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LATE PREHISTORIC SOC]ETIES AND BURIALS IN
THE EASTERN BALTIC
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ofl.atc P.chi\(r1. so.icr! Sorirl anal!s.\- \hich up ro rcccnr rinrcs \!c!c lrcdonriDlnrly bascd on \anren sources rnd c\o-

luron.q $ nrs o l-rl' itrl, itrg. sug!.sr solrcs hat dilTerenr $cirl syeuns lnr rl'. .u lrrrlh dn cr\e regions of rhc casrcflr B.lr ic.
rlo\c\cr. al lihl ghD.e. rhis crnno' bc s.cn in rh. .rcl.eologic.l c\ nhncc. itrchdirtg bur'als. TIe dncusnln in rhis rniclc
subjecrs {mc prnicuhr lidrrtrc\ ofburialcusroms 'o closcr considdarnnr rcprc\en'arncncs- collccrne \e6us indi\idurl
arrnudcs. lnd g.nd.r rsfccrs Thc rcn'hs suegen drar socieries \cr hi*.rdricrl borh iD tlie southem and northcnr psrls ol'
rhe cancrn R,lrir. nur po\cr \.s lringed in dilIercnr Nals

Ker \ords: Prchlsrorie n)cicrics. burials, L.le lronAgc.

S o m c t h c o f c l i c a l  s p e c t s

The signilicrncc ol gr.rv.s cannot be overeslinalcd
in easl  Bal l ic  rch cology.  l ispccia l ly  in  Estonia and
Lanja. Latc Ir(n Age ccrnctlries are abundanrly sup-
plicd \rrh grale Soods, urrd ha\e been quilc thorough
I) cicararcd. Ho\cvcl: rhc archacological c\idence
in rhcsc burial tln.cs hns succccdcd onlv to a limired
dc-qrec ft nrfiuc cin8 thc $idespread inlcryrctation of
Lale IronASc s)cicrcs in ihese areas. Mosr inlcrpreti
lions arc slill birscd by a few hislorical $ntings from
thc llrh ccnrrry.

Gravc goods rcllccl rrrrirrly lhe rilual behalxrur of r
comnnmity.  whi lc  s l i l l  bc i rg rndis l rnguishablc f rom
olhcr  soci r  I  rspccLs.  such as pol i i ica land socia lorganr
sation. Thc so-cLrllcd wc lth' or 'povefy' of gnves.

that is.1hc abLrnd ncc or lack ofpresened -qrave goods.

. .  n .  l  J . r ( r r l )  , , : \ ' ( r . ,1(J $ i r l '  rh(  <conomrc.r lu i r r ' .n
of!)cictr,. Lrur mthcr lvirh the prclailing idcobgy (€.g.

Hodd€r 1982.  cspcci r l ly  p. I  l9 l i ) .  On thc orhcr  hand.  i t
\ould also be birsld lo rssunrc lhat lhc quanlity and
qualily of gfu\c goods in one burial ground rnd duF
n!  . r  nJdr( , rhr  nLYr"J LJInor  r ( f lccr  Ihe \oL r . r l  pu\ l

tion of thc dcccrscd ar all. ldeology crn prcrcnr lhc
socialelite f|onr dcDrotNlratirg its posili{rn through the
forms ofgravcs ol gra!c goods. sith Cfiristian burial
riles providirrg lhc closcsl cxanr e for ouf geographi-

cal region. Howcvcr, iD $cictics whcre some of the

I]oprlation wcfc bndcd wilh luxtrrious aficfacts, and

Frhxps in gmndrcsc gflrlc coDnructidrs, these phe'

nomen r  J lqd) '  i r ( l iJ r r (  r  J( | r : ' i l  . ' (  d  ,d economic

porvcr.,^ elrcts Lrnd conshrctions tend to have an ac-
tunl corinrcrcixl uluc. bcsidcs the ritual significancc.
rvhcn thcy rrc dcposited in a gravc. $ hich rvcrc nol nor
maily Lrrrilablc ro nrost ol the populattun (Nliigi 2002.
p.81I). Wc rrrry conclrde thar thc clidcnce from buri
J l .  t lLr . t r r . ,hurJJnr l )  .quipFd \ i r I  anelacr \  nornr ,
to lhe cxislcncc ol a social elite. shile the abscnce ol'
conspicuous burials. or as occurs in the nonhcm prrt

ofthe c.slcn B{1tic in scvcral Prehistoric periods. lhc
abscncc of any knld of rrchacohgically deteclablc
burirls. docs not nccessarily provcan egalitarian social

Allhough bLridl riles do not r.flect the social (rucl!rc

dircclly. lhc lwo phcDomcDa are connecled to sonc cx-
tcnl Morc crn bc rs$nucd whcD taking inlo considcru-
trcn rsDccls ol trrrialevidcncc othcr thln th€ quantilyl
qrnlity ol grAve goods, or thc sizc of thc brrial nrounds.

ftncclts ol individuality orcolleclivism behind brnal
riles. lhc sclcclion oflhc afiefacts chosen lbr cxpress-
ing status or inruring t\.elfare in the Belond. rhc k)ca-
rion ofburialgrounds in the cul$ral landscapc. and the
gendc. rnd.gc rario ofthc dcceased- can tell us rnuch
rbonl lhc society. lr is llso impossible to o\erlook thc
imponlncc ol cslitDrling the representatileness ol ar-
chacologic lly lisiblc burials, lvhich can cmbracc rhc
wholc popula l ion of just  a pan of i t .

In acco nnec rlilh thc cultrral historical approach
that doninrlcd lhc wriling ofrhc history and archacol-
ogy of lhc llrlric slalcs up to Lhc middle of the 20th
c.ntury. l)rchisloric socicty h{s for a long ti e bccn
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Fig. 1 . A nap of the eastem Baltic and the swounding deas in lhe 12th cenhtry.
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secn only throxgh the lens of historical descfiptions,
xnd not dclincd lhrough nore theoretrcaL concepts. ln
Latvix aDd Eslonia, this neant predominanily the in-
lcrprctadon ()1 'He 

l\ Chronicle of Lnonia', which
was wrjtlen down at the request ofthe Bishop ofRiga
in the late 1220s. in addilion to what became the Old
er Rnyined Chronicle of Livonia', compLeted Ln the
1290s by an unknown wriler who was in charge ofthe
LivoDian bfanch of tbc Tcutonic Order A somewhat
larger vaicry ofwrittcn sourccs characlcrises the earl)'
hislory ol Lilhnania. where the centralised state had
started to take shape as early as the llth or l2th cen-
tur] (Kuncevitius 2000a; Nikzedaitjs 2001).

Thc inlerprendon ofPrehisroric society in the eastem
Bxllic is roorcd in travcllcrs' wrilings lroln theEnhght-
( n r l ( n r  r ( r  u d .  i n d .  c . p c ! r a l . )  n  l s r o r r a  a 1 d  l . r r t . J .
in early BaLtic-German srudies. ln the conditjons of
ethnic segregalion, scholars belonging to the Bakic

Gennan xpper class tended io depict local ethnicitres
as somcthing prnnilive and underdeveloped. Whenna-
tional historf witing was c($l(hcd ;r thc casl Baltlc
I  r d .  r o u r - J .  r l , c .  , J  " f r l h  l q r l  . . l r J r ) .  r h . . ( u

was acccptcd with surpisnrgly few qualllicadons. In
Estonia. however, lhe earlier inlerpretalions have been
tumcd upside doNn: now the presxned primilive na-
lurc ofthc locals dcpiclcd as sonethrng positive (Ligi

l o o . )  H o \ e \ e -  ! € r e r r  r t f r u : n t . \  r , ,  P r r \ i , . , )

rook mlch no-e I  e-o c forn\  i r  T \  i : '  dnJ T r \ ru l i :

based on the vision oftheir glorious and rvarlike past.
In bolh cases. thc archacobgical facts halc tadilion
ally bccn uscd for illusraling conccpLs lbrmulated on
grounds ofhistori.al critclia, and only in lhc vcry lasl

fe\i decades has afchaeological evidence statcd to be
treated in iis own right.

Archaeological thougbt about Prchistoric social sys
tcms has dcvclopcd somc'vh3l divclgendy in difterenl
couniics 1() thc easl ol rhe Ballic sea (Fig. l), bein-s
linkcd with thc cultural backgro und and hislory oleach
particulaf land. On the olhcr hand. scvcral idc.ts abouL

Prehistoric socielies have been so generalthat thcy can

6 .  J .  e a s . l )  $ . r h  f l  )  p r e ^ r a r e  F L - o p e r l  . o n m ,  i : )

especially as they were envisioncd in thc 1930s.

,4. historical approach is stiLl strongly infiuenced nl

flaccs by c!ohtionary theories which claim that pre-

state social systems can bc calcgoriscd accordnrg b a

cenain hierarchy (rbout theorics scc. c.g. Ligi 1995i

Sna 2002). This makes it unavoidablc to considcr thc
Late Prehistoric nothcm halfof thc castcm Ballic as
socially lcss dcvclopcdwhcD comparcd wilh the south-
c r r f : |  ' f r \ c , , r { J  T l . , { L \ . . r l  i , i , r c q . r c r d r  o f  i . r o r

supportedmuch by djfferences ft archxcokrgicnl matc

rial. Stil1, burjal cusroms among the linnic speakrng
and Baltic-speaking inhabirants of the Lale lron Age

easlemBaltic are c lea.ly distinct, but mainly in aspecls
thal have not been discussedvery much so far

A r c h a c o  l o g i  c a  I  c v i  d c n c c
a n d  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s

o f  P r c h i  s t o r i  c  s o c i c t i c s

' 1  h e  s o u t h  e r n  p r r t
o f  t h e  e a s t e r n  B a  l t i c
I l i s t o r i c a l  L i t h u a n i a

Historical Lithuania. the southern xnd eastern pats of
the present country, is the only regjon in the eastem
Baldc \here the consoli&tion of the state had taken
placc wilhoul doubr by lhe 1zLh cenlury. Thc deep so
cial slradlicalion in these arcas, especially lron1 thc
lifth to the sixth cenruries, is demonstrated in princely
graves under bjg burial mounds (Kunceviiius 2000b).
The l2thand l3thcenturiessawtheappearanceofvery
largc and sonctlncs nulliplc hill-lbns. with adjuslcd
open scttlcmcnts. Thcsc hill fofts \rcrc pohtical ccD
tres, somclimcs ahcady rncDtioncd in lvrittcn sou.ccs.
which thus indica|cd thc I-u.rhcr stralilicxlion of socicty
(Kunce!iaixs 2000a).

Ninrh to l2th-century burial cusloms in centraL, south-
c n . l d c i { c n  t .  , o l  p r ( . c f l  d a .  I i r h , . a n d . o n . i  r
cd of irdividual crcmations. in tbc caslcm part ol lhc
country mainly undcr nrcuDds. Thc artcfactual culturc
in thcsc areas was ln general quite honogeneous, with
only inlrequenl impulses or imports from other areas.
There are horse sacrilices, and even separate burials
^ f . 1 ' i , . .  r l a  r c l c r  r o  r . 1 r  ( r r c r g c , c c  o l - .  u . - i o

e l i r p . r . ,  r , c  ' e !  
r r , \ . .  u  r \  . , , 1 )  f r i i ' c l )  r . l . r i f

ment tend to belong to the pedods before the Vking
Age (Kul ikauskas . /  a / .  1961,  p. l92r  Bl iu i iena 1992i
Bcrh(ius 2009; Kuila 2009). ,^.rtclicr nr thcsc crc
nralion gravcs. which normally lbmr largc ccnelenes,
arc quitc honogcDcous and not cspccially abundant,

without cle,r indicalors social differenlialion (e.g

Beftaiius 2005).

Still, as it is known from wittcD sourccs. by thc carly
l31h cenlury. Lirhuarian princes plaled a sirnilicanl
J le dr  rhe rop J r l 'e  b)  , fe1 deepl)  { rdrrFeo 'or  -

. ' \  T \ r )  h c r c  r r ' i /  \  . o n r r r n d c r r  d n J  r . l e .  i n
pcace timc. s4ro posscsscd much prop.fty rDd had

accumulaled considerable wealth. wliften sources
from the l31h century connect several of them with
mighty ccDtrcs. and mcntion thcif largc nililary forc
cs (NikzcDtailis 2001). TrvcDty onc LilhuaDian and
Zcmaitijan piDccs mcnrioncd in rn xgrccmcnt wrlh

Hal ich-Volhynia in  1219.  nve of lvhom snrgled out  a, j

senior prjnces (Nikentailis 2001). By 1245. one of
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then. Mindaugas. was already called 'the highest king'
in some documents (Ligi 1968, p.37fTi Kiaupa 2000).

\ -4o ' r  o l  r fe  popul : r ro1 { je-e.  acco'orng ro |  | | l 'udn.dn
historians, ii€e larmers uniled under tenilorial colnlnu'
nitics orficlds. Writtcn sourccs also mcntion a stratum
of nelioler, who sooner or laler formed the stmtun of
feudal lords in the Lithuarrian slate (Kiaupa 2000).

Sonewhat sinilar lincs scem 1o charactcrisc drc dc
vclopmcnt of social systems in Prehistoric Prussra,
which consistcd mainly ofthe Sambian peninsula and
thc adjaccnr coasial arcas. Abundantly cquipped bud
als with weapons, horses and luxurious inportcd ilelns
dppeded i l  rh i .  eg:of  i r  rh.  ' i f t \  and, i \ r l  . .  , rJnc. .
but thc burial customs tumcd back to bcing nore ho
moseneous in the Late Viking Age, and especiaLly in
the l2th century. VikingAge and lllh to l2th-century
burialcustoms were mainly diferent sots ofjndividu-
alcrcmalion gravcs, while the l2tfi century indicaled a
lum to iDhumations as a prcvailing burial rite (Kulxkov

1994, pp.l2 ,10).

Basing himself on the decreasing number of female
burials in the Late lronAge, the Russian afchaeologist
Vladnnir Kulakov believes that society became ulh-
nralcly nralc dominatcd. lviih thc cnstom ofr!/l?c fo.
the widorvs of lvariors (Kulakov 1994. pp.l4,1 160).
Basilg himsclf mainly on folklore, Kulakov recon
.ncred rhe de\e lopmen ofLa e I ' rehrsror ic  f ru* 'Jn
society as that of a theocracy, that js, a social syslem
ruled by priests (Kulakov 1994, pp.13.l-160). Accord-
ing to Iim. archaeological proofofthe existence ofa
'holy kingdom is the occunence ofcemeteries wrth

Scandinavian atefacts near trading centres in Kaup
and Truso. He explains the lack of princely sraves
from this period with data ftom fblklore, according to
which chiefs and priesls were buricd ln rnaccessible
places and without arrel-acls.

Thc gravcs wirh $,capons Dcar Truso and Kaup c€ascd
at thc tum of ihc l lth and l2th centuries, which, as
Kulakov believes, r'as caused by the facl that, as a fe-
' r  L  ot  J  conf l . . r  $  r .h  rhe p1e\L )  uppe- c la( .  P- t . ( ra1
warriols abandoned their homeland and setlled in easl-
ern I  i rhuJnia rnd nor-h$esr  RLrssra.  lhe le$ grd\es r1
Prussia wit| abundant weapons and other goods dated
to the period after the llth century belonged to local
feudal noblemen, the ,rllrgr mentioned in lSth-cen-

C e n t r a l  e a s l e r n  B a l t i c  l a n d s :

Much less is known about Curonian Lale lron Age so-
ci€q'. Lalvian and Lithuanian archaeologists nonnally
usc thc nanc Cnronians only lbr thc Latc Prehisloric
inhabitantsofpresentwestenLithuaniaandthcsouth
ern panofwestern Latvia, whil€ thepresnmably Baltic
Finnic nrbabitaDts populaiing thc northcm part of thc
llrgion arc oitcn callcd Cuonian Li!s. The inlerprela-
tioD ofCuronian socicly is bascd on thc conparativell
abundant evidencc of the 'real' Curonians. Thc gcn
eral attitude to the ancient Curonians and their sociely
ha. been srronl l )  Jf fe(red b) nf l roral  ron 11( Jp-
proaches. They are regularly called'Baltic Vikings,
and the bellicose side of their society has potcntially
h c e r  u r c r  r e f r e . e 1 | . J  r 1 ' h e  r c ,  m e l r  , , f , h i r i , , / u l N L \

2000; Karl ina 2006; Asaris e, a1. 2008, pp. l29 l lTr
Bl i r  j iene 2008: lor J 'oneq hf l  cf :r icJl  poin, of  \  ie$.
see Sna 2008).

The most common burial places in the Late Iron Age
arca ofthc Baltic Curonians wcrc flat burial grounds,
wherc thc distribuiion ofthc crcnation pmcdcerough
ly from south to noth could be considcred to havc bccn
a cleartendency during the ninth 1o the llth centuries.
These individual burials frequently contained a great
number ofweapons, riding equipment and ornaments,
the lattefbolh in male and female graves (e.9. Slankus
1995;Zulkus 1991, p. l1;  2000; Bl iuj iene 1999; 2008).
In inhumalion graves. as they still prevailed in the
ninth century opposile directjons according 10 sex,
which was conmon in Semigallian and especjally Lat
gallian ccnetcrics, occuned sporadicallx allhoogh i1
was more conmon to bury all the dead in onecemetery
in the same direction (Kuljkauskas e/ d/. 1961, pp.3lj0-
381; Vaitkunskiene 1979). Exceptionally for the Baltic
cul ILral  ,phere. col lec. i \e grJ\es $ i .h mixed remJ,n.
ol tlrc dead were also in use, cremalions in large burial
pits havc been recordcd CuroDia south ofthc Rivcr
Vcnta in thc icnth ccntrry (c.g. Brlodis 1940). IIo\!
evcr the lnajority ot crcnations in Curonia lion the
llth century onwards were lbund in small grave pits,
onl)  ore ou'rdl  n each. shrcl  re.enble rLre onec r1
ccnral Lilbuania. In somc cases. burials $,ere tbund in
the top layers of large collective grave pits, indicating
their  later dale (Kul ikar iskas r /  al .  1961,pp.387388).

The introduclion ol crenalions has been seen by ser-
eral scholars as indicating the culrural jmpact either of
Scandinavia or the Prussian area (Asaris e/ dl 2008,
p.57). Srnce nrnlh io 111h-cen1ury cremations in seveF
al west Lithuanian cemeteries mor. artcfacts, cspccial
ly weapons, in comparison with inhumatbn graves.
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archaeologists considerthesc to bc the burialsoJmcm
bers ofmilitary retinues who bccamc politically infiu'
ential in Curonian society in lhc cighth and ninlb, and
perhaps cvcn it tbe sevenlh. centuries (Zulkus 2000:
Bliujiene 2006).

Anumber ofarcbacologists and historians believe that
statc like formations had developed in Curonia by fte
l2th ccntury. even though no further consolidation 01-
power could be traced. Thcsc carly states a.e belicvcd
to have already existcd in the ninth ccntury, when
five 'lands' wcrc mentioned in Curonia by Rimbert
the Chroniclcr (Asaris el al. 2008, p.llg). The social
structurc ofthe Curonians, as ii is envisioned by most
Latvian and Lithuanian archacologists, follows thc
same lines as lhat of the other Baltic peoples before
the formation olth€ state. Thc uppcr stratum consislcd
ofrulcrs whose powermighl, al leasl patly, hivc been
inhcnGd. Tbey were followed in thc social hierarchy
by reri.rr or noblemen. the weallhy peoplc, the fr€e
peasants, and dependent peoplc. The most imponanl
decisions werc laken at aisemblies ofthe political and
economic lcadcrs of a district, which meant that the
elders had to reckon with othcr strala in society, and
even with rhc freepeasants. Thc latler had topaytaxcs,
take parl in building fofiificalions. and do military scr
vice in timcs oi conflict and during raids. The stratum
ofdependent pcoplc was small, b€causc they were not,
in the beliefof arohacologisls, economically necessary
They could havc thcir own property, but il was more
advantag€ous to sell them into slavcry (Asaris e/ d/.
2008, p.139f l) .

The main administrative unils mcnlioned in writter
sources from lhc lSth century arc bcli€ved to have
been castl€ districls, comprising farmslcads, a village,
or several villages, with a centre in a castle or a hill-
fort. Several of these castle dislricls formed so-called
lands or carly states, tbe nost ccntral of them beiDg
Klaipeda (Asaris el d/.2008, p.140ft).

lhe nonhcm pan ot la le Prchisr, , r ic (  uronia is rr-
cha€oloSically poorly investigated. and only a ftaction
of the resuhs have been publishcd (c.g. Kiwull I 9 I I i
Sturms 1936; Musurevi6s l9?0). Inhumations wcrc
common. as well as crenations under low mounds of
sand, in stone graves or in ffat burialgrounds, ard even
burials in walcr bodies have b€en rccorded in Lake
VilkumuiZa at Talsi (Apals et ol 1914,p.181).

S e m i g a l l i a ,  Z e m a i t i l a  a n d  S  e l o n  i a

Scmigallia and Zernairija have often been takcn to-
getbel in arcbacological lerms. Arclaeological cvi-
d€nce in thcse districts is similar in many respects,
allhough some differences can also bc traced. Late
lron Age burial cusroms In Se'nigallia and Tcmailija
wcre characterised by flat burial gounds with scvcral
hundred inhumations, laid out in fairly resular rows.
Malc and female gravcs occuned in these cemetcrics
logethef, vithout any spatial differences. but rhc dircc-
lion ofthe gravcs of dillerenl sexes was always lbc op-
posite (KuUkauskas er dl 1961, p.383; A€azis 1992i
Vaskeviai[te 1992). From rhc l2th certury, the cuslom
of crcmalion spread into Scmigallia (Zabiela 1998;
Kunccviiius 2000b; Vasiliauskas 2001). The anefact
malcrial in graves was comparalively homogeneous,
so elimes consisting ol abundant grave goods. whilc
graves without atcfacls have also been recordcd. Ir
mosl cases, grave goods followed strict genderspcci{i-
cation (Griciuviene e/ ,/. 2005).

Dcspit€ the abundant archacological ev'dence, vcry
liltlc special research has bcen conducted on thc sub-
ject of  Semita l ia l  or ZcmJir i j rn Prehrsrur i(  ruci-
cry.  Ho$e\er.  rh{ I  i r l rurrr i rn archzeol"ts i ' ,  Lainr0
Varlkunskiene hd" fuhl i ,hcd an anicle on changcs in
thc nilh to sixth-century Zcmaittan cemetery at Pag-

rybis. wh€re she pointed ort thc sudden militarisation
ofthc social system during this pcnod. She combined
this phenomenon wilh thc increasing male dominancc
and social hierarchisatbn oi society (Vaitkunskicnc
r995).

Thc gen€ral interpretation of Late Prehistoric socicty
in Scmigallia is apparently bascd mainly on writtcn
sourccs, which seem to indicatc a deeply stratified sys-
lcm in a prc-srare cnndilion. wrinen sources mcntion
scven lands inlabitedby Scmigalliars inthe early l3th
ccntury with promincnt hill-forts tunctioning as politi
calccntres for that kind ofdistricl. The nost impodant
hill-fofts according 10 writien docuncnts, ofMerotne.
Tarvctc and Dobele, have also been thorougbly exca-
vatcd (Jarockis 1998).

Thc Lithuanian archacologisr Romas Jarockis suppons
thc opinion that, as a rule, a settlement was markcd
only by on€ cemet€ry and ccmcleri€s can thereforc bc
uscd as indicalors of habitation in a siiuaiion wherc
very fcw sctllements are excavated or even fbund. Ac-
cording to Jarockis, th€ sefllcmcnrpauem in Late lron
Agc Semigallia was comparatively even, with villagcs
located along the River Lielupe and irs many tributar-
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ies (Jarockis 2009)- The settlemcnl pallem lhus seems
to have been modcratcly hicrarchical, supponing the
generalvision ofScmigallian Late lron Age society as
stratif€d. but withoul consolidaling power

Howcvcr some historians hav€ suggested that the
Semigallian princes Vestartus and Nameise mentioned
in l3th-century chronicles could already by then des-
ignatc ccntraliscd powcr. They were connected respec-
tively wilh lhc powertul and large hill-forts of Tarvete
and Mciotnc, and Nameise seems to have succeeded
Vestartus in his position ruling over more or less all
Semigallian lands (Nikzentaitis200l).

Th€ Larc Iron Age district of Selonia was cultumlly
similar to Semigallia and l-atgale, with rhe main dif-
fcrencc bcing that the dead were inhum€d under largc
collectivc mounds- Howevet archaeological sit€s in
S€lonia havc bccn investigated less than in neighbouF
ing arers. rnd nothin! rpecial  abour Prchistor ic :ocicly
there has been published.

L a t g a l c

In the lgth and the early 20th century, Ballic Ccr-
man rcicarchers rnrroduced a \ome*har naivc villon
of prc-conquest sociery in Latgale: highly devclopcd,
slatc or slatelike formations, ofvhich th€ exislcncc
was violenlly interrupted by the Crusadcs. Thcir idcas
rcmained valid among seve.al Latvian archacologisls
until very recent times (Snc 2005). During the first pc-
riod ofthe indcpended stale of the R€public ofLatvia
rn rhc l92ns anJ lq10r.  Ihe marn addrr ion rc rhis prc-
ture wAs an cmphasis on the democntic character of
Prchisloric sociely, even ifarlirst glance it could sccm
1o bc a sonewhat contradictory view lt was bclicvcd,
for instance,lhat a1l Latvians w€re fre€ and equal, both
in tcnns ol wcallh and social posiiion. However. there
was an arislocracy (Henry oflivonia's r?rr()/r a|td i'?c-
1/r,'".r, folk-song d/,i), q'ho oMcd castlcs and large
esiat€s, and co'nmanded the :my. On thc olher hand,
thc historian Awcds Svabe during the interwar p€riod
and cvcn lalcr formations like ihe principality ofJer-
sika al lcasl wcre alrcady characterised by the inherited
power ofa local king in the l2th ccntury (SnE 2005.
p.57, and referencet.

The intcrprctation that both early l3lh-century Latvia
and Estonia, but especially Latvia, could be refered k)
as bcing in lhcprocess ofthe formation offeudalstruc-
turcs, with inhcritcd powet was also supporled by the

Estonian hislorian Hcrbcn Ligi (Ligi 1968, pp.4-26).
Power in Latgallian society was believed to have been
cxcncd through assemblies that were callcd for mak-
ing decisions and passing laws. Tbe upper strata wcrc
formed by eldcn (re'toB), best men (nclro,€r), and
military leaders (dd, ?,'ircsrrs). Thc chronicle men-
tions 'ftiends and relatives', normally undcrstood as
the rclainers ofsome scrior.

Janis Apals and Evalds MugurEvids have concludcd
in tbe latcst over,,iew publication ofearly Latvian his'
tory that the terrilory 01- Late Prehistoric Latvia was
ananged according to castlc districls. which included
several villases andparishes. They bclicve thathill-fort
districrs were calfed 'lands' (teta,Iand) in early lSrh-
century written sourccs (Apals, Muguravits 200 ,

Archacologically, the Largallians were chanctcnscd
by large fiat bunal grounds wilh inhumalions sinc€ the
seventh century, and mound ccmctcdes with similar
inhumarions from the end ofthc tcnth ccntury. Often,
several hundred graves can bc found. cspecially in the
first type ofthesc ccmcleries. and only a few ofthem
do not contain at lcasl sone grave goods. Both male
and female graves ficquently conlailted abundant sets
ofjewellery, while the omament typcs were normally
striclly different for men and womcn. Thc oricntation
ol Latgallian inlumations was fixcd firmly with the
head towards the east for a ma[ and thc opposite for
a woman. The percentagc ofmalc and female burials
in on€ cemetery was seldom balanccd. rhe number of
male burials nomally clearly exccedins the female
oncs; ri€hly tumished female grav€s were also much
less common than copiously tumished male brrials
(c.g. Snorc 1987; Apals, Apala 19941 Vilcan€ 1996;
Radits 1999; Sne 2002, pp.I78-201).

Two of the Latgallian ccnctcrics. Nuksa and Kivti,
were studied in $e Soviet period and published as
books (Snor€, Zeids I 95 7; Snor€ I 987). Thc gravcs re-
cordcd at N ksa were divided into four social groups,
according lo lhe grave goods found in thcm. Thc basic
ideas for dividing these groups was. however, taken
frorn Henr/'s Chronicle ot Livonia, dcfinins them as
graves ofr"riors and ,relto,"r, tbeir rctainers or oth-
cr noblcmcn, free peasants, or slaves (Snore, Zcids
1957). Based on the cvidence from Kivri cemetery
Elvira Snore concludcd thal the ninlh to the t2th can-
tury was a time when social stratification de€pened in
socicry (Snore 1987).



NeI approaches lo Latgallian l-atc Pr€hisroric society
wcre presenlcd in the 1990s mainly by Amis R.rdits.
lle suggeslcd thar livc social groups could be distin-
guishcd in cemcrcries othcr lhan Nukia: he added n
group of lcry poor brrials. reprcsenting the lowesl
siratum in society. He believcd rhat rhc hienrchical
slructurc of Latgallian sociely was rhomboid-shapcdt
that is. lhe pcrcentage ofpeoplc belonging ro the high-
cst and the bw€sl sirata was very snrall (Radits 1999.
p p . t J l - 1 5 1 .  p . l 7 4 n :  l o r  s i r n i l r r  i d c a s .  s c c  a l s , ,  ( n I

2002. np. l15-164).  Radrrt  hrs ! l ,o tre,enred I  ! .e$
thatthc sociaIdevcloprncnl ftom a tnilitary democracy
to an carly slate look place as early as the lllh cen-
tury lhe l2th to lSih-ccntury pnnces ofJcrsiku and
Kokncs werc probably alrcady convcried to Eastem
OnloJor Chri{ :anir) .  a d rheir  bunalgroundc irc ner-
ther knoM nor invcstigalcd archaeologically.

Andris Snc has criticiscd intcnsely thc idca ol-the
emergence of feudal relstions and carly stalc fonna,
lions in the lcnirory of pres€nl-day Lah.ia before the
conqucst in the l3th ccntury (SnE 2002; 2005). He
h imsclf uscs the tcrms chicfdom andcarlystate. and hc
believes that Late lronAgc Latvian soc ieties fluctuated
continually betwccn these two foms of social devclop-
mcnt. According 1o him. thesc chicfdoms wcre barely
slratificd hierarchical slruchrres, with powcr relalions
lfiat rcsemblcd authority rather than polilical po$er
The social organisation in pre-Crusade LaN-ia could
therefore nol be considercd as feudal, lel nlone defin
ing somc fomutions in il as slalcs. Il was instead quite
an egalitarian'nilil3ris€d socicly', as he calls it (Sne
2005; 2002, p.465ff).

Sna uses predorninantly archaeological evidcnce
for proving his liew of Latvian society. He claims
that a selllemcnt pallem cxpressed cgalitarianism, as
did burial customs. wherc n€arly all lhe dead were
cquippcd with at least sonrc ancfacts as grave goods.
tlc presumes thalcxcavated cemcreries reprcsented the
whole of ihc population. Snrce lhc Livs and the Curo-
nians tend to have more weapons in their graves than
thc Latgallians. the latter probably had a lcss bcllicose
structurc to thcir society. Still, military values and hc
rocs, and also weapons as symbols, wcre glorilied. and
warfare pnncipally mcanl obtai'ring cconomic valu€s,
organised by thc ruling strata (Sna 2007).

1 f i c  n o r t h e r n  h a l f  o f  t h c  e a s t e r n
B a l t  i c :  L  i v s

Thc Lat!ian nalionalisrlicw in the 1930s held loapic-
turc oftfie Late Prehistoric Livs AS a poor, savage and
disorganised g.oup among the more dcveloped Bahic
tribes (Balodis 1938;scc also Sna 1997). However. lat
er researchers have prcsenrcd a somewhal morc com,
plicated vision ofrhcir Latc Prchistoric society.

One of llrc most pronincni archaeologists dealing
with thc Gauja Livs. but also with thc Livs in orher
arcrs, wAs Elald Tdoisson, who in tbe 1970s pub-
lishcd his interprelation of their Late lron Age social
systems (Tonisson 1974). IIe bcliev€d that sorne Liv
clders (r.,rto,r), thosc whose grnves werc narked by
hrxurious weaponry ruled over a group ofmililary rc-
tanrcrs and $ercheads ofdistncts. According 10 Tdnis,
son. social rclations bcNecn rsrlo.r and comn,urcrs
appcared which are slill unclear, but he su8gested a
cenain subscwicnce, cven a feudal rclationshrp, es-
pecinlly in cases whcre sonre villagcs wcre conneclcd
lvith c€nain names ofpeople in written sources. Bascd
on burial cusloms, Tonisson could also see that lhcre
.r isrcd a rrrarum oImiIrary retd'ners whu wer( in onc
way or another dcpendent on thc ssrto^. He bclievcd
slavcs fororcd a considerablc pan of socicty. suppod,
' rg Ihc ec,,rom) in Lhc utper cldss cin '( .  \Tnnisi ,
1971, p.172ft) .

Tbe burial cusroms and artcfnct mrtcrial ofthc cauia
Livs were relatively homogencous. They practrscd
both inhunation and rremation, bu1 the Etnains of
tlrcif dcad wcre always covcred with sand mounds. In
inhumarions. qd, lhe nre!.rr l ing cusrom Ihe direcr ion
was normally ilxed lvith the head towards rhc nonh
(T6nisson 1974, pp.38-96; Sna 1997).

Liv cemeterics ir the hwer rcachcs ofthe River Dau,
gava demonstralc a diversity of artefacts and ethnic
indica(ors unknown in any olher cast Baltic area. This
phenom€non can prob.rbly bc explaincd by their loca-
lion in the neigfibourhood of the Daugmale hill-fort
which tunctioncd fiom thc Late Viking Age until the
Early Medicval period as a prominenl trade centre on
rhc Ri!er Daupa!r (Migi  , I0l  1, .  Ccmcrene\ kno$n in
ihis arca wcre flal burial grounds! ot to I lesser extenll
they coosislcd ofsand mounds with singlc buriats un-
der lhcn. lr i$umali r grales. the dead were directcd
with their heads towards the north or northwcst, both
in mAle and fernale burials. Although inhumations prc-
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I Only rhc inhabilanis ofrhc Rilcr Garja bdrin dnd fie lorver
reaches oilhe River Daugava r.c included hcre under thc
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vailed, cremation burials were also widcspread, under
mouds or in burial pits in Rat bunal grounds (Snore
1996; Zari\a 1988: 1997i 2006t Spirgis 2008).

An attempl to use the burials ofthe Livs for dcfining
their socialsystem was made by Sne in the mid-1990s.
He suggested that itmale graves could bc divided into
fivc. and mal€ gravcs into four calegorics, according
to how many pieces ofjewellery had been laid in th€
grave {SnE lq97r. Howclcr. rhe somewhal surlnsrng
result was that for womcr, lhe most abundant vcrsron
was also the most common, a phenomenon that was
cxplained by Sna as indicating the gcnemlly high avcr-
ase level ofincomcs in Liv socie!'.

According to Henryt Chronicle, in the early l3th cen-
nrry the Livs pnid tribute 10 thepdnces ofPololsk, but
no real pnncipalities as in rhe Latgallianarea describ€d
among them. ln contrast to their elhnic Baltic neigh-
bours, the chieftains ofthe Livs werc mainly refencd
ro as senio,s ar,d neliorcs; and although Kaupo, onc
of their rulers, was dcscribed as 'likc. king and eldcr'
(quasi rcx et senior'), his political iniuen€c see'ns to
have been very lnnilcd (Vassar Tarvel 197s, p.29).

E s t o n i a

Thc interprctafion of Lsronian Prehrston( ,ociety 's
noteworthy for being characterised by derogalory ani-
tudes towards local peoplc, as was expressed by Baltic
German and Russian l81h and l9th-century scholars.
Even in later times, th€ national-romantic view offtc
Prehisrodc pas! dcfined a vision ofit as strongly egali-
tarian and morc or lcss democralic,less developed thaD
most of its neighbours, but pacilic and hamonious.

Th€ general ideas ofthc 1920s and 1930s suggcsled
thal the serrrB and ,nsl,o,er mentioned by Henry of
LivoDia were no more than more sensible, perhaps
also rather wealrhicr men than othcrs, who had becn
clected as village lcaders. However, a more fixed and
hercditary hierarchy was already developing, especial-
ly among the leaders of larger districis (Moora 1926,
p.50ft). Strongholds, cvcn the mightiesl ones, were
coDsidered dislrict ccntres, and inierpreted as purely
military structurcs, built through the cooperation of
the villagers ofa district. Besidc the districllevcl srr-
rors, power was cxercised lhrough assemblies callcd
tafaJa4 in which nor all men but rhe village leadeN
participated. Society was strictly patiarchal, and po-
lygamous maniagcs were praclised- Slaves existed.
but their numbcrs were small, and they were mainly

foreignem imprisoned during plundering raids (Moora
1926, pp.56-71; 1939: Moom et al. 1936,pp.197-2O0).

This vision of Estoniao Prehistonc society remaincd
nearly unchanged up to thc lnlc 1990s. ln rhe 1960s,
Moora and Herbert Ligi classified Estonian Lalc lron
Age society as being in the stage of 'forming feudal
rclations', with modcrale social and economic strali-
Iication (Ligi, Moora 1964: Ligi 1968; see also Ligi
1968j Selimnd 1974i Jaanits er dt 1982,p.412ff; Kahk,
Tawcl 1997, p.26ff). Thc great majority of Larc lron
Agc Estonians were bclieved to have been iicc peas-
ants, alrd a small group of nelnr6 and seniors werc
essentially defincd as wealthy peasants.

Archacologically, Late Iron Age Estonia was charac-
terised by colle€1ive crcmation cemeteries, wherc thc
bones ofseveral dozen dcccased were scattered among
stoncs, withoul individual burials being narked. Indi-
vidual cremation gravcs could sometimes be diferenti-
ated in Saaremaa gravcs, a custom that was probably
rooted in \4king Age burial custorns, with individual
crcmations. There werc also individual cremations un-
dcr mou.ds in some parts ofeastem Esronia, and in ihe
12th century singl€ inhumation cemeteries spread over
the whole mainland part ofihe country. In these, bolh
men and womcn were predominantly buried with their
h€ads towards the nofih or the northwest. Female buri-
als were normally supplied with a consideEbly larger
amount ofmelal gravc goods.

In ihe l2th century and up until Christianisation, the
prevailing burial cuslom was, howevcr, int€rmingled
cremations in stone gmves without a formal sl.ucture.
The anefacts sludied in these cemeteries werc usu-
ally mixed and oftcn badly buml tiagmcnts, and thus
sirhour tudher rhoughr bel ieved ro ruppon rhe vis ion
of 'poor' gnves of cgalitarian village inhabitanls (e.g.
Kustin 1962; Sclirand 1974). Howevel the modem In-
terpretalion of Late lron Agc stone cemeteries is that
these werc the burial placcs ofsome selected familics,
while the majority ofpeople wcrc buried in a way thal
did not leave archacological lraces (c.s. Magi 2002,
pp. l25-r37).

Single burial complexcs and inhumation graves indi-
cal€ that a large part of the jewcllery and dress accesso-
ries were non-genderspecific, and atributes normally
associated with thc other gender sometimes occurred
in both male and femalc graves (Magi 2009).

In thc I990s, the archacologist Priit Ligi pur forward
new ideas of Prehisloric Estonian societr, as being
deeply straiificd as early as the Latc Bronze Age, and
r€aching th€ statc-making stag€ ofdevelopment m the



l{oman lron Age (Ligi 1995). All furthcr Nrgumenls in
his appruacbes pri,cccded froln this irilial sratemcnt.
and featurcs that did not fit his nerv thcory sere lclt
aside or pLrshed i! with ofteD sonre\rhar qLreslionablc

nrcrhods.  I i , r  in . r rn.c .  thc ldcL, ' f t r inc( l )  ' i  ( \cn i I -
dilidunl8nvcs was uxplained by the $'ell-cst{blishcd
political structurc. or it s,as silnply prcsunlcd that sLrch
graves would be found in the lirlure.

The archeologisr V.lter Lrng pointcd Lo a possiblc
dral poucf division t hle lron Age Est(nria. which
can be rraccd. as he bclicled. rn laxation unils ofmid-
l l rh  cenrur)  sr iuen $r t rces.  H(  inrerp 'cr (d Fsronixn
hill forts as clilc rcsidenccs and taxation ccnlrcs of
castle districts. and not enlircly as militdry construc-
uon\ .  a i  \ rs  $ idc ly  ( \pre\ \ (d iD ecr l iLr  d iscu\shns
(Lan8 2002i  2011).

ln the early 2000s. Marika Miigi. the aLrlhor of lhc
present article. depiclcd lhe socicry on S:'.tremaa as

similar lo Viknrg,\ge Gotland or Swcden. {nd accoftl-

ingly deliDed it as a chiefdoDr ir terms ol poiilicll rll'
t l r ropol , 'gy.  I  he l ) r l -cer tuD LRrnar i ,nr  ( f l rerer i .a  or l

Saarcmu uherc iDdividual bu.iils conld sonretincs bc
followed probrbly indicate a dcc|cning strutificalion
!nd consolidation ofpoNcr. espccially lowards tlle eod

of Prchistory. I bclicve rhat thc social systcm s.as py-

ramidal, with the lop consislirg of elitc hnilies who
were thc only ones buried in slonc gravcs. Tlre strarum
ol free pelsants and people \lithout landcd propcdy

might havc been nuch broadcr. Tlerc is no datr on
fioq,many slaacs thcre wc.c in l-atc Iron Age Eslo'

nian socicly. bul thcir numbc. Drighl hr\e been cotr-

siderably larger than what lvas believed carlier (V.]gi

2002, p.l45ll). Thc position ol women wrs cstirnalcd
rs being cornparalivc ly bigh. and society, :' lrhough bcl-
ligerent. corld have praclised a mntnlineal dcscendanr
system (Migi 2002, p.l46n 2009).

tamily burials snh a considerable amount of grrve
goods, togcther lvilh some olhcr aspccts. enablc us
to suggcst tha! thc social syslcm on Srarcmaa, but
probably also in olhcr pans ol Eslonia. had srontsly
collectivc fcaMes. lt was a society $ith a wcak or non-
existenl ccnlral powcr probably djvidcd into clans.
The clanr consislcd of extcndcd familics. and sonrc
clans or hmilies dominated othcrs (Miigi 20ll)

I j i n l a n d

The firsl picturc ol Late lron Age l-innish society was
presenlcd io thc lrtc l91h ccnlury on lhc wave ol ro-
mantic national visions by Jdrann Rcinhold Aspclm.

In rccordancc wilh his tnncs. he bclicved thal lhcre
had cxisled kingr. rnagnatcs- lhe peasanlry and sla\cs.
bu1 rhal the kings $ere aclually jusi hcrocs $bo wcrc
morc powertul rhtln ordinary people. lnrportant shArcd
problens. likc deinncc or olher miUlarf action. were
discusscd in assemb lics ol rll frcc nen ( Aspclin | 885.
pp.6]-95). In thc l9l0s, Alrrne Nlichril Tallgrcn sug-
gestcd Ihat Latc lron Age lrinnish socicly was cgrli-
larian. silh connnon oNnership of land. and wilhoul
any clcar stranrm of an arislocracy (-lrllfren 1931.
pp.245{ l ) .  Thc v is ion of  Prchis tor ic  l i inn ish socic ly
as cgalirarian xnd even prinritive lvas suppoicd b)
Hclmcr Salmo (Sal'no 1951. pp.458-:16,1). A morc hi-
enrchieal picturc. charactcriscd by chicllains, a lLtrgc
stratunr ol liee pcrsanls. and a snall nunrbcrol sla\'cs.
$as srsgcsted by Alfred Hackman and Iilla Ki\ikoski
(Hackman 193I i .  p .180;  Kiv ikoski  1939,  p.250i  1961,
p.292).

Larc l.on Agc bLr.ial cusroms ft Finl0nd rve.c doDri-
nalcd by cfemalrcns in stonc gralcs withoul a lbr-
mal struclure- a grale I'orln similar lo contenrporary
Eslonia. Especinlly in the soulhnesr of lhe cornlry.
inhuN.rlion. both pagan and Christian. was alrerd)
widcsprcad. In onc districl. Dura. at lcast three inhunra-
l ior  (duerer ic .  d l led ro lh(  l i i lh  lo  rh(  l i rh  cenruf lcs
are known, and most archacolosical analyses of soci-
e1y arc based on lhcm.

Thesc inhumati r ccneterics are considcrcd Io rcprc
sent common vrllage conrlnunity. Thc society that is
buricd lhere hrs been depictcd as coNparatively cgali-
Iaridn. althoughsonle burials $ ere equ ipped wiih clcar-
ly morc abundant lind asscmblages thrn olhers (( lete
1978, D 204fi). l']irkko-Liisr LchlosaloJlilander has
interprclcd the socicty buricd in the Lristln inhLrmr
t ion Lrrn(rcry r !  h( ing o l  p(r \anr  t r : tdcr : .  a*uci . l
ing it with a possible tur r nrkcl in lhc ncighbourhood
(Lehlosalo-Hilandcr 1982. p.77ft). Thc inponancc oi
treapons lo the society buricd in the inhumation ccm-
eteries at Eura was cslimaled lo have becn cssential.
siDce nlany lincs morc wcapons havc been lbund In
the (hatr, for inslance. in lhe Birka ccnreterics, lvhich
allogethcr contain rpproximately the same nunbcr ot
burjals (Lchtosalo-ljilander | 982. p.63).

Burials equipped with signilicantly nmrc goods th.rn
others arc neverthclcss absent in Late lronAgc archac
ological cvidencc in Finland. Lchtosalo Hilandcr has
inrerpreted i( this Nay: there did not cxist rcrl chief
lains in Late Iron Age Finland, and the highesl nra
tum ol socieq, wrs tbmed lron po\\ erful pcasants and
lradesmcn (Lehrosalo-Hilrndcr 198,1. pp.i46-351).
This vision $as supponcd by most Finoish rcscarch-
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ers until the 1980s. The laryest shatum ir socicty was
r 5 . L m e d  r o , a \ e  c o n . i . l e d  n i h c c f L d , J n l .  o f  \ d D i n g

wealth. The main dccisions wcre nade in assemblies

cd red id ,a j r , .  in  u f i .  \  , l l  hrc r rcn ,  oJ d pdnrc ipare.

There were slaves as well, but nor in largc nunbers
(e.g. Huune 1983, p.215f0. Lehtosalo-Hilander also
poinled to lhe important role of women in Late Pre

hisloric Finnish socieq,, which was indicated by the

abundant grave goods in women's burials (Lchiosalo

Hilander 1982. p.78i 1981. pp.300f,346f0.

,  he lare. r  r re npr  u Jef in t '  Pr(h iJo h .o.  ier \  L . ing

fie €vjdence of Finnish stone gfaves was made by S irk

h Pihlman. Herpoint is that onlymembers offamilies
ofthe upper stratum were buried in stone graves, s4rilc

the majoriry of the population werc bnricd tu a way

that did not leave archaeological raccs. Pihlnan be-

lieves that the inhabjlalion of Lale Iron Agc Fnnand

was much broader dlan has been believed so far, and
stoDc gavcs only narked solt ofcentral poids in sel-
tlcmcni. no lnore than about a third ofall the villages
that exisred in the Late konAge. Society as suc| was
hierarchical, bur, as Pihlman expresses it.lhe top ofthc
hierarchical slructure $as broad. ln one district. there

could hav€ been several leading households, although

some of thcm could havc dominaled the othe6 liom
r i  n e  r o  r i m e  S h e  \ { l i \ . d  I \ i r  . l a \ c ^  p l ? . e d  d n  i r n -
portant role in thc Latc Prchisloric Finnish economy,
similario 11th-ccnlury Norway, where fromafifth to a
third ofinhabilants were believed to have been slaves
(Pihlman 2003; 2004 and reterences).

C o  m p a r i n g  d i f f e r e n t  s o c i c t i c s

i n  t h e  e a s t e r n  B  a l  t i c

Up to quile recent times, the view of Late Prehisbic

or Early Medieval society has been shaped accord
ing ro thc sanc nould in various corniries on the easl

coast ofthe Baltic Sca, with vicws of the early state of
Lithuania as the exccption. Thc ideas were sinilar to
those scvcral ofier counlries ln the first halfofthe
201h ccnlury. The inlerpretation ofthe pre-state society
was not based on real analyses of existing evidence,
lot alonc any thcorelical conslructions, but rather on

the assumption that human socicty musl dclclop eve-

rywhere along similar lines.

Howcvcr. evidence ofsocial relations based on Medi-
eval {,ritings is contadictory, and should only be used
in conbination with other sources, first ofall archae

ology. Foreign society. 'th€ Other', has in most cases

been seen through thc pism oflhe observerk own so-

ciety. Chloniclers assumed that prgan socielies. lvilh

leaders and their retainers, were organiscd tu the same

way and possessed a similar sott ofpowcr as poten-

tates in the wriier's own sociely. Thal way, Henry the

Livonian. the most promincnt infonnani of the early-

13rh century east tsaltic, expected ro lind a hierarchj-

cal and indivjdualised social organisation, of the sorl
found in Christian Europe, among lhe inhabitants of
thc cxstcm Ballic. Tlis was obviously easier for some
c r h r r c g r o u p ' .  H e a . r n b u  e d r  r l e . o  p - i n c c ' l d , , ' . f / i ,

kps) or kinss (konic, rex) to Latgallians, Scmigallians,
Curonians and Lidruanians. The social organisalion of

thc Estonians and ihe Livs was obviously much more

conflrsing tohim.In addilionlo ihe generalser;oru and

neliorcs, the titlc nahiler was used only once, and even
the only known high ra*ing social person, the Ljvo-
nirn chieftain Kaupo, was called 'a kind of king and

ctt$' (qua\i rer et senior') (Vassar and Tanel 1975,
p.29)

Inter?retations of Latc Prehistoric society in ditreF

enl east Baltic arcas vary as to ihe exact degrees of

statc making fcalures. We cannot help noticing thal

thc areas inhabiied by ethnic Balts have tradilionally

bccn sccn as reaching a pre-state stage,I'hile the Bal

tic Finns lvcre believed to have been'less developed'.

The opposite view has bccn proposed by Sna, bur it is

somewhat blurred by the fact that hc chose 1() consider

ethnically heterogenous nrhabitanis in the tenitory of
present Latvia as onc cnlily (SnE 2002), thus inten'
r ior ra l  1  , r  r r r r tcr r  onalh 'uopof l ing rhe e\o l r ionaD
point ofview ofall human societies developing along

similar lines.

Regardi rg cedi i l  re ,pe '  r .  J  I ' fo t lc  mcnroled n $r i . -

ten documenls and chroniclcs, cullural background and
possiblc affiliation wilh a l-avouite ethnic paradigm

seems to irfluence the interpretations. At least sone

ethnic Brlts, thc Liftuanians, did manage to establish

rn ear ly  s ,a e.  u.  i  appca .  $  | | fo  r  invdoubr In $r i . -

ten documeds fton the early l3th century. Thc gen-

eral idea seenstobe that. without foreign intcrvcnlion,

olher erhnic Baltic grcups could soon have reached a

coherenl social organisation, and the same could have

happenedwith Baltic FinDic groups in a laterperiod.

Archaeological burial matcrial tu east Baltic countries

la.  r rad.r ionJl l )  beer  r -eareJ e i rhLr  b)  cnp\d ' r ' rng

the lack orthe abundance ofg.ave goods. Su4rrisingly

enoueh, no obvious clustcrs appcar in this respect. In

all lands considc|cd tu this overvie\ t2th-century

burial customs charactcrised by a number of cemeter-

ies, and by comparatively abundanl grave goods, in-

cluding lots ofweapons. No princely graves havc bcen

recorded in any olthese areas. Still, a more theorctical

approach to burial rites, with an emphasis on aspects

olher than merely the numbcr ofgr3ve goods, enables
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us to prcscnt a somewhat more compl icatcd vis ion of Col lcct iv ism vcrsus individual i ty
the societv thar is buried in thcse sraves.

O
F
,-t

o
o
o

R e p r c  s e  n t a t i v e n c s  s

When comparing lnte lron Age east Baltic archaeo-
logical material in lhe norlhem and soulhem parts of
the region, the diflerent chamclers of burial customs
creates a cenain psychological bias in the assessment
of rhe 6nd,.  I  rhnic Bahs hdd rndrrrdual grarcs. rn
large arcas even inhumations, wher€ gravc goods of
preservable materials werc placed intact and subse-
quenlly often very pleasing to the eye. On the othcr
hand, ihe Finnic inhabitanb in the nonhcm halfofthe
eastem Baltic used to bury their dead cremated, and the
gmve goods were intcnlionally destroycd before being
gathered on a p)re, and thus only too often melted in a
lierce fire. Only a few pieces ofsuch distorted artefacts
were depositeJ In ' rone gra\es. probably fol lo$ing a
sorr of pars pro toto prir.ciple when picking then up
liom the pyre site (e.g. Sclirand 1974; Karvonen 1998;
M.isi 2002; Mandel 2003i Wickholm, Ranincn 2006).
Although the anefacl lypcs. as end producrs afterthese
rirual ordeals, may freqLrently be rccogoisable. lhesc
finds wefe never considered as attractive as intact ar
tefacts. thus easily crcati g athoughtless inerpretation
of'poor'graves, and, by extension, of a 'poor' culture.

The intcrpretation of social relations mirrored in burial
customs depends v€ry much on thc esrimalion of a
given community using a panicular burial ground. In
the southern halfofthe east Ealtic region, cemeterics.
offell consisting of hundreds of gravcs. are normally
considcrcd ro represenl an enlire villagc communiiy.
Similar interpretations prcvailed earlier in thc northem
half of the eastern Baltic as well, but here they have
changcd during reccrl decades. Both in Estonia and
in Filtland, it is now presumed that mcmbers of only
selec(cd families, probably those forming a broader
upper stratum in tbeir socicties, were buricd in stone
graves, frcquently €quipped with abundanl grave
goods throughourthe l2th ccnlury. How thc rcsl of ihe
population was buri€d is nol known, but this degree
ofposlmortal treatmcnt suggests quite a considerable
social difference betwecn the elite and evcryone else.
The number ofstone gravcs, and even morc so ofthe
adefacts found in them, incr$sed considerably in the
middle or at the end of the tenth century and the 1llh
and l2tb €entunes form€d the period ofthe most con
spicuous gave fumishing. This phenomcnon can be
explained by the deepening social stratification which
took placc within th€ framcworks ofold and already
exisling social struclures.

The most conspicuous diffennce when €omparing
burialcustoms in the east Balticregions is the shonage
ol indrvrducl grarc" rn rhc nonhern half  uf  Ihe regron.
However, dre l2th ccntury in Estonia is characterised
by an increasing numbcrofindividual, mainly inhuma-
tion graves, while the greal majorily of€lite familics
were still buricd in slone graves. whcre fie Emains of
thmily membcrs lyere completely mixed. The increas-
ing nunber of individual graves mighi refer to changcs
in social systems that gradually simulat€d those of
their wcstem and southcm neighbours. More individu-
al graves wcrc known in Finland, predoninantly in thc
coastal zones, whcrc overseas contacts with Scandina-
vians had always bccn close. An exceplion among the
Baltic Finnic ethnic groups was thc Livs, who- at ieast
at the end ofPrehislory, never uscd to bury their dcad
in collective slone graves.

With thc cxception ofa few pcriods and afeas, thc Es-
loniaos are throughout Pfehistory slrongly expressed
by collectile burial customs. whcrc rhe remains of
lhe dcad nixed in one big gravc- On lhe contary thc
Scandinavian and Baltic neighbous of the Estonrans
pr:rctiscd individual burials with abundantly €quipped
warrior graves, slarting fron as early as the end ol'
lhe Stone Age. Close mutual ties bctween individual-
ity, expressed in burial rites, wanior idcology, and the
slratification of social systems, havc bcen noticed rn
many countries, but appea. much carlier thar the l2th
century AD (Milgi 2007. and rcfcrences).

fhere 's no doubr rhar in lhc l l rh and l .zrh cenruncr.
weapons posscsscd a significance as status symbols.
andwardorswcrc held in high estecm in all areas rn thc
eastern Baltic. Ncvcftheless, the aforcmentioned differ-
ences in burial rites tend to indicale that the actualway
the waniors could practisc their powers might h6vc
varied Fom slrong individual based and hierarchical
social organisations in the south, to somewhat limit€d
powers within ftamcworks ofcollective clan-based oF
ganisalion in northcrn areas. The latter probably meant
that even warlords. who appeared as 'proper' leaders
1o thei. southcm neighbours, or, for instance, Henry
the Livonian, did nol achrallyposscss rcal power, apan
from personzl aulhority to torce wishcd-for solurions
rhrough in assemblics of area or clan rcprcseniaiives,
and particularly not in questions that remained outside
lhc limits ofth€ir powcr, such as military activily. Al-
thoush kings and princes in deeply hierarchical, pre-
state or early statc so€ieties always had to deal with
magnates as well, their personal influcnc€ in decrsron
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making was presumably many times greater, as wellas
being supported by ideology. A somewhat exccpoonal
form or 'ocieD p-obzbl,  Tarked rhc i r( icnl  Prussian:.
if we believe Kulakov's inteQretations of a onc-limc
waffior aristocracy ruled by priests.

C e n d e r  r e l a t i o n s

Gender roles are embedded within any given social
organisation in a manor reflected in one way or an-
othcr in burial riles, panicularly in lhe composilion of

Srave goods and the mtio ofmale and fcmalc burials.
Cornparing ditrerent east Baltic rcgions in lhis rcspccl,
the conspicuous differenccs bcrwccn thc soulhcm and
northcm areas cannot be overlooked. Considering so-
cicly in a broad€r conte{t, these differences iend to
conclatc with olher aspects ofburial customs, differ-
entiating these two major regions.

When the pcrccntage of gcndcr-spccilic arlcihcls
amunt I 'd\e BUUJ\ i ,  t igh. i r  rLL-s ro di l l -erc ccs in
malc and female dress, and therefore probably points
10 a polarisalion ofroles played by men and women
in lhc panicular society. Although ii cannol be pointed
out as a rule, strictly differcniiatcd gcndcrs commonly
refer to a male-dominated society whcrc wo'ncn arc
subo.dinate to men (e.g. Kent 1999). In the east Bahic
areas,lhis phenomenon charactcriscs mainly thc cthnic
Balts, bul it can also, 1o a somewhar smaller exlent,
bc applied to othcr neighbouing peoples, such as fie
Scandinavians (e.9. lorgensen 1990i Rundkvist 2003).
M€n in Lale Prehistoric eastBaltic areas wor€ abundanl
jewellery, which, for the ethnic Balts, always se€ms 10
have difered from femal€ omaments. The number of
unisex artefacts, if they modest (e.g. Bliujicna I999;
Radiqi 1999r Snc 2002).

The completely inteminglcd burials jn Esronian and
Finnish stone graves do not in most cases €nable us 10
differentiate individuals, let alone define their gcndcr.
The phenomenon suggests that similar attitudcs also
dominated the society liom which thc funcrdl parlics
drew their attitudes- At thc vcry cnd oflhc Prchisloric
period,when more inhumations appcarcd on thc sccnc.
the great number of udsex artefacts in these gravcs
stands out from the rest multiple jewellery and iypes
of accessories, as well as tools, can be found both in
male and female burials.

Cullural-anthropologicat pamllels have demonstrated
that numerous non gendercd ancfacts in gravcs chaF
actefise societies where gender roles are balanccd
(e.g. Fasan 1991, pp.305426). when mor€ differcnt

ancfacls, associated unexceptionally with the male or

.fcnralc gender, were put in budals, and w€re rhereforc
probablyused in real life, it shows how less esalitarian

sender roles presumably were. Drawing parallels wilh
phcnomena thal are closer and mor€ familiarto us, dif-
ferences in male and female dress compared io gender
roles now and hundred years ago can bc erlough.

However gender-specific artefacts are not complctely
absent in Late lron Age Estonian burials. Somejewel-
lcry, such as chain arrangements and spiral bracclcts,
occur predominantly in female graves, while weapons
are more chamcterislic of nale graves. The lack of
specific male jewellery is onc of the fealures distin-
guishing Estonia ftom its closesl neighboursr all the
abundanl jewellery lhat local m€n wore belong€d lo
similar lypes as what was used by local women. We
can concludc that, for instance, Latgallian or Lithu-
anian men probably considered il Lmdignified, or at
least improper, to decorate themselves with jewcllcry
similarto thatofwomen, butthis attitudc did nol cbaF
acterise ancient Estonian socicty.

ln Eslonia, as well as in some n€ighbouring countrics
(cspccially Ballic Finnic), attribut€s associated with
one gender have somctimcs occured in graves that
included items that $'ere nomally associalcd wilh fte
other gender, and where even boncs wcrc somedmes
biologically detemincd for thc othergender A female
chain arrang€rnent, or parts of one, can, for instance,
somctimcs bc found in male gmves, and weapons are
recorded in some female gmvcs (M?lgi 2002, pp.77ff).

The cuslom of putting weapons in womcn's graves,
which ar€ otheNise abundantly cquippcd with female
jcwellcry and other altribules, s€ems to characterise
prcdominanlly Baltic Finnic burials, but it has also
bccn rccordcd sporadically in other north Eufopean
areas, such as Birka or in Norway (Arwidsson 1986;
Thalin-Bersman 1986). In Latsale ard Scmigallia,
one example ofsuch aburialis known in cach (Radi0s
1999, p.83; Vaskeviii.te 2007).: Pirkko-Liisa Lch-
losalo-Hilander has rcponed some weapol|s, including
one ofth€ most luxuious swords in Finnish archaeol-
ogy, in abundantly equipped fcmrlc gdvcs in Finland
(Lehrosalo-Hilander 1984, p.402ff), but this custom
se€ms to have been panicularly widespread in Kare-

: | find n inportanr ro ditremliate betwen the occurenccs
of weapons in saves thar m olheNise equippcd eilh
abundant femalc spccific attribuld, and iD guves
that, according ro mosl of fte grave eoods, bclong to
a man, but where tle skclcton has been biologically
idcntified as lemale. Tle latter cases prcbably illustrate
complelely diflerent socialphenomen. (for somc possiblc
cxplanations. see e.g. Simniakytd 2007).
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lin (Kochkurkinr lgill. p.92fi). Scvcral Liv rlorrcn
wcre buried logether with a wcapon, nonnally an axe
or n spcar (Tonisson 1974. p.109. labl€s ll. Vl; Magi
2l)02, p.7\ Zatia 2006, tab. l9l. l). weapons are
quirc widcsprcad in lamalc crcmalion complcxes on
Saarernaa (Magi 2002. p.77U).1 but becausc of specific
problems concening thc nnalysis of thesc graves. the
\lcapons attachment to thc complexcs can always be

Weapons in lcmalc graves do not neccssarily indi-
cate fcnalc waniors. although tlis possibility cannot
be cxchrded eithcr weapons wcre comnonly used as
symbols of powcr. which can also be ftc most .eliablc
€xplanation for their prcsence i0 thc aforcncntroncd
gravcs. It is obvious thal weapons in Baltic Finnic
gravcs indicate, as a rule, only thesc femal€ burials-
whcre abundant grave goods suggest thc high social
posilion ofthe deccased woman anyway. Female jcw-
ellcry in abundanlly equippcd male elravcs may. lbr
instance, ibllowing a simibr linc of reasoning. sym-
bolise family amliation. Thc phcnomcnon may aLso be
explained in severalother ways, bul lo sum up the nrosl
e5scnl ial  deJucrron. | l  war nor Lons'Jered improplr  In
a padicular sociely ro supply thc dead with ncms that
refened ro thc othcr gcnder. That thc etbnic Balts al-
Inosr ne!\.r pracu\(d such a cusrom probrbly minor,
a dilferent idcolosy. and thcrefore also adiverse social
syslcm. The cngcndercd polansation of Srave goods.
up to a compl€t€ lackofjewellcry (except forbuckles).
in male gr3vcs. and a ldck ofwcapoDs infenmlegraves,
also characlcrises the Late Prehistoric Scandinavrans
and severai other Gennanic socicl ies (e.g. Harke I 992;
Jesch 1991, pp. l0l l2 l  ) .

Onc morc asp€ct can bc noted when conparing burial
customs in differcnt eas! Baltic areas. Thc elhnic Balls
seem generally to havc surrcndcred more gravc goods
to male gravcs. while Late Prehistoric Baltic Finnic
female inhumations rend io show more metal objects
than gravcs ol men in the sa'ne cemcterics. This phe-
nomenon docs not nevcfthcless point to anylhing final
abuur gcndc. rolrs.  Ihe.rar.b., f  x rr lc , )a) e\cn in
very male-dominaled socicties. bc expresscd lhrougb
ihe jcwellery of his wifc.

S€veral rcsearchers havc suggeslcd that gcndcr rolcs
lcnd to be in correlation with socialsystems (e.9. Kcnt
1999). Gcndcr polarisation in clhnic Baltic societies
thus hints at a strongly mal€-domimted or wamo.-
centralised soci€iy, which fiis wiih th€ interyrctation
olllh€'r sogty as hicrarchical. rhc archaeologicrl
' Fnrm thc distinguishablc compleies, about l0% olau thc

o.cmation burials ofSaaftoe wonen and girls contained
some t,?c ofweapon.

evidencc ol Ballic Finnic burirls. on the othcr hand,
secms 1o indicatc comparativcly balanced gendcr roles
in their socicties. This assumes lhat lvomcn tulfillcd a
rolc in thesc socictics thal somehow compensated for
thc suprcmacy of warrior status, which is rcflecied m
othcr sources. Some panicular features in Medieval
legislatrcn and iblklore, and parallels with cultuftl
anthropologically studied and archaeologically similar
so(ielics. suggcst that rhis role could. in most prob-
dbi l i r ) .  b( f ro\  ide. l  b) d morr ihn\. i l  Jc\ccnr \ystem rn
exlcndcd fam ilics (Bhftkvisl 2005. pp. I 82 I 9 I i Mligi
2002, p.146; 2009).
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D  i f f e r e  n t  s o c i c t i e s  i n  d i f f e r e n t
c u l l u r a l  s p h c r e s

An oven ierv ol burial custonrs in different areas
, lernolnrares rhe F'ssihi l . r )  ro Jr5rrngursh |qn ndjol
sphcres ofculture in the eastem Bahic, chancterised
by somc*hal dilTerent social stnrcturcs. The areas
in}abitcd by lhe rncicnl Livs formed a kind ol trans-
fonrralion zone b€tween thesc two spheres, whcfe the
burial rites possessed l-catu.cs characlerisric of bolh
the norlhcm and the southcrn hall of lhc eastern Bal
tic.l-he Latgalliar aod Curoniar areas also to a certain
exlcnt showed a blcnd of cultual chamcteristics. espc
cidl ly i l  we r, ,ke Inro Jon' idcrdr ion rhc crhnrc r i rual i , 'n

Thc Lalc Prchisloric socicties ol- the Senigallians.
/emrir i jans. Largr l l ianr and thL'( \ourhcrn) (  urunr-
ans were characterised by lhe dominance oflhc male
and a warfior-bascd social hierarchy, which probably
resemblcd lhat of lhc early Scandinavian kingdoms.
or generally most contemporary Wesi European coun-
trics. These kinds of social rclations were familiar to
chroniclcrs like Hcnry the Livonian. ln ftese socicties.
carly-lllh century Germans knew exactly which pow-
crs 1o appeal 10, and could rccordingly also call Lhem

Thc la'gc pcrcenrrgc ol rendcr^Fcilic anela('s ir
graves rnight be consideRd an indication of strong
malc donrinance in lhese societics, and thereforc
presumably show thal anccstml descent was lraced
through the patemal line. AlthouSh family affilintion
wd, probabl\  relcvrnr io dl l  pcoplf .  tu$cr relar ion-
ships wcre rnainly individual by nature. A strong rela-
tionship wilh a panicular chicftain or princc was most
rclcvant in a wanior's lilc. Thc prince. cven though hc
definitely had 1() dcal \rilh mighly reprcsentativcs of
his aristocracy. Iook dccisions himsclf thar $'ere rel,
cvant to the enthe socicty.
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Warriors and lhe hierarchics based on them werc cer-
tainly important in northem east Baltic societics as
well, but positions of power there seem to have had
much more collective chancteristics. Society as a
whole was undoubtcdly hierarchical and not egalilar-
ian, as was imagined and presented by scholars rn thc
first halfoflhe 20th century Members ofrhe dominant
families were etected as represcnlalives ofth€ir clans,
chieftains in peaceful tirnes as well as warlords. Power
struc(ures might havc bccn duplicaled, as ofien hap-
pcncd in lhat kind of socicty, and women might bavc
had access to some ofthem, for example, to some kind
of council for clan representaiivcs. Some doninant
familics wcre probably more influcnlial than others,
but this aulhority rested upon collective, or family-
bascd, property and powerl and was not directly asso-
ciatcd with paniculaf individuals.

Although power in such political and social organi
salions can be characterised as collcctive, there werc
c€nainly chiefiains elected to administer il. However,
they could rotate, come f.om diffcrenl ruling families,
and their authority was prcsunably limited. Whcn
communicating wilh potentates from countries wilh
an inherited political and economic hierarchy, such as
Estonian southem neighbours or I3th-ccntury Cnlsad-
€rs, this ditrerencc in social strucnlres probably caused
s€rious misDdcrsundings and much ialk at cmss pur-
poscs. The chronicler Henry of Livonia at least, as weu
as othcr Crusaders, was clearly unable to determrne
who rulcd such societi€s, or who took the ultimate de-

Ahhough it is pcrhaps incomprehensiblc to some of
its ncighbous, a society \rhich had collective power
slructures could function succcssfully, and from timc
ro t imc could cooperare $irh ncighbouring ret ion,.
certainly no less effectively than societieswith inherit-
ed hierarchical structures, when th€y wcre ftagmented
into smaller political units. Neilher were their rcchno-
logical o. economic lcvels nec€ssarily lower than those
of mor€ individual-based hierarchical syslems; these
aspects were heavily dependent on factors other than
powcr struclures, even lhough lhc laller also played a
role. A social organisation with strong colleciive tra-
ditions should definitcly nol be considered to bc at a
lowcr stage of social dcvclopment, but as a cultural
peculiarity. lf we draw parallels with Scandinavia,
societies on Colland and Iceland, for exarnple, were
somewhat diffclcnt to those in CentralSwcden or Den-
mark (e.9. Randsborg 1980; Sawyer I 982; llyenstrand

1989; Carlsson 1990). Ir is also not correct to believe

. that societics with colleclive power structures should
' necessarily d€velop towards nore individual hier-

archies over the course of tjme. On the contrary, the
same collcctivc atlitudes were obvious in Estonian and
Latvian societies affer the conquest: th€ rolc rhal vas-
salsorlhe landed gentry played in the political syslems
ofMedieval Livonia was remarkable, €specially in the
north€m part ofEstoria and on the Estonian islands.

C o n c l u s i o n s

The ovcrview presented in this article on Late Prehis-
tonc or carly Medieval, that is, mainly l2th-century
buial rires and their inrerpretation suggests at firsr
glance a quite similar view of these societies. How-
evc! il is obvious that thc lradition ofhisiory wriling
inLatviaand Lithuania tends in most cases to se€ early
states in arcas inlabiled by ethnic Balb, while Estoni-
an and Finnish archaeologists, at least up to the 1990s,
havelalkcd mair y ofegalita.ian social structures €ven
as latc as th€ 12th century. Although different cultural
backgrounds and varying national identities can bc
seen behind these assumptions, it would b€ dificult to
deny that l2th cenlury societies in th€ cast Baltrc area
r€ally seem to havc bccn ditrerent in s€vcml respects.
This standFinr can only be supponed b) d compari-
son ofthc archaeological evidence. Still, this variation
could most likely be explained by cultural ditrerences,
and not by different slages in some kind ofdevelop-
ment hiefarchy ofhuman societies.

We can ass€rt that, at leasl panly, the varying interpre-
lalions ofLatc Prehistoric societies might be caused by
the diffcrent researcb situations.In Estonia and Latvia,
Late Prebistodc soci€q, has been discussed intensely
in archacological literature over dlc last two decades.
These questions seem lo have attracted much less at-
lention, al least in publicalions on archaeology dealing
with ancient Semigallia, Zemaitija or areas that were
ruled by the Grand Duchy of Lithuania in laier cen-
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BENDRUOMENES IR
LAI  DOSEN A VELYVOJOJ E
RYTU PABALTIJO
PRIESISTOREJE

MARIKAMAGI

Sant rauka

Vel).vosios pricsistores ar ankstln {q viduramriq apz-
valga, t. y. XII a.. laidojimo apeigos irjq interprctaci

Jd. kJrp r  bJ\o n.InJn)rr  i ibrne.rraipsn)jc.  is t i rmo
i\ i lg 'nio rodo bJvu. ranir i rai  paIasU \ isuomenas
strukhlros vaizdq. Akivaizdu, kad istorikai, rasydami
tradicin9 Lietuvos ir Larvijos istorijt iki susiformuo
jani ank,r) \osiom. val ,r lbems. nuroJo. tad I io,  v ie
tos buvo apgyventos ctuiniq bnllLl. Tuo ta$u Estijos
ir Suonijos archcologai. bentjau iki 1990 m., nurodo
net ikiXIl a. iarp Siose toritorijose gyvenusiq bendruo-
meniq egzistavus egalilarinQ socialing strukt[r4. Nors
skirtingas kultirinis fonas ir b€siskirianaios tautincs
lapalybes galdjo slypeti po siomis auksaiau archeo-
logq paleiklomis priclaidonris, b[q sunhr nuncigli.
lad XII a. bcndruom(ner ryliniame B0ltijos rcgione ii
tiesu buvo skirtingos keletu aspcktU. Sis porilris gali
bur i  s-r indTramd' rrk pai i relkus archeologrnr ' l  tynmq
duomenis. Visgi sic skirtumai, matyt, tureit bnri pa-
aiskinami egzislawsiais kultlriniais skirtumais, o ne
skiningais tam tikrais bendruomcniU hierarchijos rys-

Calima manyti, kad skirtinga val)'vosios priesistoras
visuomenCs strukuros interpretacija, gali b i paaiski
nama susidariusia skirtinsa ryrinejimq situacija. Esti
ju. ir I .r!,jos arcl,eol,,srrreje li,er:, rurol e pneii5rorines
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visNmcnas raidos strukfira buvo intensyviai apta-
r dma or. \Lr nrdrs dt.em de(imr'nei  , , ' . .  SIrdip. ly ie
aulori teigia, kadjos keLiamos problcnos neFirauke
tyinilojq dimesio, bentjau publikacijosc. kuriose aF
cheologtuiais netodais tyrinelami senovts Ziemgaros,
, iemair iJo.,r  \ rr  cg ondr.  kur ie \ele.nrai .  a krr '  t r l
klause Lietuvos Didti4ai Kunigaikityslei.

Verte Algirdas Gi.ininkas
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