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ABSTRACT
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In different cultures the world is described by a variety of signs and symbols. Equally important as reading
their meaning is an attempt to describe the relationships between them. Often seemingly unrelated elements of
culture are linked by relations on a symbolic level. Research on the relationship between hoards (late Bronze Age
and early Iron Age) and local settlement networks indicate such a symbolic connection between border and
metal. Understanding these relationships is possible mainly thanks to empirical research yet it would not be
possible without analysing the perception of borders and metal, as well as phenomena such as territoriality and
the valorization of ‘foreign’ objects, places and people.
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Hoard deposition places known from the late Bronze Age and the early Iron Age can be
divided into different categories. Some of them were hidden within settlements or burial
grounds, being ipso facto the elements determining the specificity of these places. Other
were sunk in lakes, rivers, wetlands or swamps. The space occupied by bodies of water,
watercourses and wetlands, as well as houses along with other places of daily activities and
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burial grounds constituted in each case only a part of inhabited microregions. Metal objects
were also deposited within the other parts of oecumene as well as uninhabited zones. It gave
individuals or groups freedom of choice of metal artefacts deposition places. Reflection on
the cultural specifity of these communities, as well as space perception, leads to the conclu-
sion that they have used the landscape to record cultural contents, amongst others, by de-
positing metal artefacts there. An attempt to read the said contents is possible thanks to
analyses focusing on relationships between hoard deposition places and local settlement.
Such studies combine very different categories of archaeological finds. On the one hand,
there are spectacular, accurately dated, but discovered accidentally metal deposits. In such
cases we often do not have information on the exact location and the direct context of disco-
very (Blajer 2001, 311-374). The second category consists of fragments of pottery discovered
during surface prospection. In the case of period in question, the number of sites certified by
such a prospection is very large. But we must remember that the methodology of such a re-
search has its limitations, hence the location of human activity remains is not always possible
(Mazurowski 1980, 13-34; Jaskanis 1996). Comparison of sources with such different fea-
tures means that it is possible to carry out research only on a certain group of hoards, and
specifically on 12 selected finds from the zone included to the South Baltic Coastland and
Lake Districts according to J. Kondracki’s (2009) regionalization.

The results of the aforementioned studies, as well as the principles of hoards selection
for detailed analyses, were presented earlier in Sprawozdania Archeologiczne (Maciejew-
ski 2015). This text is a continuation of that narration. It outlines the foundation of inference
and a model proposed for interpretation of regularities recorded during the research on
the relationships between the hoards deposition places and local settlement, also taking
into account the specificity of natural and cultural landscape and, if possible, using infor-
mation concerning the context of discovery of individual hoards.

Metal finds deposited en masse are difficult to interpet unambiguously. For decades of
research on them a fairly limited set of premise was applied, used to support conflicting
interpretations (Fontijn 2002, 13-21, table 2.1-2.3). Therefore, in the described research
the scope of data was widened not only by the results of research on settlement networks,
but also the spectrum of space reflection was taken into account. Interpretation of such
a complex phenomenon requires consideration of a broad cultural context, meanings and
functions (Stevens 2008, 246-247, fig. 2), which is presented below, showing first the sym-
bolism of metal, then the cultural specificity of border perception, and finally to use these
findings for the construction of an explanatory model.

METAL

The complex of meanings given to metal by communities of the Bronze Age and the
early Iron Age, as well as the specificity associated with the production and acquisition of
bronze (it can be assumed that copper, tin, gold, lead, and also iron in early stages of its use
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were similarly perceived — Maciejewski 2016, 40) is the basis for understanding the phe-
nomenon of hoards deposition.

Bronze was both a raw material, a carrier of values, and a medium of acculturation. Its
adoption was influenced not only by purely technological factors, archaeological sources
indicate that it was a complex and non-linear process (Pare 2000, 24-25; Machnik 1982,
84-85). Introduction to the culture of a new raw material was not related to its technical
advantage (Gediga 1982, 127), as indicated by an assortment of items made from metals
during their dissemination, subtle way in which they were made and decorated (Bradley
1998, 82; Dabrowski 2012, 88-89), as well as long cofunctioning of stone tools, and simi-
larly classified metal objects (Dgbrowski 1992, 94; Dabrowski 2012).

The adoption of bronze was associated with the necessity of the acquisition of alloy
components, of which deposits available in prehistory were located in only a few zones of
Europe. Hence, the possession of metal objects was associated with the need to obtain
them or raw material required for metallurgical production by exchange (Pare 2000 24;
Bartelheim 2009, 177-181 fig. 1; Brovender 2009; Fogel 1983, 142-143; Gedl 1982, 34, fig.
1; Makarowicz 2010, 365, fig. 6.19). The result of the limited availability of raw material
was an intense exchange of both it and the ideas associated with it. Exchange networks,
along with the subsequent stages of the Bronze Age became more local, but during the
whole described period functioned centres, which along with the raw materials to dis-
seminated cultural patterns (Pare 2000, 24, 29; Gedl 1982, 34). Participation in such a wide
network of exchange resulted in the enrichment of the image of the world as a man of the
Bronze Age and early Iron Age, apart from a sense of belonging to the local community,
strengthened his awareness of being a member of the supralocal world (Fontijn 2002, 273-
274; Kristiansen and Larsson 2005, 39; Neustupny 1998, 15).

The relationship of metal with distant and unknown (for the majority of representa-
tives of the Bronze Age communities) places meant that for these groups it gained an ad-
ditional value (Suchowska 2010, 42). Understanding the specific valorization of ‘foreign’
elements in prehistoric cultures is possible, amongst others, due to the results of research
on Indo-European languages. They suggest that a newcomer was identified with the super-
natural powers or the dead. Indo-European peoples, such as the Hittites, the Greeks and
the Indians, were convinced that supernatural beings spoke foreign languages. Examples
of how meeting with ‘strangers’ looked in practice provides the history of great geographi-
cal discoveries and their anthropological analyses. Everything what was ‘foreign’ caused
fear and yet fascination, adoration, affirmation and infatuation. The terms: ‘stranger’,
guest or enemy formed a common semantic field, different from the contemporary one,
presenting complex interpersonal relationships. The products of ‘foreign’ origins had su-
pernatural powers, they could have had a positive impact on lives of people who came into
contact with them. However, they can also bring misfortune. Such items were helpful for
the materialization of ideas, however, they were much easier to control than meanings
identified by them. Such a control gave a high social rank and could have even been the
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legitimacy of power. The value of an object was also connected with the valorization of
place, from which the artefact or raw material came (DeMarrais et al., 1996, 17; Kowalski
1999, 16-20; Kristiansen and Larsson 2005, 39-41; Leeuw 1978, 79, 296; Mierzwinski
2012b, 553-554; Popko 1980, 37; Sahlins 2006; Zaleska 2007, 38). The domestication of
‘strangeness’ — whether things or human — occurs by giving them a certain social role,
without it their status was always low (Znaniecki 1999, 128, 137). In the case of metals, the
acceptance of an exotic raw material could have been facilitated by its plasticity. ‘Foreign’
raw material was adapted to the local cultural system by melting, imitating local style or
granting the symbolism expressed in ornamentation coincident with the local tradition
(Bradley 1998, 82-83; Fontijn 2002, 254-255; Neustupny 1998, 25).

As already highlighted, the adaptation of a new raw material, so different from those
previously known, was the result of a complex process. The ambiguous valorization of
metal was also pointed out. The complex perception of bronze and products made of it is
confirmed by the mythological communications. Because of the study period the most ap-
propriate would be to refer to the Hittie mythology, and amongst these stories it is worth
recalling the myth of the battle of gods. This story shows that a new order, which can be
identified with the turn of the Stone Age and the Bronze Age arose by divine semen, com-
pared to liquid bronze, to which the antidote, according to one of the old gods, was stone —
basalt (Popko 1980, 119-124). This example shows the ambiguous power of metal, on the
one hand the destructive one, on the other hand enabling the construction of a new order.
Melting may also often be equated with numerous rites connecting burning with a new
beginning (Eliade 1993, 300). This ambiguity is also evident in the myths and rites refe-
rring to the motif of bronze cauldron, which was supposed to be deep underground or on
the seabed and to hide sorrow, darkness, curse or illness. Amongst the Hittites were also
known rites using such a cauldron to deposit impurity (sins), taking place where the cus-
tomary funeral pyre was located (Popko 1980, 91-109). It is impossible here not to men-
tion the importance of fire in the metallurgical process, which at the time of cremation
burial rites played such a significant role in the ritual sphere (Kowalski 2006, 21; Mierz-
winski 2012a). The mixing of such extreme meanings shows the complexity of metal per-
ception within communities using it for short time. This perception was a blend of fascina-
tion with fear, it linked realities of the traditional cultural system with set to contact world
of the Bronze Age.

BORDER

The functioning of humans in the world is based on gathering data about it, comparing,
classifying, assessing and evaluating them. This is a multistep, complex and multifactorial
process thanks to which an individual is able to find himself and act in the surrounding
reality. This process, focused on the really existing, physical world, refers to a system of
knowledge, values and norms of community to which the individual belongs. The cultural
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patterns in force influence the perception of the surrounding world by any person. At the
same time, individual perception and the experience of reality of each community member
impact upon these patterns by all forms of communication. Therefore, parallel and con-
tinuous processes of the individual and common development of the image of the sur-
rounding world occur (Bartnicka 1985, 25-28, 32-33; Brown 2006, 233-247; Jalowiecki
and Szczepanski 2006, 333; Ogryzko-Wieworkowski 2003, 171; Wallis 1990, 19, 26; WozZny
1999, 48; 2000, 37). The same rules are in force for granting meanings, describing and
evaluation of physical space, as well as the adoption of these rules in social space and ge-
nerally in culture. The results of research of representatives of various humanities and
social sciences lead to the recognition that in the perception of the world, man separates
some basic categories whose character varies in different cultural systems. However, cer-
tain properties are constant. Amongst the aforementioned categories of the description
and organization of physical and cultural space, one of the most significant and widespread
are borders.

Borders are delimited in space, as well as at the level of social relationships, when we
use symbols to distinguish one class of things from the other. They constitute basic form
of world organization. They do not have a material dimension, but characteristic elements of
the landscape have it. The ambiguity of borders causes conflict and anxiety. They divide
something in an artificial way which is continuous in nature, resulting in ambiguity being
a cause of anxiety to both borders in time and space. Strengthening uncertain borders is to
link them with social sanctions (Aristotle 2003, 85, verse 209b; Douglas 2007, 171; Leach
1989, 46-47; Tilley 1994, 17).

The border functions only when it is granted a meaning, even if it is materialized. Natural
obstacles were indeed their prototype, but borders are formed regardless of the environ-
mental conditions, both in places where there are various obstacles, as well as in those
where they do not exist. On the other hand, borders are not delimited everywhere where
natural conditions favour it (Tilley 1994, 17; Zaplata 2005, 27-28). Communities which
live in similar natural conditions may perceive borders differently, as more or less absolute
or rigid, depending on cultural norms, which are in force in them (Lévi-Strauss 1969, 129).
The borders like relationships are dynamic, and sometimes even unstable. Rarely can one
meet a very clearly drawn border, both in space, where usually it is a belt or zone, as well
as in social life. However, their complete redefinition or cancellation is not an easy process.
Borders are subject to a number of cultural sanctions (Anschuetz et al. 2001, 167; Czar-
nowski 1956, 227; Kantner 2008, 42; Tuan 1987, 194).

People living on both sides of physical borders, as well as social norms close to divi-
sions marked out in culture, remain in a relationship. A borderland is a zone where such
interactions take place. They can be based on: hostility indifference; rivalry manifested in
presenting of own, variously understood, values; friendly combined with the acceptance of
contacting; in unusual situations isolation. Borderlands are very dynamic and the rela-
tions which take place there generate new forms and cultural patterns. Their attributes are
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diversity, ambiguity and cosmopolitanism. Just as borders can be determined with different
degrees of accuracy depending on the perspective from which we observe them (geopolitical
borders, but also property borders), borderlands may also comprise different zones. Their
range is partially associated with the scale in which we perceive them, and at the same time
it depends on kind of relations taking place in such zones and media serving them. There-
fore, a different borderland can be observed between two contemporary countries, and
a different one between two prehistoric local groups. In the latter case, the borderland of-
ten can be identical to the border, understood as a belt or zone (Bujnicki 2006; Golka 1999,
14-18).

Crossing any border in space, time or society is often connected. It is always associated
with a variety of more or less spectacular rites of passage (Buchowski 1987; Leach 1989,
48). Every crossing of them in space is related to special, designated places. These can be,
for example: archways, doors, gates, doorsteps, bridges and fords. They protect certain
places not only physically, but especially magically. Crossing them, particularly in tradi-
tional communities, should be seen as any other new situations, i.e. in a very ritualized
manner. Granting the crossing places special power means that they become a protection
against the mixing of the external and the internal world. They represent special locations
which can be observed by their monumentality (e.g. portals of medieval cathedrals). Just
as a border could have been crossed only in a certain place, it could only be done at a spe-
cific time (Buchowski 1987; Czarnowski 1956, 222; Douglas 2007, 149; Eliade 1974, 53;
Jalowiecki and Szczepanski 2006, 326-327; Leach 1989, 68-69; Popko 1980, 52).

The known world has always been divided by various borders, but easier to perceive
and more important for the study of culture are the borders between the known world and
the immense space beyond. The concept of the existence of such a space made it psycho-
logically necessary for prehistoric man to put supernatural ideas or forces there. For repre-
sentatives of traditional cultures these forces combining both demonic and divine charac-
teristics filled just the reality outside of the oecumene. Therefore, it was mysterious and
timeless, and the attempts were made to move there everything unclean or dangerous.
‘Foreign’ people and places located there were also seen in a specific way — equated with
supernatural powers (Bystron 1939, 28-32; Czarnowski 1956, 223; Danka and Kowalski
2000, 240; Jalowiecki and Szczepanski 2006, 326-327; Kowalski 1999, 16-20; Leeuw
1978, 179; Lejman 1999, 92; Mierzwinski 2012b, 553-554; Wojciechowski 1998, 146).

The division of the known world and the space outside is not a division which should
be limited to simple oppositions such as nature — culture or good — evil. We should rather
talk about the opposition of various metaphysical forces. Therefore, ‘our’ world, thanks to
the separation of the unknown world — the dangerous one, gained a different specificity.
Therefore, more important was the function of a border as addressed not to people, and
especially members of the community marking it, but to these unknown forces. However,
the space outside also could have been a temptation, a place where one be initiated or as-
sociated with supernatural forces (Czarnowski 1956, 222-223; Leeuw 1978, 88, 444).
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Therefore, border zones were places of ritual and rites which were aimed at its preserva-
tion as well as others being capable of corresponding with the supernatural. There were
also special places, and perhaps social behaviour addressed to ‘foreign’ groups or indivi-
duals, even if they were not physically able to experience them (Tuan 1987, 194; WoZny
2000, 123, 143).

The creation of an image of the inhabited world is a part of identification processes,
both individual and group, and thus occupying the same area as identity sources (Mamzer
2004, 130; Nowicka 1998, 381; Pellegriono 1989, 64; Posern-Zielifiski 2000, 16; Wallis
1990, 19, 26; Wb6dz 1989, 258). Inextricably linked with the concept of identification is the
phenomenon of territoriality. Clearly defined borders in a physical and social space are one
of the tools for determining both the intimate zone and occupied area. Behaviour associated
with territoriality according to E. T. Hall (1987, 64) varies and is intricately combined with
other cultural elements (Hall 1978; 1984; 1987). He believes, too, that territoriality is
a consequence of the territorial needs of man, going only beyond the place occupied by an
individual and having to take into account the minimum distance between people. These
needs are culturally conditioned, hence they are very diverse (Hall 1978, 144, 160-175).
Different definitions of this phenomenon pay attention to its various aspects: division into
spheres of influence, perception of certain areas as exclusive ones, need to defend a given
space, appropriating a place or claiming rights to a given territory (W6dz 1989, 254). In the
perspective of human groups, there is no simple addition of places occupied by individuals,
because apart from personal territories, communities produce something which can be
described as public territories (W6dz 1989, 255).

Territoriality is an inherent feature of human nature and with it is associated a discom-
fort which brings a sense of crowding and can result in stress, increased aggression, and
consequently the collapse of cultural norms (Hall 1978). This sensation, like the minimum
distance between people, is a cultural norm not related to population density, but to the
discrepancy between the really available resources and the size of population (WoZny
2000, 94). Therefore, there are known traditional communities occupying vast areas,
where the number of individuals is small, as well as those which live in small territories
and the settlement density is very high. In order to avoid — in the latter case — potential
aggression, very strict standards of cultural behaviour were introduced, including spatial
ones discernible, amongst others, in behaviour related to border marking (Hall 1984, 181;
Tuan 1987, 84).

The borders known from various levels of spatial organization and social life are a very
complex tool of culture. From the perspective of an attempt to interpret the research in
question, the most important are those delineated between oecumene and uninhabited
zone. The symbolism of them was associated with the separation of known places from
unknown space. In their perception, conflicting values blended. On the one hand, the need
for security, on the other hand, the desire for adventure and visiting new places.
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METALS DEPOSITED AT BORDERS -
AN INTERPRETATION OF THE RELATIONSHIPS BETVVEEN
PLACES OF THE DEPOSITION OF METAL ARTEFACT HOARDS
AND LOCAL SETTLEMENT

This part of the narration requires a brief introduction of research results which are the
basis of the presented model. A comparison of hoards, known from the study area and
dated to the late Bronze Age and the early Iron Age, includes 432 finds. Archive research,
information contained in the specialist literature and analyses of historical and contempo-
rary maps made it possible to determine the exact or approximate location of 83 of them.
All of these metal hoards were analysed, taking into account the characteristics of their
inventory and topographical character of their deposition place (Maciejewski 2015, 69-
70). Detailed studies focused on a smaller group of finds, at the same time having the
greatest research potential. These were hoards deposited outside settlements and burial
grounds, they did not have a relationship with wet land. Taking into account the stage of
research within the Polish Archaeological Record (Archeologiczne Zdjecie Polski — AZP),
availability of land for surface prospection and reliability of data from these studies al-
lowed to designate a group of 12 hoards for further analyses. A systematic research on the
settlement covered eight zones with a total area of over 5,000 km2. Four complementary
and veryfying analyses were carried out taking into account 3,876 settlement points (Ma-
ciejewski 2015, 70-73). As a result of these studies it should be pointed out that the ana-
lysed hoards were deposited between inhabited zones or at borders between the oecumene
and the uninhabited zone.

Such a wide range of research facilitated the availability of sources for settlement ana-
lyses, which of course had to be subject to multifaceted criticism from the constraints of
the method, through the specifity of the programme the Polish Archaeological Record, to
the specificity of particular zones and reliability of the results of prospecting carried out by
different teams (Mazurowski 1980, 13-34; Jaskanis 1996). It is worth noting in this place
that similar conclusions were made by other researchers based on a smaller range of data
(Holubowicz 1960, 96; Bradley 1998, 125-127, Figs. 27-28; Krajewski 2007, 39) and re-
quiring discussion, for which there is no space here (broader Maciejewski 2016, 76-77).
Also J.E. Levy (1982, 17-44) and A. Ballmer (2010) based on the religious study conside-
rations and the results of anthropological research draw attention to the relation between
hoard deposition places and borders.

Other characteristics of metal object deposition should also be pointed out and which
will be referenced later in the argumentation. Some finds were deposited within stone and
earthen structures. In the case of find from Rosko, site 47, Wielen commune, Czarnkoéw-
-Trzcianka district, based on excavations conducted there, and witness evidence, it can
be pointed out that this structure was built to deposita hoard there (Machajewski and
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Maciejewski 2006). In the case of finds from Kaliszany, site 3, Wagrowiec commune, Wa-
growiec district, the earthwork is still perceptible in the local landscape. The existence of
such a structure in Stolezyn, Wapno commune, Wagrowiec district is indicated by archive
records. For these two finds at the current stage of research there is also likely an interpre-
tation indicating that the earthworks were structures similar to the one known from Rosko,
although they could also have been earlier barrows (Maciejewski 2016, 112-115, 145-146,
170). Similar records also apply to several other finds from Pomerania and Greater Poland
and their verification requires further research (broader Maciejewski 2016, 146). It should
be kept in mind that, despite the limited knowledge about the discovery circumstances,
a relationship with stones and some of the hoards may be indicated (Blajer 2001, 256, fig.
42). Amongst the analysed group an example can be Granéwko, Granowo commune, Gro-
dzisk Wielkopolski district. This repeatability may suggest a symbolic significance of indi-
vidual stones or stone structures.

Another important observation is the relationship of some hoards with potential micro-
region scale routes. It results, as in the case of Rosko, from the specificity of local settle-
ment and location near watercourses relevant to local contacts (Maciejewski 2006, 212-
213, fig. 6). On the other hand, in Kaliszany such a nature of the hoard is indicated by the
terrain relief — the hoard was deposited on a promontory slightly elevated above the sur-
rounding wetlands (Maciejewski 2016, map 24). In the case of Bobrowiczki/Stawno, site 4,
Stawno commune, Stawno district, the historical record shows the location here of both
a north-south route along the Wieprza River, as well as an east-west route at a convenient
crossing of the aforementioned river (Spros 1994, 37-39).

Also very interesting is the deposition place of the hoard from Zelazo, site 50, Smoldzino
commune, Shupsk district. It was discovered on a moraine hill called Bialogéra, which is
located within the Rowokol Natural Reserve covering a massif of post-glacial elevations
cut by the Lupawa River valley. At the point where the assemblage of metal objects in ques-
tion was discovered, the terrain rises to a height of about 40 m above sea level, which
means that the denivelation in regard to the surrounding valleys is approximately 20 m.
However, the culmination of this terrain form (Rowokoél) located to the west, across the
river, rises higher, i.e. to 114.8 m above sea level. The hill is clearly visible from both local
lakes and sea (and therefore it constituted an indicative point for sailors), as well as from
land. Excavations conducted there revealed the remains of Early Medieval and Post-medieval
settlement, their results also point to the religious symbolism of this place. The hill in the
folk tradition was also a place associated with numerous myths and legends. It can be as-
sumed that in the analysed period such a characteristic terrain form had a number of
symbolic meanings for the analysed communities, and that supernatural forces could have
been located there (broader Maciejewski 2016, 105-106, there further references).

Another finding worth mentioning is a lack of connection between the topographical
specificity of hoard deposition places and a selection of items that were part of their inven-
tory (Maciejewski 2015, 70).
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The key to understanding the symbolism of acts of metal deposition in marginal areas
of inhabited areas is the similarity in the perception of the two previously characterized
categories: metal and border, as well as the specifity of understanding of ‘foreign’ places,
objects and people and increasing in the late Bronze Age sense of territoriality.

Metal fascinated and yet terrified. Since it was something new, unusual and exotic, it
had the importance of prestige and created the possibility of producing items previously
unavailable. Also convergent was the symbolism of borders separating the two categories
corresponding to the duality of human nature. On the one hand, the need for stability and
security, and on the other hand the thirst for adventure arousing both fear and curiosity,
being a threat, but also giving the opportunity to gain prestige, knowledge, contact with
supernatural powers and ancestors, to acquire exotic items or raw materials, and conse-
quently even power. This symbolic similarity allows us to understand why communities of
the late Bronze Age and the early Iron Age in the analysed area deposited metal objects at
the borders of inhabited zones. A fuller understanding of the importance of these activities
is possible thanks to study of the different spheres of life of groups in question and the
specificity of some finds.

The described location of hoards was also associated with their practical function. Such
places organized the physical world and helped participants to act within it. They were
both markers of borders and passages as well as characteristic points on local and perhaps
supra-regional routes. The term hoard map gains ipso facto a new meaning, binding these
finds within a narrativized space. Some of the studied finds were deposited in places which
for various reasons facilitated displacement (Kosko and Klo¢ko 2011). The lack of such
observations concerning other analysed hoards does not rule out that they were connected
with similar routes. Unfortunately, archaeological sources, which may indicate directly the
existence of such local connections are discovered very rarely (Raczkowski 2011).

The existence of the aforementioned monumental stone structures built in places of
metal object deposition, on the one hand confirms the quoted interpretation concerning
metal object deposition places as important points in the landscape, and on the other hand
it draws attention to the nature of the metal deposition act. If it was associated with the con-
struction of the aforementioned structures, it was a previously prepared action carried out
by a larger group. Hence the purpose of metal object deposition was not to hide them be-
cause of their material value or storage, as is often suggested in the interpretations of such
finds. An important element of these structures were stones, which is also recorded in other
cases. Recalling the Hittite myth of the battle of gods and symbolic meaning of metal pre-
sented earlier — a symbol of a new era — and stone — which could mitigate the power of liquid
bronze — an attempt at interpretation could be undertaken of the stones discovered in the
vicinity of bronze artefacts. Smaller and larger stones might have mitigated the power of
bronze artefacts, which due to their uniqueness could have undermined the social order.

The very act of deposition in the ground of artefacts having an above-average value un-
doubtedly provided a clear message. The combination of that practice with the construction
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of a monumental structure strengthened the significance of such behaviour, as well as
emphatically prolonging the impact of its content. This statement was addressed to mem-
bers of the group, but the location of these activities in the marginal zone of the settlement
indicates that its recipients were also ‘strangers’. On the one hand, metals deposited in
such a place could have been a gift for the supernatural forces (Hansel 1997), or ancestors
(see Giles 2007, 400-406), and on the other hand these actions may have been addressed
to their neighbours, they were an act of marking of the border, they were also a manifesta-
tion of the potential and generosity of a given group. It should be noted that linguistic
sources (Kowalski 1999) indicate a convergence in the perception of supernatural forces,
the dead and representatives of other groups. The act of deposition fulfills its functions
both when it was made in the presence of representatives of other neighbouring groups, as
well as without their participation, as in social practice not all messages are addressed di-
rectly to the recipient. If a structure was built in a place where metal objects were deposited,
a stone was placed or other traces of a rite remained visible (currently difficult to record by
archaeological methods or unknown because of the randomness of such discoveries), such
a place automatically became a non-verbal message, confirming the event and informing
others of its importance. Reading such a message by members of other groups cultivating
similar traditions was not a problem. In addition, this place both marked the end of the
secure — appropriated world, as well as informing ‘strangers’ that they were entering a do-
main belonging to a particular community.

It is worth noting that traces of metallurgical activities are often discovered in the mar-
ginal parts of a settlement. At their borders were also deposited the post-production waste
(Bradley 1998, XIX; Giles 2007, 400-406; Haaland 2004; Hingley 2006, 224-230; Mierz-
winski 2003, 216; Wozny 2000, 143-145). In the context of the similarity which occurred
between the symbolism of borders, borderlands and metal, an explanation of such ar-
rangement of metallurgical production places by practical purposes alone (which usually
is done) is undoubtedly a simplification.

The assemblages of metal objects fulfilled a range of functions which should be de-
scribed as ordering the social world. They regulated the relationships in the group, estab-
lishing and consolidating social relations. They prevented significant social differentiation — by
withdrawiing from cultural circulation objects which had gained too high a value and
thereby giving an above-average prestige. Thus, they helped to avoid internal conflicts,
which became more important with the increase in the number of these communities in
the late Bronze Age and the early Iron Age. Rituals of deposition in the ground of metal
products at all their stages integrated the group. The place where it was done formed a part
of the cosmological patterns and thus the cultural norms, which allowed the community
members to become familiarized with them and consolidate them in practice. Each cosmo-
logical pattern is visible at all levels of the world organization. The situation is similar
when it comes to hoards which are symbolic gates to a certain inhabited zone. This system
replicates the patterns perceptible at other levels of the organization (Fig. 1). The act of
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Fig. 1. Cosmological importance of places of passage in the picture of the world of the community of the
late Bronze Age and the early Iron Age

metal products deposition at the border of an inhabited area also constituted a medium of
intergroup communication, enabled the manifestation of wealth, prestige building, empha-
sizing the sovereignty and position equalization in the dialogue between communities —
partners with different potential. In this case, it created chances to control the conflicts.
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The increasing risk of conflict amongst the studied communities is indicated by several
simultaneous processes. In the perspective of the presented study the most important was
the increase in the frequency of hoards attributable to the V of Period the Bronze Age
(HaB2-3) (Blajer 2001 75; Maciejewski 2016, 161-163, fig. 3.2.1). During this period, other
phenomena also intensified: the development of ‘defence’ construction (Chochorowski
1993, 217-218; Harding 2000, 296; Niesiolowska-Wedzka 1974, 27-29, 173-196, fig. 1; Os-
good et al. 2000, 141-144), the appearance (archaeologically perceptible in only a few
places in Europe) of field systems (Harding 2000, 150-163; Yates 1999) and an increase in
the frequency of bronze artefacts which could have served as weapons (see Blajer 2013,
93-94). All these phenomena should be associated with the growing importance of a sense
of territoriality amongst these groups, which was caused by stress growing along with rapid
demographic development of these communities, which is commonly recorded in archaeo-
logical sources (amongst others Kaczmarek 2002, 228-229; Lasak 2001, 425; Michalski
1983, 383; Mierzwinski 1994, 109-110; Ostoja-Zagorski 1982, 121; Przybyla and Blajer
2008, 76; Szamalek 2009, 65, 80; Wesotowski 1996, 31). The coincidence of the increase
in the number of assemblages of metal objects deposited in the ground and water with the
process of intensification of ‘defence’ construction at the same time was also noticed in
other parts of Europe (Bradley 1998, 21, 139; Harding 2000, 355). The changes are sig-
nificant and widespread, ipso facto giving rise to a new perspective concerning the phe-
nomenon of the mass deposition of metal artefacts.

The formation of a new cultural system requires the community’s openness to ideas, as
well as people and products, there is also greater mobility of the community, and thus the
borders become less important (see Kristiansen and Larsson 2005, 360-361; Mierzwinski
1992, 128; 1994, 102-103). However, with the solidification of cultural norms, territorial divi-
sions and stresses which appeared in the course of increasing the size and number of groups,
there appeared areas of conflicts which in reality of the described period took place be-
tween territorial or kin groups (Claessen 2006, 222-223; Helbling 2006, 116-120; Ostoja-
-Zago6rski 1989, 177). Thus, the significance of both physical (borders), and symbolic divi-
sions increased, which caused the need for a more clearly organized world. With this was
associated behaviour, such as highlighting the importance of borders by depositing metal
objects there. Of course, the scale of this phenomenon in terms of both the frequency of
such assemblages as well as their inventory was related to the local availability of metal.

The quoted understanding, combining behaviour related to the physical space (a ten-
dency towards the clear demarcation of borders along with population growth of described
communities) with deposition in the ground of metal objects, also allows us to interpret
the process of the decline of this cultural practice in the study area in a wider manner
(along with the beginnings of the La Tene period). On the one hand, important cultural
changes in Central Europe occurred during this period — the beginning of the La Téne
world — which were associated with changes in deposition practices (Bradley 1998, 161-
172). On the other hand, the settlement of communities in question gradually changed,
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becoming less intense. These processes meant that the stress caused by population size
decreased. Hence, one of factors determining the cultural behaviour of the analysed com-
munities in the earlier period (hoard deposition) lost momentum, and as a result of both
these processes the disappearance of the described custom occurred.

CONCLUSION

The research results and their interpretation presented clearly indicate that the data on
the relationships between hoard deposition places with other elements of the cultural
landscape (perceptible by archaeological methods) enrich our knowledge of both metal
finds as well as the spatial perception of the analysed communities. The model tries to
combine functions from various spheres of life of ancient societies and understand them
in the context of a broad spectrum of humanistic knowledge. It indicates the need for
similar research on finds from other zones, as well as use of the source base accumulated
during the described research project for the consideration about the finds from the wet
land as well as from settlements and burial grounds (taking into account the organization
and spatial symbolism of these places). Equally important are excavations in places of
hoard discoveries in Kaliszany and Stolezyn, which would help to verify this if the struc-
tures cited in their context were older barrows, or perhaps structures similar to the one
discovered in Rosko.

Constant adaptation of new technologies to archaeological research means that it
would be possible to extend the methods used in the presented project, thanks to the im-
plementation of aerial photography with use of drones, laser scanning or prospecting with
metal detectors and geophysical methods. It can be expected that it would allow the loca-
tion of the remains of other structures analogous to the find from Rosko. Also, and which
may seem controversial in the case of assemblages originally deposited in wet land, the
implementation of such methods gives a strong research potential. Currently, many of
these places are already drained and detailed prospection by means of modern methods
would help to determine the context of such finds. Hypothetically it may be assumed that
it would be possible to recognize structures similar to those discovered in Berlin-Spandau
(Schwenzer 1997), or situations analogous to those known from Witaszkowo/Kozow (Ko-
bylihski et al. 2015) or observations similar to those made during underwater research
when the assemblages from Netno and Trzynik were discovered (Rembisz 2009; 2011). In
addition, the perspective should be expanded by taking into account the results of metal-
lographic and microscopic examination, which would allow us to learn the individual cha-
racteristics of objects belonging to individual hoards.
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