Whether the taiga fortifications also
contributed to the long-lasting stability of hunter-gatherer societies, however, remains a question for
future research. A correlation between the number of fortifications and political stability, in contrast,
is observed by Sirio Canés-Donnay in the contribution focussing on a completely different region
and continent for that matter — southern Senegal, Africa. This chapter sheds light on the constitutive
function of tata (mud-brick or rammed-earth fortresses) for the emergence of small-scale political
landscapes. Vladimir Sala¢, Karin Gobel and Jorg Nowotny in their contribution then take a large-
scale bird’s-eye view on the recording of prehistoric and early medieval fortifications in Bohemia. In
diachronic view it becomes clear how the construction of fortifications in certain epochs gave rise
to veritable fortified landscapes that had a considerable impact on the varying perceptions of space.

The focus in the second section of the book, ‘Maintaining Landscapes’, is on the stabilising function
of fortifications for the existing systems and landscapes. Despite the static impression of the concept
of maintaining, this task includes continuous social, economic, and cultural developments that often
lead to a densification of existing settlement areas and expansion into previously unsettled territo-
ries. This process, known as land expansion, led to the establishment and/or renewal of fortifications
that took over the control and organisation of increasingly complex landscapes with their transport
routes and resources. While the location and concrete function(s) of the fortifications, which were
not always permanently or continuously occupied, could change, the landscapes as a whole remained
intact. In the opening chapter of this section, Sergey Chaukin approaches the hillforts of the Iron
Age Dyakovo culture in the Moskva river basin in Russia. Almost all known settlement sites in that
region are fortified, although there are clear differences in the complexity of the fortifications, which
seem to have played a key role in the long-lasting nature of the culture. Not as much as building a
typology, in the contribution by Kristo Siig a whole bundle of methods is introduced to explore the
function of Late Iron Age fortifications in Estonia. Focusing on the methodological aspects, with the
help of GIS and various quantitative methods, the relationship of fortifications to settlements and
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traffic routes is analysed. As a result, many hillforts are associated with the protection of either cen-
tres of power or marketplaces. Thus, they primarily served to maintain and control existing power
and economic structures. In a methodologically related approach, using a GIS-based kernel density
analysis, Timo Ibsen concludes that the location of hillforts on the Sambian peninsula in Russia was
determined, among other things, by aspects of power manifestation and cultural identity. Certain
sites in the natural landscape were used for control in a relatively constant way, while the cultural
landscape around them was perpetually changing. Ibsen points out that such observations are only
possible based on reliable dating, which is still lacking for most of the monuments in general. Con-
trary to this, however, Staraya Ladoga is well-dated. A natural watercraft landing site on the Volkhov
river formed the starting point for the foundation of Staraya Ladoga, where also the fortress was later
built — the site is discussed in the contribution by Natalia V. Grigoreva. From the early to the late
Middle Ages, the local topography of the region was considerably modified for the expansion of the
fortress, although the position of the fort in relation to the waterway and its control always remained
of crucial importance. In the contribution by Birgit Maixner, also focusing on a maritime cultural
landscape, the possible function of a hitherto undated hillfort on the coast of central Norway is dis-
cussed based on an interdisciplinary analysis of the surrounding cultural landscape. It is argued that
this hillfort was part of the basic infrastructure of a local political and religious centre in the early
Scandinavian Iron Age. In the final chapter of the second section, Hikon Reiersen analyses the rela-
tionship of several hillforts from Sunnhordland in western Norway to communication routes, cen-
tral settlements, and weapon finds. In doing so, it is demonstrated that three of these hillforts formed
a coherent defence network that effectively protected a migration-period settlement area from attacks
from the seaside and the neighbouring valleys.

The third section of the book is titled “Transforming landscapes’. In this part, among other things,
discontinuous developments of the local settlement patterns are argued to play a role in bringing
about transformations of landscapes. Migrations, colonisations as well as conquests led to the pres-
ence of new actors who, on the one hand, wanted to reshape the landscape according to their ideas
or ideologies and, on the other hand, wanted to secure and legitimise their new power by building
fortifications. The connection between hillforts and political units on the Nordic Late Iron Age
Aland Tslands in today’s Finland is the starting point of Kristin Ilves’ contribution. All the Alandic
hillforts have been associated with a wave of immigration occurring during the period in question.
Most of the hillforts on the islands can be understood as an expression of a reorganisation of space
and are also connected to the development of the previously marginal Aland Islands into a region of
prosperity during the period under scrutiny. In his contribution centering on the dynamic political
and natural developments along the Elbe river in the early Middle Ages, Jens Schneeweifl points to
the influence of local factors of position for the history of fortifications, which are closely connected
to the control of routes. The central importance of route networks for understanding the function
of fortifications is also emphasised by Thorsten Lemm, who is using the example of early medieval
northern Albingian strongholds in northern Germany. These fortifications are argued to have been
closely linked to the territorial ambitions of the respective rulers. Other examples, however, also
demonstrate the construction of fortifications by the local populations as a means of demarcation
from the new rulers and structures, constituting a demonstration of their own identity. This is em-
phasised in the study on Romano-British enclosures (‘Rounds’) in Cornwall by Catherine J. Frie-
mann, Andy M. Jones and James Lewis. Another interesting approach is taken by Oliver Nakoinz
and Anna K. Loy in their contribution that is closing the volume. Using several case studies, the spe-
cific topographical situation of connected hillforts and their role in the escalation and de-escalation
of conflicts is explored. Basic theoretical considerations on these processes, their relation to the loca-
tion of fortifications in the landscape, and the resulting archaeological implications lead beyond the
notion of connected hillforts.
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The 16 articles in this volume offer a very broad geographical and chronological spectrum in relation
to the category of fortifications. Although the focus is on the three points of view summarised under
the keywords of creating, maintaining, and transforming landscapes, the studies also touch upon
some other and related aspects. The contributions also represent an expression of different research
schools and traditions. This fact is reflected in the questions posed by the authors, methodological
approaches used, and the argumentation driven. As editors, we see this book as a positive example of
an ongoing dialogue between different ways of creating, maintaining, and transforming knowledge,
which is both needed and welcomed in the study of fortifications as well as in the archaeological
research in general.
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Sambian-Natangian hillforts in the 1*-millennium AD settlement
system of the southeastern Baltic region

Olga A. Khomiakova

Keywords: Southeast Baltic region, Sambian-Natangian culture, settlement system, centre of power,
landscape, hillfort, unfortified settlement, burial ground

Abstract: The main focus of this article are the issues related to the influence of the natural landscape
on the formation of the I*-millennium settlement system and social landscape in the southeastern
Baltic region (Kaliningrad region). The features of the landscape location of fortified settlements (bill-
forts) are considered. These data are compared with information on the location of burial grounds (the
most-studied type of monuments in the region), which indicate several concentrations that represent
local groups of sites. Attention is paid to the following questions: What role did hillforts and other sites
play in the social organisation of the cultural landscape and the settlement system? What might the
structure of the individual settlement centres of the Sambian-Natangian culture have looked like?

The available data indicate that the main settlement centres on the Sambian peninsula are formed
in the places of amber mining and dumping. Along the Pregolja river and the coast of the Vistula
gulf, they are located in the most important places to control the river communications of the region.
Archaeological sites are concentrated in micro-regions, at the centres of which are hillforts. Being
dominant in the landscape, the billforts might have formed a district around them with unfortified
settlements and economic zones, which were located on the most suitable sites near the hillfort. But
the burial grounds, for the location of which topography was important, are located on the peripheral
areas of such micro-regions. Such settlement centres are likely to have formed clusters on the Sambian
peninsula and more sparse, more loosely connected concentrations in peripheral and contact areas.
Such a system was quite stable and could exist for a long time in the 1" millenninm AD.

Pestome: Paccmampusaiomcsi 60npocvl 8IUAHUS eCIectneeHHOol 1aH0WAPmHoL cumyayuy Ha opmupo-
8aHue CUCeMblL pAccesleHUs U couuanvHozo nanouagma I muic. 6 K020-Bocmounoti Ipubanmuxe (Kanu-
HuHepaockas o6nacmo). OcoberHOCMU 1AHOWAPMHO20 PACHONONEHUS YKPenieHHbIX noceneHuti (20poouy)
CPABHUBAIOMCSA C OAHHBIMU PACNONONEHUS HAUOOTIEE U3YHEHHO20 MUNA NAMAMHUKOB 6 Pe2UOHe — MO2Ub-
Huxkos. ITocreOHUe UMeIm HeCKONIbKO KOHUEeHMPAUUTL I0KATbHbIX 2PYNN NAMAMHUKOS. Bonpocwl, nooHuma-
emble 6 cmambve, Cre0yIOULUe: KAKYI0 POb UPATU 20p00UA U Opy2ue NAMAMHUKY 6 COUUATLHOL OpeaHU-
3ayuu 1aHowadma u cucmeme pacceneHuss; Kax MoeJia 6vle/i10emy CMPYKmypa omoesbHoLX NoCeneHHecKUX
UeHMPO8 camOUiiCKO-HAMAHULICKOU KYIbIypbl.

OcHosHule nocenenueckue ueHmpul, 6epoIMHO, popmupyromes 6 Haubonee saxHolx peeuonax. Ha Cam-
butickom nonyocmpoge — 8 mecmax 000vruu 1 6poca Anmaps, edonv Ilpeconu u nobepexcvsi Bucaunckoeo
3a7nU6a — HA Y4ACMKAX, AHHbIX 0751 KOHMPON MPACNOPMHbIX KOMMYyHUKAUuti pecuora. Ilocenenus u
MOUNbHUKY 00pA3y10m MUKPOpPe2UOHbL, UEHMPAMU KOMOPbLX AMANUCH 20po0uu4a. Haxooscv 6 kasecmee
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domuHanmol 6 naHowiagme, 20po0ua GoPMUPyIOm 60Kpye cebsi OKpy2y ¢ HeyKPenseHHbMU NoceneHUs-
MU, XO3AUCIMEEHHbIMU 30HAMU, PACNONONEHHDIMU HA HAUOO0ee NPULOOHBIX YHACTKAX PAOOM C 20pOOUL4EM.
MozunvHuxu, 015 pacnonoxeHuss Komopoix Obla 8aiIHA MON0ZPAPUS, HAXOOAMCA HA nepudepuiinbix
yuacmkax maxkux muxpoepezuonos. Taxue 10KanvHvle UeHMPOL, 6ePOSMHO, U COCNABIIAIOM CKONAEHUS Na-
mamuukoe Ha Cambuiickom nonyocmpose. Bonee paspexcertuie, yoaneHHvie Opye om Opyea KOHueHmMpayuu
pacnonazarmcs Ha nepudepuiinblx y4acmrkax camoOuticko-Hamaneutickozo KynvmypHoezo apeana. Takas
cucmema 6vL1a 00607ILHO YCMOLMUBOLL U MO2/IA CYU4ECIBOBAMb HA NPOMANEHUU ONIUMENIbHO20 BPEMEHU 6
I muicauenemuu ..

INTRODUCTION

The structure and relief of the micro-regions and the visibility and perception of the surrounding
territory determine the organisation of space concerning the placement of burial grounds, cult
objects and fortified and unfortified settlements (e.g. FRacHETTI 2006, 128-147; LLOBERA 2006,
148-149). The conditions for the location of archaeological sites form the cultural landscape and the
settlement system as a whole, which reflects the level of social organisation of the society, the degree
of economic impact on the environment, and the level of religious perception.

The start of the development of the 1-millennium AD cultural landscape and settlement sys-
tem in the southeastern Baltic region is associated with the Roman Iron Age. In the first centu-
ries AD the modern territory of the Kaliningrad Region of the Russian Federation and the Bal-
tic states Lithuania and Latvia, as well as the northern part of the territory of Poland, represent-
ed a single region known as the “West Baltic circle’ of cultures (in detail: BLiujrene 2013, 78-80;
KnaomIiakova 2016a, 74-76). During the period of Roman influence, the population of these territo-
ries was involved in the processes associated with a high level of exchange and trade, which resulted
in an increment in the mobility of social groups and therefore the need to control the most impor-
tant communication arteries and the organisation of the landscape.

Natural barriers, the possibility of building artificial defensive constructions, access to land and
water routes, and an advantageous location at the crossroads of transport communications are fea-
tures that characterise the main settlement centres of the eastern Baltic region during the first half
of the 1°* millennium (ZaB1ELA 1995, 54—-69; LANG 2007, 49 —83, 262-265; BL1UjIENE 2013, 149-158).

The Sambian-Natangian culture (another name for the Dollkeim-Kovrovo culture; cf. No-
WAKOWSKI 1996) occupied a special place in the West Baltic circle (Fig. 1). The geographical and
natural conditions, such as access to the sea and the presence of the richest deposits of amber, de-
termined the possibility of trade and cultural relations with the Roman Empire as well as central
and northern Europe, plus a leading role in the amber trade. During the epoch of Roman influence,
this area was one of the barbarians’ economic and cultural centres; it was a contact zone that played
one of the leading roles in mediating the spread of all kinds of innovations in the Baltic region and
eastern Europe.

Nevertheless, the study of the Sambian-Natangian settlement system has been based on data
related to burial objects. Landscape position and spatial location, the main criteria for identifying
groups of sites in the West Baltic circle and their place in the system of interregional contacts, are
associated with the characteristics of burial grounds (OxuLricz 1981, 34-35; NowaKowsKI 1996,
48-54, 170; Kurakov 2003, 29-46, 47-60, 272-285 figs. 1-2). The burial ground is considered not
only as the centre of a micro-region, but also as a key element of the social organisation of the land-
scape.

A number of questions arise: Are the data on the location and concentration of burial grounds
sufficient to understand the organisation of the cultural landscape in the southeastern Baltic? What
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archaeological sites are dominant in the landscape? What was the role of hillforts, unfortified settle-
ments, or burial grounds in the social organisation of the landscape and the formation of the

Sambian-Natangian culture settlement centres? Finally, what might the structure of such settlement
centres have looked like?
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Fig. 1. I-1X: Local centres of the Sambian-Natangian culture of the 15" centuries (based on SRTM data). 1: Local centres
according to the analysis of the density of burial grounds (D = density of burial grounds [per 30 km]: 1: 0-1; 2: 1-2; 3: 2-3;
4: 3-5); 2: Local centres according to the analysis of Thyssen polygons and buffer zones of hillforts (T = Thyssen polygons,
B = Buffer zones: 1: 500 m; 2: 1,000 m; 3: 2,000 m; 4: 5,000 m). Local centres — I: near the village of Jantarnyj (Primorskaja
river); I1I: along the Svetlogorka river; III: interfluve of the Motyl, Zabava, and Alejka rivers; IV: interfluve of the
Medvezhya and Kurovka rivers; V: middle course of the Nelma river; VI: along the coast of the Vistula (Kaliningrad) lagoon;
VII: lower course of the river Guryevka; VIII-IX: Pregolja valley; a—d: Hillforts (disscussed in this paper), a: Russkoe/Ger-

mau; b: Kulikovo/Kringitten and Gerojskoe/Eisliethen; c: Zaozerje/Rodmannshifen; d: Kudryavtsevo/Kuglacken (graphics
O. A. Khomiakova).
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WHAT DATA ON THE SETTLEMENT SYSTEM CAN BE OBTAINED BY ANALYSING THE LOCATION OF
BURIAL GROUNDS?

According to the location of the burial grounds, there are four to five large concentrations of Sambian-
Natangian culture sites (Fig. 1.1). As has been already noted, these occupy the base of the Sambian
upland (Kurakov 2003, 117-118). These groups of sites were formed around the 1::-2"¢ centuries AD.
Around the 3"-4" centuries AD, with the growth of these concentrations, the sites spread far into
the peninsula, up to the watershed areas of the Sambian upland (KrHOMIAKOVA 2016b, figs. 2-3). The
burial grounds are less represented only on the low-lying, poorly drained ancient alluvial plain in the
south of the peninsula, which is connected to the estuarine part of the ancient Pregolja valley.

The three largest groups of sites are located on the western and northern coasts of the Kaliningrad
peninsula (Sambia'; see Fig. 1.1: I-III). These are associated with the places with amber outcrops
in ‘blue earth’ and where amber was deposited on the shore. The average distance between burials
within these clusters does not exceed 3 km, and the density is 6-9 sites per 30 km?. The first group
of sites is located near the modern Jantarnyj along the Primorskaja river (Fig. 1.1: I). The second con-
centration is situated in the area of present-day Svetlogorsk and Pionerskij (Fig. 1.1: IT) and between
the Motyl and Zabava rivers (Fig. 1.1: IIT). Within this group, there are two clusters of burial grounds
(Fig. 1.1: II-III). The concentration of burial grounds is located at the interfluve of the Medvezhya
and Kurovka rivers. Here, on the right bank of the Trostyanka river and near its mouth (Fig. 1.1: IV)
a duct, which cut across the base of the Curonian Spit in ancient times, was located (Kurakov 2012,
38-39).

Concentrations of burial grounds are also located in the middle reaches of the Nelma and
Graevka rivers (Fig. 1.1: V), where they flow into the Vistula/Kaliningrad lagoon, as well as along the
Guryevka river (Fig. 1.1: VII). Another concentration of burial grounds is located along the coast
of the Vistula lagoon (Fig. 1.1: VI). The greatest concentrations of sites are located here at the river
crossings: in the lower reaches of the Pregolja river near the Oktyabrsky/Liep, at the mouth of the
Prohladnaja river, and also at the base of the Balga peninsula.

In the eastern part of Sambia and in the territory of the historical region of Nadrovia (modern
Chernjahovskij and part of the Polesskij district), small concentrations of burial grounds are located
along the Pregolja river. Dense clusters of sites are located in the middle reaches of the Pregolja
in the area of Gvardejsk/Tapiau (Fig. 1.1: VIII) and in the lower reaches of the Golubaja/Auxine
(Fig. 1.1: d), in the middle reaches of the Deima river and around its main tributaries (Fig. 1.1: IX).

Here, however, the possibilities of analysing burial grounds for the study of the settlement system
have already been exhausted.

WHAT SITES OCCUPIED THE DOMINANT POSITION IN THE CULTURAL LANDSCAPE?

Concentrations of burial grounds indicate where the settlement centres might have been, but do not
explain what their structure might have looked like. In the system of Christaller’s central habitats
(CHRISTALLER 1996; NakoINz 2010, 251-265), the type of sites that could take the role of centres of
power are considered to be fortified settlements on high ground (hillforts). A hillfort represented
a constant in the landscape and a permanent habitat (WeBLEY 2008, 21-44; RENFREW/BAHN 2012,
173-176).

1  Modelling of archaeological data was realised by using the ‘Spatial Analyst module’ of ArcView 10.6.1. To obtain a
model that would reflect the site distribution density, a value of 30 km was taken, which is the approximate diameter of
the Sambian peninsula.
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In the central part of the former East Prussia, there are about 120 verified hillforts (KHOMIAKOVA
et al. 2019a, 29-30). According to the archives and literature, they number up to 500 (Horrack
1908; CROME 1940). A significant number of hillforts are located near the indicated groups of burial
grounds. About 40 % are located on the Kaliningrad peninsula and 30 % in the Pregolja river valley
(Kaomiakova et al. 2019a, fig. 1).

Undoubtedly, the information available today about the structure and, most importantly, the dat-
ing of the hillforts is insufficient. Nevertheless, according to available data, during the Roman Period
hillforts played a significant role in the settlement system in the territory of southern Scandinavia
and the eastern Baltic region, where they used the natural features of the landscape, i.e. hills, capes,
and river bends (LANG 2007, 44—47; CHRISTENSEN 2011, 93, 98; VENGALIs 2016, 178—-180). Analyses of
the data, using natural-scientific dating methods, show that some of the hillforts on the Kaliningrad
peninsula have been used since the Bronze Age (VoN CARNAP-BORNHEIM et al. 2016, 54-55; IBSEN et
al. 2017, 827-829; Issen 2018, 259). Probably, this type of site was included in the cultural landscape
of the Sambian-Natangian tribes at the beginning of the 1°* millennium AD. Archaeological material
dated to the Roman Iron Age and the Migration Period (IBSEN et al. 2017, 827-829; Issen 2018, 259)
was found at a number of hillforts.

WHAT WAS THE ROLE OF HILLFORTS, BURIAL GROUNDS AND UNFORTIFIED SETTLEMENTS IN THE
SOCIAL ORGANISATION OF THE LANDSCAPE AND THE FORMATION OF SETTLEMENT CENTRES?

The most indicative data on the role and location of different types of sites in the settlement system
can be obtained by modelling their resounrce zones. Considering the hillforts as dominant elements
of the cultural landscape, one can imagine their 5-km buffer zones, divided into the immediate sur-
roundings (500-1,000 m) and the periphery (2,000-5,000 m). A distance of within 3-5 km from an
object is considered to be the maximum accessible, since it is located within approximately one hour
walking distance on rough terrain. It is energy-consuming and impractical to locate objects outside
such a zone (Korosov 2017, 34-35).

An analysis of the nearest neighbourhood shows that hillforts form groups on the territory of the
Kaliningrad peninsula, just like burial grounds (Fig. 1.2). There is at least one hillfort with finds from
the Roman and Migration Periods within each of the groups. The same idea is expressed by Ibsen,
based on his own research (cf. IBsEn, this volume).

The location of hillforts is close to the places where burial grounds are concentrated (Figs. 2; 5.2), but
they occupy different places in the landscape on territories with a different geological soil structure.
On the western and southwestern coast of the Kaliningrad peninsula, near Jantarnyj (Figs. 1.2: I; 2),
and in the middle reaches of the Nelma river, hillforts are located on the valley side at the base of the
Sambian Plateau along the mouth of the ancient Pregolja valley. In the central part of the peninsula,
they are located on the end moraine ridge of the Big Mountains/Alk (Fig. 1.2: V).

In the northern part of the peninsula, hillforts are also located on an elevation of the Sambian pla-
teau at 20 m or more above sea level and on capes in the lower reaches of the Svetlogorka (Fig. 1.2: II),
Motyl, Zabava, and Alejka rivers (Fig. 1.2: III). Here, in addition to outcrops of amber-bearing ‘blue
earth’, there is a natural harbour near the Kupalny and Gvardejskij capes, which could have been
used in ancient times for coastal trade (Kurakov 2003, 121-122).

The location of hillforts in the middle and lower reaches of the Pregolja is connected with a chain
of moraine ridges, which terminate at the Sambian plateau (Fig. 1.2: VII). Hillforts near the coast of
the Vistula lagoon are located on a steep rise of the valley bank, at promontories in estuaries, or the
estuarine valleys of small rivers (Fig. 1.2: VI).
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Fig. 2. Location of sites within 5-km buffer zones of hillforts near the village of Jantarnyj (Primorskaja river, see
Fig. 1.2: I). 1: Russkoe/German; 2: Okunevo/Nodems; 3: Grebieten; 4: Povarovka/Kirpehnen-Galgenberge;
5: Povarovka/Kirpehnen; 6: Sacheran-Ellerhaus; 7: Corjieten; 8—9: Gauten; 10—12: Putilovo/Gauten; 13: Polehnen;
14: Lengniethen (graphics O. A. Khomiakova, based on geological map).

These concentrations of sites are associated with the routes leading to the mouth of the Vistula - the
‘gateway’ of the ‘Amber Road’ to the Roman Empire. They are rarer than the clusters of sites on the
Kaliningrad peninsula.

In the eastern part of the Sambian-Natangian area, hillforts are located along the Pregolja and the
Deima rivers and their most significant tributaries on the most elevated areas of the end moraine hills
that turn into the Instruch ridge. In ancient times, the central part of the Kaliningrad region (historical
Nadrovia) was covered with impenetrable forests. Convenient places for habitation can be found near
the confluences with tributaries and river crossings. An analysis of the visibility zones shows that the
entire valley of the Pregolja river can be seen from the hillforts (KHoMIAKOVA €t al. 2019a, 95-96 fig. 13).

The groups of burial grounds on the Kaliningrad peninsula are predominantly located on small
non-flooded hills and in river valleys, at heights well below the hillforts (Fig. 2). In the Pregolja river
valley, the burial grounds are situated on the terraces of the valley side along the channel on small
dune hillocks and along its tributaries.

Modelling of 5-km buffer zones does not show a direct relationship between the locations of hill-
forts and burial grounds. Burial places are located within the zones of influence of the fortified settle-
ments, but most of them are situated on the periphery, at a distance of 2.5-5 km (Fig. 1.2; see Buffer
zones). A proximity of burial grounds to hillforts was probably not important.

Obviously, the burial grounds cannot be the constituent elements of the settlement centres. When
choosing a location for their position, the topographic situation was probably important: they occupied
lands that were unsuitable for farming, e.g. sandy hills or dune hillocks (Figs. 2; 5.2). The placement of
burial sites was also influenced by belief systems or non-material factors. It is noted that, in the south-
eastern Baltic region, they were located in direct line of sight from any waterbody or waterway (Jaskants
1977, 38-39, 42). In the Baltic cultures, sacred meaning was attached to water as an element through
which the dead could enter the other world (see BLrujient 2013, 198-199, also for further references).
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The connection between hillforts and burial grounds, however, can be traced in the superposition
of the Thyssen polygons (Fig. 1.2; see Thyssen polygons). The modelling of weighted polygons for the
Sambian-Natangian culture is impossible due to the ambiguity of the hierarchy of objects, but the
position of the flat grave burial grounds demonstrates a certain system. They are equally spaced over
the entire analysed surface, but are located within the areas that are closest to the hillforts of the
first half of the 1°* millennium. As a result of prospections at the following hillforts, finds (mainly
ceramics) and a cultural layer that can be dated to the given time, were discovered. Another factor
that makes it possible to attribute hillforts to this time is also their topography, the absence of serious
defensive constructions and their location on the capes (for details see GUREVICH 1949; KuLakov
2005, 25, 40, 47, 49, 54, 56).

The closest hillfort to any of the burial grounds of the concentration near Jantarnyj is the
Russkoe 1/Germau hillfort (Fig. 1.2: I). In the northern part of the peninsula, such hillforts are
Grachevka/Craam and Bogatoe/Pokirben as well as Kulikovo/Kringitten and Gerojskoe/Eisliethen
(Fig. 1.2: II-III). In the eastern part of northern Sambia, the largest number of burial grounds is
located within the polygons of the Rodniki/Jouglacken, Vetrovo/Ekritten, and Morshanskoe/
Schreitlacken hillforts (Fig. 1.2: IV).

The hillforts on the Alk Ridge, such as Kumachevo/Galtgarben, Logvino/Medenau, and Kotel-
nikovo/Wargen are close to the burial grounds on the middle reaches of the Nelma and Graevka
rivers (Fig. 1.2: V). In the lower reaches of the Guryevka river, the burial grounds are located
within the Zaozerje/Rodmannshéfen hillfort zone (Fig. 1.2: VII). On the coast of the Vistula lagoon,
the burial grounds are near the hillforts of Moskovskoe/Partheinen and Pervomayskoe/Warnikam
(Fig. 1.2: VI).

In the Pregolja valley, at the centre of the Thyssen polygons, there are hillforts in the middle
reaches of the Pregolja river (Gvardejsk/Koddien, Znamensk/Wehlau, Kudryavtsevo/Kuglacken,
Bochagi/Schlofberg-Vorwerk zu Norkitten) and in the area of the confluence of the Instruch and
Angrappa rivers (Krasnaya Gorka/Nettinen, Chernjahovsk/Insterburg, Timofeyevka/Tammo-
wischken [for details see KHoM1AKOVA 2018; KHOMIAKOVA et al. 2019a]).

The location of the Roman period unfortified settlements in relation to hillforts is more compli-
cated. The settlements are studied mainly in the course of modern rescue excavations. Their choice
is random from the point of view of a systematic study of the settlement system. It is not yet clear
whether the obtained data, including the topography and planigraphy of monuments, will be avail-
able and useful for scientific research. The proportion of these settlements from the total number of
recorded sites is only 39 % (KHoMm1akOvVA 2016b, 72-74).

The available information, however, shows the interdependent position of settlements and hill-
forts. Most of the settlements are located in the immediate vicinity of hillforts at a distance of up to
2,000 m (i.e. 2 20-minute walk), and they probably formed a single complex. In some cases, unforti-
fied settlements were separated from the hillforts by small streams on low floodplain areas that could
be used for various activities (Figs. 3.1; 4.1; 5.1-2).

THE POSSIBLE STRUCTURE OF THE SAMBIAN-INATANGIAN SETTLEMENT CENTRES

Let us now consider the models of settlement centres, using the examples of the most studied micro-
regions that have monuments of all the indicated types from the first half of the 1** millennium: the
lower reaches of the Pregolja near the Chistji Prud lake or the Guryevka river, respectively (KroMmI-
AKOVA 2013; see Fig. 3), the middle reaches of the Pregolja near Talpaki (KrHOMIAKOVA et al. 2019b,
11; see Fig. 4), and the north of Sambia near Romanovo (KHomiakova 2016¢, catalog of objects; see
Fig. 5).
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In the area of Chistji Prud lake, formed by the Guryevka river, there is the Zaozerje/Rodmanns-
hofen (also called Pillenberg) hillfort (Fig. 3.1-3), which might have been in use in the Roman Period.
The list of finds published by Horrack (1908, 132-133) mentions 2"4-3"-century objects found near
the hillfort: two iron spears, an axe, and an eye fibula (Augenfibel) of the Prussian series (Fig. 3.4,
7-8). GUREVICH (1960, 43 fig. 70.2), who excavated a test pit on the hillfort in 1949, recorded a cul-
tural layer of about 0.5-0.6 m with fragments of hand-made ceramics, including rim parts of vessels
decorated with finger pinches and black-polished sherds (Fig. 3.5-6,9). The presence of a layer with
fragments of polished ceramics was also noted by Kurakov (1985, 10).

The hillfort has dimensions of 200 x 150 m and is located on a cape at the confluence of an un-
named stream with Chistji Prud lake or the Guryevka river, respectively. The hillfort is surrounded
by water on the west, south, and southeast (Fig. 3.2). On the northern side, the hillfort is fenced with
three ramparts. The outer ramparts, up to 2 m high, are separated by a ditch about 2.5-3 m wide and
2 m deep; the inner rampart is up to 5-6 m high. The site of the hillfort has a height of about 15 m
from the base, rising above the surrounding area (Fig. 3.3).

The four unfortified settlements of Zaozerje 1-4, which date to the first centuries of the 1
millennium (Fig. 3.1), are located to the south of the hillfort, on the first and second terraces
above the floodplain of lake Chistji Prud, in the immediate vicinity and at a distance of not more
than 1.5-2 km. The distance between the settlements is 500-800 m. In the area of the Thyssen
polygon of the hillfort, there are burial grounds: Bolshoe Isakovo/Lauth, occupying the upper
part of the slope of the moraine upland and Zaozerje/Lapsau, located at the top of the hill
(Fig. 3.1). Among the finds from the burial grounds, there is a large number of ‘high status’
items and weapons. Burial sites are located on both banks of lake Chistji Prud at a distance of
300-500 m from the water. On the periphery of the buffer zone of the hillfort, there are the burial
grounds of Avangardnoe/Dossiten, Kumachevo/Tropitten, Oktyabrsky/Liep, and Poddubnoe/
Neidtkeim-Fiirstenwalde.

The hillfort of Kudryavtsevo is located east of the confluence of the Glubokaja/Nehne and the
Pregolja, on the northern, right bank of the Pregolja river (Fig. 4.1-3). It dates back to between the
1* and the beginning of the 2" millennium AD. The hillfort has been known since the 18" century
as Schlossberg bei Kuglacken (archival material: SMB-PK MVF, PM-IXh 00164a; cf. Horrack 1908,
80; Kuraxkov 1974, 7 fig. 2.29-33). The ceramic material we collected during our exploration in 2018
corresponds with the Sambian-Natangian and early medieval Prussian cultures (Fig. 4.4-7).

The hillfort is located 0.5 km north of the Pregolja, on a cape at the confluence of the Podlesnaja
river and a nameless stream. The total size of the hillfort is 125 x 90 m. The height from the base in
the southern part is 16 m. On the northern side, a rampart of 1-2 m height and a ditch can be traced.
The upper platform has a nearly rectangular form of 87 x 48 m (Fig. 4.2-3).

Unfortified settlements are located in the immediate area of the hillfort at a distance of not more
than 500 m (Fig. 4.1); ceramics similar to those from the site of the hillfort were found (Fig. 4.9-10).
The settlements occupy the terraces above the floodplain of small tributaries of the Pregolja. The
distance between the settlements is not more than 400 m.

The Kudryavtsevo 2 settlement is located to the north, close to the site Kudryavtsevo 1 on the top
of the moraine ridge, formed by the Podlesnaja river and an unnamed stream. The settlement, with
dimensions of 113 x 134 m, stretches from north to south; in the west and east it is limited by the
slopes of the moraine ridge. Another settlement, Kudryavtsevo 3, is located on the opposite bank of
the creek on the ledge of the valley side.

The Jakovlevo/Ilischken burial ground is located 2.4 km north of the hillfort on the left bank of
the Podlesnaja, at a distance of no more than 200 m from the watercourse. The site is located on the
slope of a sandy hill. A number of unique finds, including Roman imports of the 1°-2" century AD,
originate from the burial ground (Fig. 4.11).
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Fig. 3. 1: Model of the local centre at the lake Chistji Prud of the Guryevka river (T = Thyssen polygons, B = Buffer zones:
a: 500 m; b: 1,000 m; ¢: 2,000 m; d: 5,000 m); 1: Zaozerje/Rodmannshofen; 2: Kupferberg; 3: Liep; 4: Tropitten; 5: Bolshoe
Isakovo/Lauth; 6: Lapsan; 7: Dossiten; 8: Neidtkeim-Fiirstenwalde; 9: Rodniki 1/Kipphen bei PreufSisch Arnau; 10: Bolshoe
Isakovo 1; 11: Kumachevo; 12: Bolshoe Isakovo; 13: Zaozerje 2; 14: Zaozerje 1; 15: Bolshoe Isakovo 2; 16: Zaozerje 3;
17: Zaozerje 4; 18: Zaozerje 5; 19: Pribrezhnoje/Palmburg; 20: Marjino/Arnau; 21: Rodniki; 22: Solnechnoje 23; Pribrezh-
noje 1; 24: Pribrezhnoje 2; 2-9: Zaozerje/Rodmannshdifen hillfort, layout and find material - 2: Satellite image; 3: Schematic
plan of the hillfort; 4: Spearhead; 5-6; 9: Polished hand-made ceramics; 7: Axe; 8: Eye fibula/Augenfibel. 4; 7 iron; 8 bronze;
5-6; 9 ceramic (1 based on SRTM data; 2 based on Google Earth; 3 after GUREVICH 1949; 4; 7—8 after JANKUHN ARCHIVE, no
scale; 5—6 after KOIHM, photos O. A. Khomiakova; 9 after GUREVICH 1949; all graphics O. A. Khomiakova).

43



@ —Hillfort () - Burial ground W - Settlement 0 0475085 18 285 38

Fig. 4. 1: Model of the local centre near Kudryavtsevo/Kuglacken village, based on SRTM data (T = Thyssen polygons,
B = Buffer zones: a: 500 m; b: 1,000 m; c: 2,000 m; d: 5,000 m) with sites 1: Kudryavtsevo/Kuglacken; 2: Kudryavtsevo 2;
3: Kudryavtsevo 3; 4: Jakovlevo/Ilischken; 2: Model of the micro-region of the Kudryavtsevo/Kuglacken hillfort, based
on Messtischblatt; 3: Model of the micro-region of the Kudryavtsevo/Kuglacken hillfort, based on tacheometric survey;
4-7: Finds of hand-made ceramics from the plateau of the hillfort; 8: Horse bridle detail; 9: Hand-made ceramics from
Kudryavtsevo 2 settlement; 10: Spindle whorl; 11: Roman pugio dagger from Jakovlevo/Ilischken burial ground close to the
hillfort. 4-7; 9-10 ceramic, 8 bronze; 11 iron (2-3 prepared by I. Skhodnov; 4-7; 9-10 after Knomiaxova 2018; 8—11 after
JANKUHN ARCHIVE; all graphics O. A. Khomiakova).
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Fig. 5. 1: Model of the local centre in the northern part of the Kaliningrad peninsula, near the Alejka river (T = Thyssen
polygons, B = Buffer zones: a: 500 m, b: 1,000 m, c¢: 2,000 m, d: 5,000 m; based on SRTM data); 2: Location of sites near the
village of Romanovo within 5-km buffer zones of hillforts (based on geological map combined with SRTM data), with sites
1: Kulikovo/Kringitten; 2: Gerojskoe/Eisliethen; 3: Jouglacken; 4: Kulikovo 1; 5: Kulikovo 2/Sorthenen 2; 6: Sorthenen 1 and
3; 7: Alejka 3; 8: Alejka 7; 9: Shumnoje; 10: Eisliethen I-11; 11: Shumnoje 2-3; 12: Roschino 1; 13: Kulikovo 2/Strobjehnen;
14: Shumnoje 1; 15: Kovrovo/Nautzau; 16: Kovrovo/Dollkeim; 17: Michelau; 18: Nautzan-Kadigsberg; 19: Kamenka;
20: Transau; 21: Kulikovo 3; 22: Kulikovo 4; 23: Beregovoje; 24: Kulikovo 8a; 25: Kulikovo 8; 26: Kulikovo 5; 27: Alejka 1;
28: Kulikovo 6; 29: Kulikovo 1; 30: Kulikovo 2; 31: Kulikovo 9; 32: Kulikovo 10; 33: Shumnoje 5; 34: Shumnoje 1; 35-37:
Shumnoje 2—4; 38: Roschino; 39: Kovrovo 4; 40: Kovrovo 2; 41: Kovrovo 3; 42: Kovrovo 2; 43: Wargenau/Kunterstranch;
3: Kulikovo/Kringitten hillfort, satellite image (based on Google Earth); 4: Kulikovo/Kringitten hillfort, schematic plan
(after SmirNOvVA 1992, fig. 1; all graphics O. A. Khomiakova).
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The model of this micro-region is quite revealing. The hillfort occupies a dominant position in the
landscape, towering above the country, on the valley side (Fig. 4.2). Analysis of the hillfort’s visibil-
ity zone shows that a large section of the river valley at the confluence with the Glubokaja/Nehne
can be seen from the site. The landscape situation in central Nadrovia, covered in ancient times with
impenetrable forests (KHOMIAKOVA et al. 2019a, 94-96, fig. 15), probably dictated the conditions for
the location of populated zones. Unlike in Sambia, these were compact and located in the most fa-
vourable areas in terms of economic activity conditions. A burial ground is located in the peripheral
zone of the hillfort (Fig. 4.1). It is situated a certain distance away in the forest and is connected to
the populated area by a waterway.

Another micro-region, where a number of settlement and burial objects were investigated in the 2000s
(Krom1akovA 2016¢, 18-25), is located in the north of Sambia, near the village of Romanovo (Fig. 5.1).
Unfortified settlements of the first half of the 1 millennium occupy the areas most suitable for econom-
ic activities: wide depressions of gentle moraine hills, terraces of small rivers and streams, and areas near
low floodplains (Fig. 5.2). All of them are located in the immediate vicinity of known hillforts in the
micro-region (not further than 500-1,000 m) and at a distance of 400-800 m from each other. At higher
points of the relief, there are late 1* and early 2! millennium settlements (KRENKE et al. 2013, 147-157,
159 fig. 2). Pollen studies of deposits on the slopes of the settlements of Zolnoe 1, Alejka 1-2, Gerojskoe
and Kulikovo 8a indicate traces of agricultural activity that have been dated to the first half/middle of
the 1** millennium and are associated with slash-and-burn agriculture and the drainage of swampy soils.
The landscape during this period is characterised as ‘semi-open™ the river valleys were covered with for-
ests, mainly consisting of black alder, but also including a considerable amount of oak and linden, grow-
ing in clearings and on abandoned lands (KRENKE et al. 2013, 157; SPIRIDONOVA et al. 2013, 219-220).

The centre of the micro-region can be connected with one of the hillforts. Located on a cape,
formed by a tributary of the river Alejka, Gerojskoe/Eisliethen hillfort (Fig. 5.1-2) rises above the
surrounding area. It is separated from the neighbouring field by an earthen rampart and a moat. The
site of the hillfort has dimensions of 50 x 35 m and a height of about 20 m (KuHOKHLOV et al. 2020, 7).
According to radiocarbon dating, the site was used throughout the 1** millennium, including the Ro-
man Period (IBsEN et al. 2017, 828). Kulikovo/Kringitten hillfort measures 32 x 22 m and has a height
of 7 m. It occupies the left high bank of the Alejka tributary. On its northwestern side, the hillfort is
reinforced with a horseshoe-shaped rampart, which is 2 m high (Fig. 5.3—4).

Burial grounds are located on sandy hills in the valley and along the Alejka river and its unnamed
tributary at a distance of up to 200 m from the watercourse (Fig. 5.2), mainly in the peripheral zone
of the Gerojskoe/Eisliethen hillfort. The only exceptions are the ‘richest’ burial grounds of Alejka 3,
Alejka 7, and Eisliethen I-11, located at a distance of no more than 1 km from the site (Fig. 5.1).

CONCLUSIONS

Despite the fact that the discussed fortified settlements/hillforts in the central part of 1* millennium
AD former East Prussia were mostly relatively small and had a simple structure of ramparts, ditches,
and wooden palisade (Figs. 3.2-3; 4.3; 5.3—4), just like their counterparts in southern Scandinavia and
the east Baltic region (CHRISTENSEN 2011, 93, 98; LANG 2007, 44— 47; VENGALISs 2016, 178—180), they
occupied dominant positions in the landscape at locations that were advantageous for both trade and
the control of communications areas, such as promontories and river bends (Figs. 2; 3.2; 5.2).

In the settlement system of the Sambian-Natangian culture, which shows clusters of unfortified
settlements and burial grounds, the hillforts probably served the purpose of organising space
(Fig. 1.2). Hillforts could be used for a protective purpose in times of danger, as craft centres and as
places of gathering, exchange, and cult.
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In the formation of the settlement centres, probably the most important aspect was the organisa-
tion of resource zones and the position of the settlements relative to the hillforts (see Figs. 3-5). In
the first half of the 1** millennium, the local tribes showed no signs of an intensive land use system.
Settlements are located in the vicinity of the hillforts in areas most suitable for living and economic
activities (Figs. 3.1; 4.1-3; 5.2). Extensive farming, fishing, the need to graze cattle, and access
to waterways likely determined the presence of several settlements in the vicinity of a hillfort
(Figs. 3.1; 4.2; 5.1). These might, inter alia, have had an unstable location and have moved from
place to place within a radius of 400-800 m. According to available data, the Sambian-Natangian
tribes used half-dugouts and houses of frame-and-pillar construction with open fireplaces (KurLakov
2003, 117; Kromriakova 2016d; KHoMIAKOVA et al. 2019b, 10-11). If necessary, settlements with such
structures could easily change their location, e.g. depending on changes in living conditions.

The position of a burial ground in the landscape is more connected with belief factors. It was the
topographic situation (location near waterbody or waterway, see above) that was important for their
placement. The proximity to the hillfort is not decisive (Fig. 2; 5.2). Most of the burial sites are locat-
ed in the peripheral areas of the buffer zones of hillforts. However, burial objects are grouped within
the boundaries of their Thyssen polygons (Fig. 1.2). Burial grounds from which the distance to the
hillfort was the closest might be associated with this provisory settlement centre of a community.

The clusters of Sambian-Natangian culture sites of the first centuries AD are probably related to
local centres with the attributes of central habitats (e.g. Nakoinz 2010, 252). The available materials
indicate that the cultural layer of hillforts and settlements does not, as a rule, contain objects of ‘pres-
tige culture’. At a number of hillforts, and in their neighbourhoods, there are only isolated findings
of ‘high social status” and elite imports. This situation is not unique to European barbarian cultures.
For example, the model of the settlement system, where there are no traces of inequality, and the
formation of elites in settlements, is known from Scandinavian materials. However, such finds are
present at burial grounds (Wickuam 2005, 495-514). The location of burials of people with higher
social status is used to localise the centres of power among the central European barbarians of the
Migration Period (STEUER 2009, 203).

Burials of the so-called ‘local elites’ were found within the largest concentrations of Sambian-
Natangian cultural sites (Fig. 1.1-2: I-VII). In the Early Roman Period, there are female burials
with openwork belts in the opus interrasile style (KrHoM1aAKOVA 20166, 43 fig. 4) and male burials
with objects of an equestrian culture, together with horses with bridles in the Celtic-Roman style
(WiLBERS-RoST 1994, 198-212 map 1). The distance between such sites on the Kaliningrad peninsula
does not exceed 5 km. On the coast of the Vistula lagoon, they were also found at a small distance
from each other (5-10 km). Along the Pregolja and Deima rivers, such burials are already known at
greater distances of up to 15-20 km from each other. A similar pattern of density and distribution in
the same places is demonstrated by the ‘rich’ burials of the Migration Period (Kazanskr et al. 2018,
33, 40-41 fig. 38.1-10).

Reflecting the level of development of the social structure of the Sambian-Natangian tribes which, in
the first centuries AD, was characterised by forms of ‘primitive chiefdoms’ along with the institution
of ‘rich families’, this settlement system might thus represent the concentration of several large local
centres on the Kaliningrad peninsula and smaller ones located within a radius of 20-30 km (Fig. 1.2).
Similar principles of the formation of centres of settlement in the Roman Iron Age and the Migration
Period can be traced among the peoples of northern Europe (MYHRE 1987, 185; ROBERTS 1996, fig. 7.1).

Probably, such groups of sites, formed at the time of the Sambian-Natangian culture in the 1% to 5%
centuries AD, then developed into the settlement centres of the Prussian culture in the Early Middle
Ages (KurLakov 2003, 118-123 fig. 37). Hillforts, located in key positions and convenient places for
habitation, exchange, or the control of communications, might have played the role of centres in such
societies or communities.
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