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FOREWORD

This scientific meetingvas organised close to the end of a research project known, on short, as
Limes Transalutanu$ dedicated to a Roman frontier from the first half of the third century. This is

not only a large scale project, developed alon§aklm o611 i ne 6, but al so one
in promoting recent and advanced technologies on fielthaatogy, ever performed in Romania.

As a consequence, the recommended topics for this symposium were the next:

aerial reconnaissance

UAV and photogrammetry

LIiDAR technologies

field-walking

geophysics

cartography and toponymy

landscape archaeology

predictive archaeology

perception studies (visibility, audibility)
updates fot.imes Dacicu$

=4 =4 -4-4_-9_-9_-49_-4_-5_-°

Our aim is not to cover all those topics, but as many as possildejerto give an outcome of the
state of the Romanian research in archaeology. As contemes Transalutanus we couldnd
resume in a one day meeting all our agéments in a three years project, rendering rather the latest
developments, from the early 2017.

Proposing not a report of activitywhich will be provided in late September 201ut a eébate

about the future of research in | andscape arc
similar concerns and skillan orderto present their latest accomplishments in similar research
projects. T h e c¢ h o ihavehadfmaltiple tedses: itdsithe yortlefn erfd ioftoer Ht i
project; it is the home city of our partners f
point for a documentary trip in the mountainous sectokiofes Transalutanugbecause were

already looknginto the fuure

The booklet issued contains the short communications recelivetly afterthe Symposium.

Editor,Eugen STeodor

19" August 2017

'Havingas full tteTe hnol ogi e interdisciplinart de investigare a
premontan al Limes Transalutan(isterdisciplinary technology for archaeological field survey. Case study of Limes
Trana | ut anus south of Argek River), sponsored by the Min

unit UEFISCDI fttps://uefiscdi.rd/ identified with the code PIN-PT-PCCA20134-0759, see also the project
websitehttp://www.limestransalutanus.ro

2 As known the frontier of the Roman Province(s) of Dacia, north of Danube, the longest frontier in Europe (around
1500 km). A National Limes Committee is workjngainly since 2016, for gathering the documentation needed for
includingLimes Dacicusn the European UNESCO linear site known as the Frontiers of the Roman Empire.
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Comment des lignes peuvent elles faire partie
du patrimoine Istorique?

Philippe Fajon
DRAC Normandie /
UMR 7041 Ar ScAn Arch®ol ogi es

Ce texte est une ®tape dans un | ong processus d'
dynami qgue et hi storique. El leenenit se du pamp®eredr d ecs
des soci ®t ®s qui nous ont preced®es ont fa-onn®
compl ®ments ° l a premi re partie d®&roneveaenxu,e 2@he

parties 3etdferont' obj et de d®vel oppements ult®rieurs.

liDans de nombreux pays, des travaux de recherches
hi storiques ou arch®ol ogiques avec |l es outils de
). Nous pouvons s®l ectionner guel ques exempl es: I
anal ys®es avec |l a technologie LiDAR dans des pro
di sciplines; l es sites ma chw®otl o@ti Ydiie®s deet | @arctld gr a
arch®ol ogues ®cossais et britanniques dotrhapping i | i s®
cC omme un outil scientifique et ont apport® <ce ¢
R®publiqgue tch que, Sl ovaqui e, Hongrie et aussi

®mergente qu'une autre dans |l e cadre de | '"arch®ol o

1

Par une br ve description des fonde meentFsanca pousl ' ar c
allons mettre en avant |l e rtle des ph®nom nes | in
direct e, |l i soclinie, | "i soaxialit ®, |l a r®silience
La premi tepp®®epd®Pvées arch®og®ographes est de ¢
pas un h®ritage direct d'une p®riode. C'est |l e t ®i
qui peuvent s' ®tal er dan srefleda morpholpge du paysagesactuel cemme o n C €
un pali mpseste. Nous appellerons cela |l a 6compil at
La deuxi me id®e i mportante es t-histbrgues ecomsteuttstparedesen Q|
chercheur s pr ®c ®dmutes mmMaingsasont teujowrsmectilignes, lés garcelles circulaires

sont l e signe de d®frichement m®di ®v al , une ©parce
romaine et ainsi de suite. Nous g@Ppbl bepbpongueesba 0
Une troisi me id®e est d'®tudier d'abord Il a morph
®l ®ments de paysage ou du patrimoine morphol ogique
Ensuit e, seul ement apr s cel a, lee dleesi v @bDemenns
i mportants connus qui peuvent °tre signifiants po
appell erons cela oO0identifier |l es temps de | a morop

Un rappel m®t hodol ogi que et @mdes deResddndeigents mentreche s r
comment | " hybridation entre | es formes naturelles
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paysage ob®i ssent ° des r gles r®currentes. C'est
morpto | ogi ques, qgu'ils soient |l begani d®s, pb@nemmpésem
Toutes ces i d®es trouvent | eur origine dans un r er
l'artefact) n'est pas pris en compte pounifi en, mai s comme un signhe de tempc
dans | e sens de |l a O0longue dur ®ed devient plus i m
site.

2iDans |l e prolongement de notre prrieLes),tnaus poarronsd e Bu
montrer comment | elLinteseyns tRonuemafnri cen tnd leisetr ¢p adsu uni que.
choisis en France avec | "'"ancienne fronti re fortif
de Normandie; danses Al pes, ave-xttahi énoeatpendamntr ahcAnci en
est de plus surprenant de constater que | '"influen
biecnaudel ©~ de sa fonction d'eor Vailmehi el i miméetenpraet M
axe de penetration des troupes turques, ainsi que piste de transhumance dans la plaine Boian.

Mais d'abord, revenons °~ une approche th®orique du
2-171 Le Limes Transalutanudbuaumans | e concept qu' il est cens® re
l ong syst me de fronti res autour de | ' empire r 0om:
proc®der en une analyse en deux t empessurleftcanceptded' ab o

fronti re comme une partie de |l a gestion du terri:t
verrons | e dimesensRpughanief i que du

22iLe concept de fronti re
Pour demander ce gu' eitw e territoge, fousadavons inmagner @tudonoen ene | i m
r®ponse © une question pr® iminaire: une fronti re
Bien s%r, ce n'est pas une question nouvelle. Par
®t ude i nticeulgld uEQuU 'fetnt i re?E. Edit® par Jacqgue
EDi ctionnaire de | a G®ographie et de | " espace des
suj et l a notion de fronti r esingertant, etgas sauldn@nt @ms l&€ 0 mme
domaine de | a g®ographie mat®rialiste. Pl usieurs
peuvent °tre utiles pour notre compr ®hension coll e
Revenons - Jacques L®VY b@ali dmoucsonmempt r edel "firnotn&ri-
ESoci ol ogi eSE en 2010. 1 a fait | a d®monstration
pas toujours au m°me endroit, qgue | a mat®rialite
gpopol itique, |l a mat®rialit® et | '"i mmat®rialit® de
fhous devons d'abord admettre que | a mat®rialit
gue | "i mmat®rialit® n'bosiquepas irr®ell e, simul ®e€
C'"®tait sans aucun doute |l a m°me chose au deuxi me
Ainsi, la fronti re en tant que s®parateur mat ®r i ¢
entre deux espaces cens ®scestunrsigne d'@® pemitoif@ global Quase divise e m?°
en deux parties. En tout cas, la fronti re est <car
qui se trouve de | "autre c¢ctt® de | araphie.o pldacerles e, [
®l ®ments d'une soci ® ® humaine dans | 'espace et d
m° me sSi |l a s®paration n'®tait pas r®elle dans notr
®t ® propcSov®eanmae Chavel , de | "universit® de Poitie

10
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| " Ecol e Normale Sup®r-mtmeel ele d®c@FiIi si.L tiJOug i ¢ ®®@®e gno

®t udi er | e ¢times sBi®ecn fsi¥rute addalnles questionmemants gui agitent I'Europe

etle Proch®Or i ent autour du probl me des migrations, ces
confirmant l es paroles de Jacques Levy. dbdhatces | a

contexte,atd el © des d®vel oppements de Michel Foucher dan
Revenons maintenant " une | ecture g®ographique. T
d'usage que rien ne dit que les logiques damplt at i on sont | es m°mes dans to
de | "empire romain, dans un sens g®opolitique, tol
pens®e r®currente pour tous | es c¢hee coheemmes uwm niss y s
ayant une ®paisseurE. La th®orie de la Eligne bl eu
1880 et 1918 n'est qu'une |ligne d"horizon et n'a |
d ®s i g n eequedan voit.o

Beaucoup de g®ographes ®voquent |l a naissance de
(pierres, panneaux, ®tiquettes), et doeoretl  "omepparn t
avec l'apparitonducoc e pt de cartographie des | imites.-On po
m° me qui cr®e | e besoin de |l a fronti re car ell e |
montrer | ' ®t endue de | ®deterran.erri toire sans avoir

Une expression qui revient souvent dans la langue des sociologues et des philosophes ne concerne pas
| " i mportance de |l a fronti re, mai s son rt] e, et en

En combinant ces diff®d®esedosnidamehit adttisond®yvel eppa

1-la fronti re est une | igne physique,
2-el 1l e s®pare deux entit®s distinctes et diff ®r
3-ell e n"existe que par | e contr®le qui y est p
4-el 1l e peut °tre ouverte ou fer m®e
Elle oubliet ot al ement | a notion d' ®pai sseur de |l a fronti
entit®s qu'elle s®par e, et par |l es m®t hodes de c«
longitudinalement que transversalement.
Maisenut i | i sant cette analyse, un peu ontol ogi que, d

en pratiguant une sorte d'arch®ol digpesetoptant peuavn® i r ( t
l ecture histori quennemantBle gas agbsi en weestion,til exstevune adaptation
pr®visible et n®cessaire entre |l e type de travaux

23iAdaptation © |l a situation |l ocale

La topographi e de s LimesAlutanusebTransallganugpt @®psaesnsteen tu nl ecser t a i
caract®ristiques fortes.

La vall ®e de | '"'"Olt pr®sente un profil asym®trique
Est. L' ®tablissement d' urhe®ofr i qmuteis rqgeu e( dhaoruss laevso NG 0
montre qQgque nous pouvons ®tablir une fronti re su
hi storiques nous mettent dans un ®quilibre de pou
loueg . 1 ne peut donc pas | aisser | a situation top
Est de |l a vall ®e de | "Olt (comme une fal aise) cr ®e
| " Quest. La frortiparse °ne epeutac®er s uad-m°cneet.t eCdliag ncer,
une relation de pouvoir au contraire de ce qui &est

11
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24iun syst me
Ma proposition est la suivante:

En accord avec |l es besoins Ettiecrhe,i qatesé&n es' adaomtcd
|l ocale sp®cifique, on peut penser ° une fronti re
entre | a terrasse ouest de | a vall ®e du Linigst j us
Transalutanus

A | " Quest, |l a zone de commerce et d'" ®change dans |
des installations militaires. Au sudCor &lsi p)oiNndrst f
par des cheminsg det U®s rli ve ouest de | 'Ol t, et do
romaine.

é | "Est, |l a d®marcation physiqgue par un foss® ave
®qui pe semble cllturer |l e territoire.

Dans lintervalle] ' espace de | a plaine alluviale, oY% |l a cir
zones humi des, est plus simple © contrtler. Le <ct?
contrtle. Ainsi, l es poisntoppididDegsoigemp hsqoes | secghi ¢
devenus inefficaces (c'est | e cas de Spr©ncenata).
6Cet ated de SprO©ncenata est en relationdududcaact e a
Nord (publication ° venir).

Kind of no-man land Outside and

Under control

Economical,
| trading and
| military sector

Floated plainof
Qli and Siv

Figure 1. Diagramme analytique du limes romain dans la plaine Boian.

Avec ce syst me tr s contr!l® et adapt® ~ la sit
particuli rement nipearrmt® mallg'ri®mal gedimedeTransdl@arelsqaiteste ur d-
compens® par | "ensemble des composantes territoria
Avec |l e retrait de la fronti re de | ' Empentree244s ur | a
et 247, il est probable que |l e contrtle de |l a tra\
|l e besoin de fermeture de |l a fronti re orientale d

12
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....... 448
e
A 5% 7 Cim i 2D |- W N -':
Figure 2: Analysede | a mor phol ogie (carte de compil ati o
Limes Translutanus Nous pouvons constater que | es parc:
c't® ouest du Limes. Des zones vides existent
Enrouge :laligneforfii ®e du Li mes. En vert . ® ®ment s mo
ou par transmission). Les elements pris en compte sont ceux figurant®anig Director
deTragere En bl eu : blocs de parcelles coh®rentes.
3 - La question de la valorisation et dlea patri moni ali sation des ®I ®me
rapi dement observ®e. Plusieurs choses sont ~ prend
T L' ® ®ment l'i n®aire -npPemet :° tlinlesenled uaneremplenEnntdrmes u i
traditionnels, c'est-dre une | igne de fortification (mur ou
tours et accompagn®e | ocal ement p alimedn'ast pgsa r ni s O
gu'une ligne. C'est dans ce sens queaiRr onitni®aiurt
gu' un ®| ®ment
T L' ® ®ment Il in®aire est un h®ritage par gl i ssen
i soaxialit®, sans avoir aucune connai ssance
mor phog®n®t i qumgi gonue bdi'eunneelrl®sitl® ence | ocal e. (
dont les ramifications ont pu varier avec une grande amplitude.
T La ligne fait partie d'un ensemble plus | arge,
®pai sseur kangenpeorste da'n®achel |l e de | ecture.

13
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Dans le cas deimes Transaltanus et pour respecter |l es connai ssanc:
Limes nous pensons que | e dernier cas doit °tre pri
choixen termes de conservation, de protection, de restauration, de gestion et d'animation.

4-Certains exemples de sites arch®ol ogiques | in®ai
qui ont ®t ® pris en compivenpo®maleemegeéeéstior RpCIiuT
en Languedoc, |l a Chdebsa®eeJat esnCReamardi ¢)] el a Li
Guerre mondiale, le Mur de I'Atlantique de la Seconde Guerre mondiale ...).

Si le mur d'Hadrien faitdbj et d' une i mportante consid®ration pa
sont connect®s et seulement eux qui sont consi d®r €
le paysage environnant. SurllenesGermanicusils'agitde | a structure | i n®aire e:
en compt e. La |l ecture globale du patrimoine morph
zone r®elle du tampon de |l a propri®t® durp@atiim®oi
historique du monument. Dans le cadre d'une demarche qui aurait pour objectif I'inscriptiimedu
transalutanus ur | a | i ste du patrimoine mondi al Unesco, i
ce sera |l e vo®ritable d®&fi du projet
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The Archaeological Concepts@fSi t e 6 -Saintde 60 No n
from a Landscaper Perspective

Eugen S. Teodor

History National Museum, Bucharest

The research project | amanagingi Limes Transalutanusi is getting closer of ending the activity and
drawing some conclusions. The Symposium we are hosting today has proposed topics related to lines and
alignments, adequate for frontier studies. The problem | am going tosaddree is also connected to lines,

but in a different approach: where to draw a line? Whiemr whati is the difference between an
archaeol ogi c a-arch@eeslogic@sé taen d oan -ssihoerét), a o6 non

The project dealt with cartography, topaghy, aerial research, geophysical investigation (and others!), but
lately mainly with field archaeology. It has been organised systematic surveys targeting civil settlements
from the border areas, in order to evaluate the size and the density of thase dullactivities. In the

process, it have been noticed not only an unexpected diversity of patterns, but also some theoretical
di fficulties in defining an O6archaeol ogical sitebd.

We are speaking here abeuton-going research, just a bit of it is pubksti or almost - and the reader has

yet to wait for a complete report of the operations in the field. Of course, this cannot happen within a short
communication. What | can do here is giving some examples of Roman settlements from the first half of the
third century, choosing three different cases, but all emphasising the same trouble: the difficulty of drawing
the line.

The methodology used will be unveiled only at the necessary level to understand the illustration provided,
just because a full descripti is bulky.

| will start with a typical case, where the militarici appeared more or less where it was expected: the two
Roman forts from Urluefiand their civilian settlements (Figure 1). They are located on the high terrace of

the right (western)bank of Cotmeana River, lifted about 20 m above the meadow, with steep slopes. At
Urlueni, and the next 40 km southward, the frontier consisted in this high terrace, which is a natural barrier,
and excellent observati on d@&hereisehydhaelwansideredatipd, ar e e K |
segment of imperial border which do not need embankments or other artificial oBsthge250 m north

of the forts, the military way was crossing the river, the frontier switching the bamishe kind ofifting.

! Granted by the Ministry of Science and Inovation, through the management unit UHFIB@f2ct code
identification PNII-PT-PCCA-20134-075,July 2014SeptembeR017.

% Teodor et al. 2017.

As one can see at the Figure 1, the closest locality i:
One cent ur y wasgconsided a hambet d€pending on the village Urlueni (located on the eastern bank of
Cotmeana River). This is why the forts were recorded under the name Urlueni. As a general rule, | kept all the old
names, even when the administrative geography ckasgeeral times!), in order to avoid confusions. This is the case

also for FIl tm©Gnda (today Poiana) or Stpata de Jos (toda

4 Only one archaeologist pretended to have found and embankment on the western side of the valley, but the claim is
unlikely (details in Teodor 2015, 59).

® For the geography of tHenesb et ween Ur | ueni and Pitexkt iidem 83¢Figl3eforaor 201
zoomed detail.
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Figure 1. Roman forts and settlements fron
Orthophoto (2012, res. 0.5 m) and reported results of the survey (left)
and altimetric contours (3 m, extracted from Alos Palsar DEM, res. 12.5 m, right)

The two forts are staimfy on the fringe of the terrace, separated only by a (large) ditch, and probably did not
functioned togethér The remnants of their civil settlements are standing anyway aligned at the edge of the
terrace, at the both ends of the forts, suggestingwatsdifferent settlements.

The areas in grey shades, from the Fig. 1, are presenting the statistic outcome of the field survey, performed
in several occasions along the year Z0M/e checked all the land parcels available for an accurate
evaluation, notig down any relevant artefdctind then making the analysis in the office. The information

has been collected on three sorts of peadléed€hiig (obvi
Military pottery), bricks, tiles, burned adobe, riveehh)leé, stones, mortars and small finds. The picture
presented within the Fig. 1 is not analytical, but an overview, reporting the total number of objects to the

® The lines of the forts from the Fig. 1 will not be used for measurements, begaylgrapproximation following the
orthophotos. A detailed study of the UAVOs made DEM wa
dimensions are known from the early reports of Pamfil Polonic, in Idted8tury, when the precinct waslisiitact

(today is badly affected by erosion, due to the steep slope); see Teodor 2015, 61, Fig. 22.

"With the help and assistance of my friend and volunteer Florin Chivoci.

® The notes were made directly in a handheld GPS. We did not collect thetartéfam several reasons. One of them

was the fact that processing collected artefacts is tir
second, because picking them up is another time consuming operation (there are 11 hectaex] toifegs than 5 at
Stpata), and we did not really had that ti me; third, b

processed are lost artefacts (see Drewett 1999, 5).
° Not counted, of course, but evaluated in five classes gfiénlecy, from 5 (very many) to 1 (very sparse).
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surface of each sybarcel. The darker is the shade of grey, the larger is the number ofsofwe more
exactly, the score given by reporting the sum of the artefacts to the surface of the parcel). The greatest
number of objects was recorded to the southern corner of the large fort, 122, giving the top score'bf 13.52.

Regarding the generalam, one can see that the density of artefacts is progressively decreasing from the
middle (the forts) to the margins of the 6siteb6; &
results; nevertheless, two hundred meters northwest thaastebntinued to pop up, even in small numbers

(from 1 to 11, on an average surface of 1000 square meters). How we will render such a situation within a
terminology as 6archaeol ogi cal sited?

To make things even harder, the international literature cangettme militaryvici rejects the agriculture as
one of the possible occupation for the inhabitants of the civil settletheMsking agriculture is a good
opportunity to lost things on the field, as happens today with the plastic PET, or if"tbent@y with the
Omar ket pot so. Liolcakn inot gure aatly morh. €The Fnaig argurtient for rejecting the
agriculture as a mean of live, on the frontier, is the relative absence of the agricultural impiesidsiise

vici, observed by diggingyvhatabout the field survey?

The northern settlement seems to end before the ravine which is cutting the terrace, looking much as an
anthropic intervention, reducing the estimate surface of the settlement from 5.5 hectares (obviously too much
for a fort strething only on 1.3 hectares) to a reasonable 3.3 hectares, if not less. The hypothesis that the
gully was a road heading the river is strengthening by the fact that we have found a third settlement in the
meadow, close to the river bank. In the fresh titedl we were able to count exactly four households, with
remnants dispersed on intervals of an average of ‘f1Interesting to note, the orientation of the gully
descending the slegs going exactly south of thefsir houses irarow.

A complementaryasearch was done in this northern area of the meadow, in order to estimate the size of this
third settlement, using a lesser known geophysical mean: magnetic suscéptiNdigfecting the red shades

from the western part (which could be a perverse effiettte slope itself), in the meadow one could count at
least other four reddish spots, recommending anthropic alterdtitirso, in the meadow there are at least
other 10 Roman households, accompanying the Roman road (as usual!).

To conclude this: howeany o6ar chaeol ogitlee! /Asnd elsdw dma nwe obhcaivvei | i
do we have? Legally speakiiigonly one. Archaeologically speaking is far more difficult: #imusfrom the
terrace is 200 far from the village from the meadow, being coatdxst a straight road. This is a situation

picturing the crisis of the 6édarchaeological siteb
We will proceed nowwitht he second case, which is Stpata, | oc a
flies. Giving the fact that th&ull report is prepared for publicatiGnexpected almost in the same time with

this symposiurt? i | will provide here only the minimum set of mff mat i on: the forts f

located on an isolated high terrace, natural defended from three sides, with a smooth access no wider than 80
m, northward. The expected position of the civilian settlement is on that high terrace, because the forts are
taken less than half of that plateau. Unfortunately, the entire surface is covered by a neglected orchard, with
dense bushes and tall grass, improper for a regular archaeological survey. All what was known about the
location of thevicuswas suggested bysamall plough land located southwest of the forts.

1% the calculation was also implied a correction for visibility, giving the fact that the quality of observation was not
equal in all the worked parcels of land.

1 See Teodor et al. 2017 for details.

2 This is going well with the typicalicus6 pr opertyd, of 50 x 10 m, with the wid
is to the south); see de details (including literature) in Teodor et al. 2017.

BYperformed by dan AQtefan.

4 Some actual households are to be found in the area; the field is yet pretty clean, with no excess of obvious recent
artefacts (6no excessO because they are pretty much eve

5 Teodor et al. 2017.
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Figure 2. General plan of the
civilian sett]
de Jos (Arged

The blue squares are pointing
out the most likely location for
the households from thecus.
The blue circle is an isolated
discovery, very likely a watch
tower.

Takenfrom Teodor et al. 2017,
fig. 21.

The surprise came in the early spring 2016, when our (already introduced) volunteer Florin Chivoci made the
announcement that he found plenty of archaeol ogi ca
Fortress Valley, but the name is from the latd't9e nt ur y) . Why Osurpriseb6? Be
settlements are standing close of a fort, near one (or two) of its gates. A first visit in the field proved that the
discovery was real, the main paf the settlement being located there. In April 2016 we made the most
complex application of this project, involving about ten people, in order to make a systematic surface survey,
collecting all pottery and small objects, but also data for constructiteriaia spread on the field.

Complementary on this has been made a geophysical investigation, using the only mean usable in dense
vegetation, which is magnetic susceptibility, in the summer of #016.

The situation presented in the Figure 2 is an overaietlie works done in 2016, with the likely positions of

the households (or other utilities, as workshops), gathering data from both surface survey and magnetic
susceptibility applications. Surprising or not, the high plateau located north of the magssastralmost

empty, a situation which we finally have explained by the difficulties of providing fresh water on the spot.
As a result, the civilians were dispersed in four different areas:

perfomed by Dan ktefan. A new set of measurements were ¢t
at the time | am writing this note (May 2017). The evidence presented here, at the Fig. 2, will not be changed essentially

by this new investigatignhaving to add, probably, three new squares on the lower terrace located east of the forts,
along the contour line 252 m.
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three households on the northern plateau (suggesting a roadgheadhwest?)

other thre& living clusters on the eastern terrace, near the forts, but closer to the water!

seven clusters on the lower terrace located southwest of the forts, but also something like an
industrial area (with very strong susceptibilitgsi a | ) near the Cet btSii Ri v
T 11 (sur e, but probably 14) clusters of the set
Valley, making roughly half of the civilian settlement

= —a =9

And here is my point: what do we have here, besides alreadynkimigstorical monuments (the two forts and

the Roman baths)? Four civilian settlements? Or maybe two? Or just one, because one fort can have only one
vicus?*®

Beyond the difficulty of drawing O6archaeodtiegi cal
administrative | am: Cet LSi i Vall ey is not only th
6communes6®é6 (which are independent bodies of the |
Lunca Corbului (on the left bank). Theoef e , we wi || have not one, but t
the same name: the militawgcuso f t he Roman fort from Stpat a. Wh a't

Could two different mayors share the responsibility for the same historical mortihéaybe in Germany,
but not hereé Here the garbage from Lunca Corbul ui
to be also historical monuments, protected by law.

Letdéds have now the third case, ateovcaseh i s, by far, t

Approaching the medieval t own Ro Hbpbtiing bne dranch\ise d e ,
continuing northeast, heading the town, to the edge of the high terrace of Vedea River; théomhehisg
up, south of the TBC Hospital, it is makiredarge turn norttvard, crosses Bratcov Valley and bends again,

heading northwest. The two branches of the fronti e
Hamlef, t wo km west of the railway statirdomamRoHiaowiiill
The junction is | ocated about the spot where the r

visible anymore, due to the drastic alteration of the soil occasioned by the railway constructiof works.

This is the only [ace alongLimes Transalutanusvhere a variant of the frontier is known, and this
emphasizes the strategic relevance of the place where the Roman border meets Vedea Valley. Vedea is the
main water stream in western Muntenia, thus a strategic coffiddis is also the place where the main
direction of the frontier is changing from northe
the frontier reaches Vedea terrace only a few kil
enough the embankment descends in the riverside and continues there another 3 km, up to the fort Gresia.

7 Could be finally six households, adding the investigation from 2017.

8 The discussion is supplementary complicated by the pressnite two forts, in fact a small fort and a fortlet.
Without details, | will say only that | am pretty sure that the forts did not function in the same time.

! The term is generic. In legal terms the half of the settlement located in Lunca Corbulug,wliobably, just an
6archaeol ogical sited. The funny thing is that the Cou
before any information about it was available. What will they do now, that we know exactly where it is? Probably
nothing Funnier still is that, conforming to the brand new Theses for the Cultural Heritage (September 2016, see
http://www.cultura.ro/sitesgfault/files/inline

filess:TEZE PREALABILE CODUL PATRIMONIULUI_fin041016.pdf the old fashioned concept of
6archaeol ogi cal sited wild.l be replaced by &écultural | ai
6l andscape6 groundgsddmi ni strati ve

% The main village with the same name is located two km westward.

L The railway is ascending slowly the high terrace of Vedea, through an excavation having a cross section of 57 x 6 m;
all the soil was displaced in sides, raising the foot lerdl@bliterating the route of the Roman constructions.

22 Just 11 km west of the TBC hospital there is a dmtiwn ChiliaMilitari settlement, Dulceanca (apparently later
than the Roman province). A cluster of similar settlements are located only 15 knstdEamn, near the city of
Alexandria. For a distribution map of ChilMilitari settlements see Teodor et al. 2015, 126, Fig. 19.
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6Surprisingd because the next 40 km northward ther
VedeaCotmeana, this section of the frontier dzpiaripa. The unusual embankment made in lowlands,

bet ween ScrioaHtea and Gresi a, i s anot her proof f
expected pressure from downstream.

76 |

M L / \ N Om  125m__ 250m __ 375m __ 500m

Figure 3. The Settlements from the Lower Bratcov Valley.
Legend: pinlkinesi frontier embankments; black linésRoman roads;
dark blue squares dense living area; light grey squarésparse archaeological remains;
red hatche§ areas with no archaeological remains; arrévstone balls;
contour lines at 3 m in altitude.
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The topographer Pamfil Polonic new only the western variant of the frontier, which, for a change, is almost
invisible on Google Eartfi or Romanian orthophotos (three editions). When | have started studying this
frontier, the eastern variant was far morsible on available imagery, on the both sectors: south or west of
the towd®. My guess, from the very beginning, was that the western variant is the original, because it is
shorter, but | ess safe, | eaving *VEieesaarchraadd vathin n ot
the present research project is providing the archaeological proofs.

Documenting the western branch of the frontier took some time and many small steps. In October 2014 was
checked in the field the medktndhe sameday Wwe looked affdr thel £ e n i
continuation south of MLl dbeni |, along the Bratcov
embankment on the opposite bank (proved later to be a road, not the palisade). In November 2014 was made
the first UAV mission west of the hospital (see Fig. 3), clarifying the southern route between the hospital and
the place where Bratcov rivulet is cros$&th the spring 2015 the archaeological traces from the northern

side of the Bratcov Valley where hudtdown, establishing the approximate route of the embankmémt

25" June 2015 geophysics happened in the same area, mainly in the upper part of the field, easier to walk.
Magnetometry was done in a place strongly burned (suspecting a tower), proeed todd with the drains

filled with burned matters (thus with some buildings around). East of the line of the embankment was
performed a susceptibility applicatiéhjn order to map obvious remains from the surface. About five
clusters ofi tbyabhtwmeropi <p atctt e d. Looking now at the w
| am pretty sure that the settlement (named Bratcov 1) is greater, stretching to the rivulet bed, another 200 m
southward.

The activity moved on the opposite bank of viadley in 3% July 2015, aiming to check the all length of the
embankment. The southern half is very clear on the field, being strongly burned and much better conserved
(although tiledé) than the next h a |l éd.(typiéal), heatirey e d g e
north, descending into the meadow and being difficult to follow; why? Because the slope is not a friend of
the embankments of any kind, but mainly because it is not burned an¥.riditd the same occasion e

noticed that the archaegical stuff was dispersed mainly on the outer face of the embankment, thus not
connected with military activities, but with a civilian settlement, after the great fire. We made the way back
following a route on the higher terrace from west, finding tieeff and the site named Bratcov 2, at the Fig.

3, settlement stretched from the meadow to the hill, oriented towards the valley from north. In the same day

®Years ago was Vvisible only north of the Mtldteni haml
version (April 2017) one can see one km segment west of the hospital, but nothing of the rest.

24 For a complete geography of the split bordere Teodor 2015, 164, Fig. 74.

“View Shed Analyses performed for Scri oaHt e a-3dpfave r (fo
comments Teodor 2015, 14®1 with the Figs. 7¥2, ) showed unexpected differences in a direct comparisonawith

(theoretical) tower from RokKioOri (located in the wupper
also ScrioHtea) have a great view along the frontier
downstream Vedeaosr a change, to position from the townbds cemet

km, mainly on the western bank (which is of highly interest). Good to know, both are located on the same high terrace
of Vedea, at less than 5 km each other.

26 Using mainly the DEM, more helpful than the orthophotos.

" In difficult conditions, on lands with a very fragmented structure of property, with dozens of parcels in different
stages of the growing vegetation.

% Data collected by Mihai Floreaandpeos sed by Dan ktefan.

®Therefore it is not a 6systemd of construction,-with b
341), and | also believed it for a while. Now | can say that sectors are burned, and others are not, and shinés the

from the Danube onward, till Vedea. The strongly burned sectors a¥40B0Mh long (possibly longer), interrupted by

not burned sectors (longer as a general rule). It was obviously a systematic job undertaken by somebody.

%9 had as comrade, thatyjany colleague Mihai Florea.
31 Conserved only on the slope from the northern edge, which is not ploughed.
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and in the same way back Mihai Florea found two stone balls, very small, but also very liketjliéoy ar
purpose. The place is in the middle of nowhere, with no archaeological remains on four hectares around,
although the position is great (flat high field, with a perfect view southeast).

The next year, 2016, was fully dedicated to field archaeologysattlement surface research. As one can
guess, as the top priority were the civilian settlements of the forts, the large settlement from the Bratcov
Vall ey was put in a |l ong row andé didndét make it.

The activity of gathering data on the settlementsfBratcov Valley was resumed in late April and early

May 2017, all by myself. Due to the dimensions of the objectives (32 hectares on the western bank of the
river and 15 hectares on the eastern bank) | had to choose a new strategy, never tried befioreyould

call a Ostatistic surveyb®o. The aim of the method
survey, but to walk in distant transects, in order to evaluate the dimensions and the edges of the
archaeological sites. Nevertheleske notes taken (on GPS, as usual), served also to a quantitative
assessment, on the followed routes. It came up the full picture of the Figure 3.

The search in the area located west of the valley had as objective, first of all, to check the (improbable)
hypothesis of a Roman fort on the high terrace located west of the western branch of the embankment. As
one can see, except the settlement named Bratcov 2, nothing special exists in the area. East of the
embankment was located and delimited the settlefBestcov 3, located mainly on the terrace, with an
extension in the meadow. The steepest part of the slope was not checked, being covepadtuvils

Bratcov 3 settlement is estimated as having an area of 5.3 hectares, being composed by at leestof cluste
archaeological remairié.

The eastern branch of the embankment wasndt been
visit, a 6érecognitionbé mission aiming to evaluate
guestions: tgrove that the settlement of the Roman Age is strictly contemporary with the Roman frontier
and to asses the dimensions and the relative density of the remains. In order to answer the first, has been
chosen a route driving outside of the line of the farfmentier. The result was null, and the outcome is that

no part of the settlement is beyond the line of the frofitids concerns the settlement, it has two cores, one

on the higher terrace, on north (noted Bratcov 4) and one on the lower terracéh ifnetad Bratcov 5). Of

course, one could consider it like a single settlement, unusual lengthy (over 700 m), near the edge of the
terrace (sharper in north, smoettin south), but also to observe that the main clusters are located in north
and in southThe density is not great, overall; the best scores for each unit (20 x 20 m) is recorded in the
settlement noted Bratcov 5, of 20 points, is made of notations like Pottery 3 (out of 5, on the density scale) or
Burned adobe 4 (whi c lisnoh¢ha maximwnpnContpéred withuthte settlementd
researched near the forts, the settlements from Bratcov have similar values of density as those recorded for
Putineiu or Cr©mpoi a, but | ower than some areas r e

The recorded density of archaeological remains has to be evaluated against the supposed chronology, which
is very short. If the frontier was firstly built around the year 200, as largely supposed, and ended in 245 (a
much safer limit), it was struck by aifpe fire, sometime in the middle time life, and it was rebuilt and reused

for a generation, or about 20 years. All settlements recorded in Bratcov Valley fall in the second phase of the
frontier. Interesting to note, the western branch of the embankmant lurned, not only on this segment,

but also anywhere south of the valféy.

%2 Being a statistical coverage of the field, the estimation should be reported to the area actually seen, the sum of cluster
rising up to 1612 clusers

3 Except down, near the water stream, where dispersed (and sparse) materials were found as far as 50 m east of the line.
| suppose that they were rolled on the slope, by tilling.

3 A small segment of burned adobe line could anyway be found west @ivthe for a very short segment (about 100
m), having the same chronology.
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Altogether, a gross estimation of households is over 50, in Bratcov area, which is larger than for any military
vicusinvestigated on the frontier. Not only that we miss afiog ar Ro Hi or i i de Vede ( a
importance would ask on&)but the structure of the settlements from Bratcov is not similar with any other
knownsettlemengtlong the frontier. They are stretched along the edge of the terrace, with saes ahig

the meadow, similarly with the situation of thei (vicus?) from Urlueni, but less denser, more dispersed, as
fully civilian settlements would be, outside wall e
settlements, not only bause they are located in a frontier zone, but also because they share a tiny space
(they all fit inside one square kilometre), with low resources for a larger community. One way or another,
they have to be beneficiaries not only of the Roman protectidrglbo of the Roman goods, because they

coul dnot feed themsel ves, | ac kmnotalgy threyasedkoman atigens, ot her

Of course, one can suppose functions related to frontier services, as woudthti@ Aut only one ofliose
6settlementsd (clusters of archaeol ogical remai ns)
solve the puzzle, not being a proper historian of the Roman Age; | am an archaeologist and just give here a
report of the facts seen in tfield.

Beyond historical problems raised by the clusters of settlements recorded in Bratcov Valley, this short
communication aims to stress the caducity ©of t he
Url ueni , St p ait @movide rpkehty Bfrreasonsoto question some practical issues of the
archaeological practice.

Where is ending the northern settlement from Urlueni? Near the gates of the larger fort, or hundreds meters
further, where Roman sherds still popping up? Of course, no ooddvepend money to dig into the
agricultural hinterland of a settlement (at least not in Romania); but does this knowledge matter? It is not the
6archaeol ogi cal |l andscaped a much fitted concept
orderto live?

Transferring such data in a repertoire, how do we
from Urlueni, and the <cluster of househol ds from
Probably yes, because there is an eama200 m gap in between. In fdciho, because we know that all

clusters of living inside a certain radius (one mile? nge?)* around the fort make together a single
communityi the followers of the militaries from a garrison. The short life spahiragés Transalutanuis

helpful in understanding that all those clusters are pretty much contemporary.

Stpata case is stressing another issue: two hal ve:
small valley, corresponding to different administrative territofiresn our days Of course, for practical

reasons they have to be separatelpmded, into the national database, although the research would need a
unique plan of investigation, although dealing with two different territorial authorities.

Bratcov presents the most confusing landscape. It have been identified on the field sestsed of
archaeological remains, split conveniently in 5 settleniéimside one square kilometre. They are not
connected to any known fort, thus they would be 6i
they are granted as contemporany,a span time no longer than two decades (or so), the natural resources at
hand barely could provide the resources for living.

The settlements noted Bratcov 1 to 3 are lined along the first phase embankment, burned and abandoned.
The first and the secdrsettlements are separated only by the course of Bratcov rivulet. Between the second
and the third there is no gap, but a very diffuse occupation; is this one settlement or two? The distribution

of the main clusters of remains is suggesting rathertecause the middle of a settlement cannot be almost
empty.

% Teodor 2015, 184, 202.
% Rogers Flynt 2005, 143 (with literature).
3" Take note that could be more! The area facing the settlement Bratcov 2, east of the valley, has not tigateéhves
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The other twd numbered 4 and 6 are located across the valley, eastward. Their middle area is still denser
than in the cases from the opposite bank, but again the main clusters are suggedliffgrent settlement
cores. Obviously, the traditional <concept of déarch

Getting off the 6ésited is revealing, most of the
former ayes®
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A Roman Frontier crossing the City

Eugen S. Teodor
History National Museum, Bucharest

Florin Chivoci
ConstantinB&n c u K i Hi ghschool

The Roman frontier known dsmes Transalutanusias probably established at the tofreecond and third

centuries. It was crossing western Muntenia, climbing the Southern Carpathians and descending in the south
eastern corner of Transylvania, ending at the great bent of the Upper Olt River. It measures about 320 km,
from Danube to the Ugpr OI t and the city of PiteHti is al mo
also the place where the border is crossing the mo

The place has an obvious strategic relevance, for attiegaseasons: first of all, the main cluster of Chilia

Militari settlements is laying just downstregnen the main corridor crossing the plain from east to west;
second, it was locking the access to the road driving in mountains, to the Bran Pass.&he@lacu | d ndt m
the military force, but no fort was preserved. The closest garrison southward is rather a fortlet, Albota,

|l ocated roughly 10 km from t he Ar-4leotd; tHeineamst forb a n k ,
northward i s Pukmtfani hel ocatetdhe confl uence bet we
The place where the medieval town PiteHti is | oca
shedding in ArgeH River.

The frontier line itself is not well known in ther ea o f PiteHti. A cropmar Kk
imagery, for 606700 m long, northeast of the village Albota, at about four km ssutlthwest of the city,

and the things are going wotste know the same line from the notes made by Pamfil Rolorthe late

19" century:

Two km northeast of the villagélbota] we meet again the Troiafthe popular name of the
embankment]which is[added:1 km eastward?)] parallel with the county roaftut: at 1 km east of
it]* [added:and drives to the Arge R v & The brnabankment [sut: very well profiled in the
plough land [added:well profledand has a height up to 1 m. Near
rail way station, it is ending to the bank of Ar

Polonic was describing the frier obstacle like avallum ( Ro m. 6val 6), confirmed
archaeologist which cut it out three timealthough we recently have learned, in our own digging, that it is a
palisadé No matter the real nature of this enclosure, its ruined renh@ifs like a small embankment,

more or less visible, depending of the conservation status. Near Albota village, where it is best preserved, the
embankment is barely visible, rising-80 cm over the plain, flattened to adii of around 40 m.

'Teodor , Btdescu, Hai t &, 2015, 124, Fig. 18. MEt Esaru i
and a cemetery) and it is |l ocated just two days travel

2 In the orthophotos from the early 2000s this line was visidrl@bout 2.3 km, giving us the certainty that it was going
straight to the city.

SFul |l transcripti on Llinfes Trahsalutahasl Teoddr 2005521220.t e s abou't
* There are, in fact, 645 m. The error of estimation is not small at allhani$ good to know for other estimations (see
further about the railway station from PiteHti).

®Bogdan CttiEtnB4iu, 1977, 340
® A brief report of those diggings is going to be published, in Romanian, in this late spring (Teodor 2017).
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Figure 1.The Military Map known as Planul Director de Tragere, sheet 3648 from 1929.

Looking at the segment known from orthophotos, the embankment from Albota is heading directly the bank

of ArgeH River, just downyetatraenditny niappublishediinl 1928 (Figuset at i o
1), we might encounter a twist, near the city. An embankment is pictured there, suggesting a strong turn
northwest. On the both sides of it there are figured out something like large concavities, which is the usual
look of the monument on very flat areas, like this; these are fens produced by the very presence of the
embankmerit The twist could be due to the strong profile of the Turkish V3lisgfer for the setup of the

" The fact is poduced by different causes: first because the rain water cannot flow, stacked by the embankment in the
upper part of the field (the southestern part at the Fig. 1); second, because the palisade was reinforced with soil taken
from the front side (nortleastern part at the Fig. 1).

8 Il n Romanian named either TurceHti (6Turksd), as in the
al so 6Geambtna Mictd. As previously pr o-i8)ahe ethne aadnesrof 20 15,
Tatars and Turks areefquently associated with Roman military monuments, in this part of the country.
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defence in such a vulnerable place as the batklofe Ar geH Ri ver ; it Is about
relatively slope sides.

The bent of the route of the palisade, suggested by the map from the Fig. 1, is located immediately east of the
Second Hand Market of the®city (mainly carsé) fron

Razboieni fort
Turkish Valley
second hand market

University’s
former
headquarters
city’s
railway
station Roman

- .

‘;‘t/ road
3 : natural

/ defences
=3 : \

Figure 2. Situation of the Roman frontier ned»
Terrain model (SRTMO) superposed by orthophotography (2012). View from nuottheast.

Looking at the Fig. 2 the tactical advantage offered by the Turkish Vallepvious. Its mouth is located

about one km south of the city railway station, not 500 m, as Polonic wrote, but this kind of error in larger
distances is already known from previous examples. Relevant chance discoveries are known from the
western side ofhe valley. The most interesting is a treasur@unki, containing 21 gold dos minted in

240243 by Gordianus lll. It was discovered by chance by workers digging the basement of a block of flats
in the area RbLzboieni, in the 1970s, sniffed by |
location of the discovery variegpending on source, either the block Al, eitherd3%. As well known,

aurei were typical military paymeftt, such a quantity being the equivalent of an officer salary for several
years. The location is great, the best possible for a fort, in the area)lyatafended on three sid&swith a

clear view southward, looking at the route of the frontier, and eastward, looking at the turn made by the
palisade and along the Turkish Valley.

There are claims that on the position of the Second H
(Dicu 1986, 27), information which is both uncertain and plaasfany strong turn is a vulnerability, thus a tower is
necessary).

A1 following the County Reper t-Mi?there s Mtbloak Akircte aed) aftarl . 2 0
the numismatist which published the treasure (Dima 2012, 133). The difference is not relevant, those blocks being
grouped together,inamr ea covered wusually by a fortlet. Our figur e

Repertoire. The working hypothesis mentioned by Mihai Dima, that the hoard could have been found at the
demolishing of some previous buildings, thus in secondasitipn, is not credible, the blocks of flats being made in an

area previously not inhabited, at the cityés fringe.
' Most of them found on typical military environment (Dima 2012, 140).
12 Revealing a common scheme with the next three forts heading southl b ot a, Stpata and | zbtH

with Fig. 30, 84 with Fig. 36; 92 with Fig. 39).
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Agronomic
< Institute

W 3\

ER il T

- iz 2

- Second-Hand" /
;

..~ Market

| N

Figure 3. Airplane snapshot (29uly 2015) heading southest, pictiring three landmarks:
bl ock Al (aurei hoard), Second Hand Mar ket (

and the Agronomic Institute.

area of the
Second Hand

Market Agronomic
Institute

e RNl y 4

Figure 4.Snapshot taken in the front of the block Al, heading southeast.

The idea that the place of discovery dof #urei hoard is the location of a lost fort is substantiated by the fact
that in the close vicinity, to soMtheaatj@dfTheet Cbar

BNania 2003, 79; Mt ndescu et al . 2014, 136, no. 358.
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discovery was made by lon Nania, an amateur archaeologist, in 19&6tinte in which the soalled

6ChiMi i atari culturedéd was hardly defined; briefly,
in the Roman Age. As we later repeatedly $aid a di stinction between 6Roma
Mi | i t tres isddifficull to make even in our time, by the most trained archaeologists, when speaking of
some sherds collected from the field. Our best guess, today, is that if we can speak about a fort on the high
terracefrorRt zboi eni |, the civil set tvcumment next to it s h

- Figure 5.

-h B Discoveries related to the

' limesi n t he are
city.

SRTM30.

Squares: supposed Roman
forts.

Circles: other sites or
landmarks.

Razboieni 3"\ \:’ .

e . o
© k Thefor h‘ quarters "
g niversit) ’

¥ - /4 " '
\ i nkgent\ ’.

.

\

-

Downslope, on Turkish Valleypne could mention also a chance discovery made on the left side of the
valley, at a construction site of what is known today as the old building of the University, in the early

4 Teodor et al. 2015, 993, 125, 128; Teodor 2016 c; Teodor et al. 2017, last four paragraphs.
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1990s°. The archaeologically remains were observed also by an amateur arglsiedlaul Dicu, and
assigned to the Roman Age. This discovery was not credited, missing from the County Repertoire, although
the position is great, as we shall see.

The next two discoveries, going upstream, on the right bahk Ar ge'H Ri ver , we owe t o
which kept an attentive eye on the public works. First site is the-sagtharn side of the main park of the
city, | ocated on the ArgeH Riverb6s bank. Hep cl ai m

producing bricks, pottery and clay statuettes. If so, the Roman road was following the bank of the River.

Figure 6. General plan of tHamesb et ween Al bota a#@ MLr tci neni
Legend: red lind embankment; black lineRoman roads;
dashedihesi probable routes; double towérfort; simple toweii watch turret

Other important information left by Paul Dicu is about a Roman‘fam the left bank of the river.
Following the sketch of the published midphe location would be about 350 m westhe bridge crossing
Argek River from Pitexti, in the ar eaThefeastnbivehy | anes

15 Dicu 1986, 28.

“This time the discovery is mentioned by the County R«
considered Ouncertaind. The artefacts were not donated
which makesthé uncertai ntyd even darker.

"He said 6campdéd (Dicu 1980, 40), but the description of
thelimes.

18 Dicu 2000, 46, Plate II.
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we believe Dicu were developed in a previous Wodnd will be not retaken here, except one detail: to

location of this & r t (named after the closest village, ML r
DoamneiAr geH f ol l ows a similar pattern as in the cas
confl uence -R@wuII DCangnueiu,i an e@amaltogyF®i cuMdi dcinme nig
800 m upstream the confluence, and fort Purcktreni
I f so, the gener al picture of the Roman frontier I

looks like in our Figure 6. Leaving alone the complicated facts of the Roman route south of the village
Albota, we will try to check how organic the connection between the mentioned sites is. In military terms,
6 or g an i atgst ofwisibilitysSuch tds, performed five years ago, proved that between the Albota fort

and the area from Pitextd.i one need a relay of vis
taken today by the Agronomic | nsti trutce,neabautSotmee
| ater webve | earned that from that | ocati on <c¢ame

newi thani Institute, in the early 1978%

Figure 7. View Shed Analysis between the forts from Albc | -
and Mirtcineni 7
Digital Elevation Model made of a Numerical Model Terr
(ANCPI), resolution 5 m, superposed to SRID/

Legend:

dark red linei known embankment

black linei Roman road

dashed lind supposed Roman road

combed ling natural defence

black square$ forts

red dd i a watch tower (documented)

red halfcircle T supposed watch tower

pale blue area$ visible from Albota fort

pale yellowareasvi si bl e from R
green ared visible from both

The parameters used in VSA are 8 m for both the observ
and the observed (relationship tower to tower).

The areas of field effectively visible from both plaaes
considerake smaller.

[}

=4 =8 -8 _-_8_-9_-9_98_92_9_-2

¥ Teodor 2015, 9®9
20 Needless to salywithout an archaeologicalisp er vi si on. See Mitndescu et al. 2014
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Another fact has to be fixed before proceeding with the Visual Shed Analysis: the field research made within

the projectLimes Transalutanus eveal ed a new watch tower in the 1o
Glade), at the southern enfl the embankment. The reason of the strong turn of the frontier immediately

north of the tower is not completely understood, but the general meaning is clear: to avoid the difficult
terrain from the proximity of the fort Albota. The reason why the embankulisappear is quite a different

issue and will be not discussed hére.

The Visual Shed Analysis (Figure 7) shows a fact known from 2012: the fort from Albota and the area of the
city Pitexti have to be conne cnistlk lotajon af thd Agloriomiay r el
I nstitute. I nteresting to not e, t he t ower from P
obviously, this tower was not meant to be a relay sootth, but the watckog for the entire area east of

Albota fort, mainly the Albota Valley and its tributaries (see again Fig. 6).

As for the hypothetical watetower from the Agronomic Institute, at least one fact has to be spelled: it is the
most distant watch position from the entire studied line of the frontiem Ehe gate of the Institute to the
embankment there are 800 m; true enough, the visibility upon the fields from east is perfect. The fact is
interesting, as long that no other known tower is located farther than 120 m; the researcher has therefore to
keep in mind such a possibility and to study it if the terrain is favourable.

Figure 8. Visual Shade Analysis from the locatio
of the former headquarters of the University
(Univ.) T the red dot.

Radius at 5 km.

Terrain model at 5 m.

Both parameters at +8 rfiower to tower).
The legend as in the Fig. 5.

- .\ % '
X 72 o \ \
R S S % el 1) L \
AL , ¢ 7 IR
3 e . =,
A £ z N ) A
g\ X Z) " i W e
2 ' S 5 AL il 1
< Y0o0km 05km 10km 1.Skm 20km 2.5

%1 See yet Teodor 2016 c, especiallys2
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Anot her fact is that the supposed forts from RbLzb
distance is rather small: 3.5 km. But this is the general rule: the forts are not designedatdh sgther, not

only because the distances are generally higher, but because the reasons of their locations are completely
others: to stay safe, possibly hidden, in positions with the best natural defence the terrain could offer
(lzbktkekti, aShpat a haree AlXaompl|l es, al l |l ocated soutt

When interested about the shared visibility areas from two different points (as forts, for example), one has to
determine separately the areas of visibility from each, as alreadyatathe Fig. 7. Making the same for the
presumptive forts from Rtzboieni and MbLritcineni, \
l eft bank of ArgeH River, except exactly the spot
useful areas of the kind are yet those locate more or less at the half distance; as would be the hilltop from the

|l eft side of the Turkish Valley, just above the AT
road connecting the two points.v@n the difference of altitude (298 m at the University and 266 m near the
city park, where a 6Roman workshopd was <c¢cl ai med),
of the river, inbarbaricum the ideal place to build a wattbwer is theplace from the University. Figure 8

pictures the visibility areas from this point.

The two forts are located at the fringe of the observation‘avdaich is interesting, but not a surprise at any

cost this is rather the common situation: the main @nijitobjectives are located at the end of visibility

area?® A bit of surprise, yet, is the fact that from a tower made in the location of the University would be

vi sible the tower built at t he Agronomipetwdrlg st i t u:
shortening the time in which a warning could reach more distant forts, like Albota.

ltds time to approach a sort of conclusions for th

The most striking fact, reviewing thigper is the number of times we mentionedasnateur archadmyist.

In fact, none of t he di sredoeviea grofessionalrcennedted withmeritagei t y
studies (because the police are not from the matter). Indulging ourselves, we could mention only a
numi smati st ( whi ofha cértain kind) ascangirng lessentiabirforngtiod into the subject.

The case PiteHti is one of the most obvious failur
heritage, at the level of municipal management, but also of theeCpunCu l t ur all Of fice (Di:1
Culturt), which is a branch of the Ministry of Cul
the 1970s, when both Roman fortresses were leveled with the bulldozers, but also in 1990s, when the first
buil ding of the University was made, or , more re
moderni zed, including the bridge from Purctreni (
code AGI-s-A-13371), implying large scale works witlo archaeological assistance. Of course, we are not
interested in small talk about O6patrioti sméb.

2 1n one case could be just a technical problem. The pocket where the visibility is lacking, west and northwest of the
Roman fort from Mbrédcisenmiue dato tame 6Rirgef@&@ctéan(as wusual
representation within the digital elevation model). This model, with a very good resolution (5 m) is based on a file
received from ANCPI (the national authority for topography and nmappiwhich lacks the needed corrections for

forests (but not for buildings!). Unfortunately, for this area the terrain model Alos Palsar (resolution 12.5 m) is not yet
released, and SRTH0 is a little too coarse for our needs. A test performed on theHasted not only the visibility

bet ween the University and Mbritcineni fort (as expect
Rbzboieni nei ghbourhood and the supposed | ocation of th
smal | forest from the right bank of Argexk, upstream t he
Agronomic Institute and the tower from Poiana Rokie, ar

SRTM is too bw to offer granted result. We have to wait for LIDAR products in order to be able to perform truly
reliable visual analyses. Till then, Alos Palsar would be good, when and where available.

% About how Romans did it an intricate and intriguing accomgiimenti is completely other debate, not tackled here.
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What is losti is lost forever, because tloeilturalh e r i t argeep liasc e@ bl e 6, as every
working hypotheses about the route of the Romartigomside the modern city cannot be verified today

much more than we already did it. Our effort to sketch an image of the lost frontier has two folded reasons:
first, to understand better the Roman defensive in this crucial place, dealing with greas dangng from

east (and which finally brought its end); secotdo dr aw some Ohot areasd6 wher e
more cautious granting building permits with no conditions regarding the protection of the heritage.

Another conclusion is abothe great importance of the landscape archaeology and visibility studies between
the main elements of the landscape. Such modern means cannot replace a displaced monument, but can give
hints about the areas in which an archaeologist has to pay morepattenti
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jumbttatea nordick attlt Meud,ulduiptl Ode nmmoenpear ea mant al
“"naint©nd “n sterd,,83Omt Cm a@rdOmc i gre@ama era r ot un

partea superioart. Aproape de fund, rdpameeral aseth
pietricele mbrunte, -rmuHdatc.tr®amsi dder @nids i cpk gaav ebaenm 0
facturt funerart, |l egat ftrt " ndoialt de tumul ul

tumuli din necropdl , “n gropile respective fiind descoperite
uneori piese de inventar funerarplm t r at at ca atar e. Din bogata canti
probt, selectatt penttuapmegramwl ede daetaltaet apsbh
Uni versitt™ioi din Poznan. Cn urma calibrbtridi dat e

respect8i8wt8 9()PRoza r e z ul-33HAD, cd @ea raai neate problahilita®d %)3 5" n s i g ma
(68,2%) de 21260 AD.

Acest complex arheologic are o relevan™t sporitt

demonstreazt c¢ct din punct de vedere al obiectivul
probd i | cu o | ocuire. Apoi , aceastt zont de locuir
documentatt acolo prin fragmentele ceramice-specif
est , cttre cursul RO wlruwib akrid e Healt .e Dat driema ted emarrea
of er i noi perspective pentru studiul aHeztrilor af
Obiecti vul de epoct romant de | a Val eat St®nveéedersd e
l a cursul TROulsuwid, Ap®@ad | a aHeZameaode,| aaPvotdur beOm
Militari-Chi | i a nu "~ nregistreazt vreun monument ar heol o¢
Groapa T10 (2016) Fig. 2. Groapa deullép

Adéncimi: -0,4-0,83 m (hallstattianAVHdezta

Umplutura: pietris marunt, carbune, nisip galben
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Anything new about th& r a | V&l ih Southern Bessarabia?
An argument for beginning an interdisciplinary investigation

Alexandru Popa
Dan AQtefan

National Museum of the Eastern Carpathians
S f @ Gheorghe

Almost 70 years ago, Radu Vulpe was the first to warn about the insubstantial nature of available data
regarding the dykes in southern Bessarabia:

6ln the present state of research, we cannot (

erected them, but by means of indirect reasoning. Even their very layout is known just in a very

scanty style, through partial and swift investigations, and, at times, only based on indirect

information, unverified by scientific methods. But even fodthe@s which were ortame examined

more seriously, the resulted data have proven so deficient and frequently incorrect, that a remake of

their exploratiton comes as a must. 6
It would seem that not much has changed in the years since, as the renewethaeseahe field of
archaeol ogi cal cartography, I . V. Sapogni kov™ compl
and 18' centuries maps, about the paradox of not having still, in the specialized literature, the complete list
oftheregiods dykes, a fact that didaéabvo dispuhewebeunt t hE
cultural affiliation for decades, putting forward various concepts that are often mutually exclusive, without
having a complete and sometimes not evenlocdee a about the general topogr a

1. What has been recorded abadbhedy ke 6s | ayout unt il now?

According to the available syntheses on the faipie research history of thesarthworksshould start with

Miron Costinand hisemnt i on of the Trajanb6és Road st Sauthanhi ng f
Tr aj an 6 was Wat| Dimitrim Cantemir in hiDescriptio Moldaviaevr ot e  adlunbétween 6

two ditchesd which crosses Eur campas. The nmamattethed tpahey t i

manuscript attributed to Cantemir records in Southern Bessarabia &//@ddaiani,asl i nki ng t he r

Proutmouths with the Dniestr. These two sources grounded, in fact, the dominating approach to the creation

of subgquent cartographic documents of the neréstern Black Sea shores, a current therefore referred to

as O pGaenutdeomi r i s md

1 Vulpe 1950 163.
Sapogni kaasv 2011

 Radu Vulpe (1950) reviews in detail the older cams on the topic, while a newer bibliographic synthesis on the
matter of linear fortifications belongs to Costin Croitoru (2004; 2007). A significant contribution, reiterating the
Russian and Ukrainian bibliography, is that of Sapognik

“Vezi si Sapognikov 2011, 207.
® For example the map by R. le Sieur Janviét.(n d e s ¢, 8283.0 1 2



Tracing Linear Sites, Pitesti, July 2017

A first break with this tradition seems to be the map by von Bacierated during 1770774, which depicts
a somehow moreetailed image of thde o we r Tr a|j &he lack of ¥ edarllegend prevents however
a better understanding of how these monuments were perceived, as roads or something else.

Fig. 1 Map attributed to Cantemir.

The T r aj aallutnsvas \fepresented afterwards on the topographic plans created during the -Russian
Turkish war§,

The first and only to date topographic description of the discussed earthwork belongs to the German
geographer C. Uhlfg He visited the dykes in Bessarghiacasion on which he travelled along 8muthern
Tr aj an 8%tooydadurhentimg it by elevation profiles.

® http://teca.bncf.firenze.sbn.it/ImageViewer/servlet/ImageViewer?idr=BNCF00034%%®54lso the map by Herbitz:
http://teca.bncf.firenze.sbn.it/ImageViewer/servlet/ImageViewer?idr=BNCF0003494157

" Uhlig 1928 204, 216.

8Cf.Sapogni kRheto 3TKeldthor presents an excerpt from the Plan of the Battle from Cahul (21 July 1770),
drawn at scale 1:42000, kept today in the National Library of R@saig 0 g n i k28Z/No.60 1 1

®Uhlig 1928 See alstNt st as e 1937
9 Uhlig 1928 197:202.
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2. What has been said abohe structureof t he So uvalueuntinow? aj ano s
2A Vallum'

None of the prior sources recalls the existeota palisaddike structure. Uhlig even denies explicitly such
a possibility?.

2B Berma

An examination of the older bibliography reveals, first of all, thatSlk®eut her n Triafaleauwps Val
by wvarious segment s, d i entifiexl inel&20 at least twotsuch segmente whileV e | 6
Uhlig and R. Vulpe, when referring to the western side ofSheut her n Tr dgkaboGtsa Val |
segment wittbermaa nd one without. Radu Vul peodermastrgichedndi c a
betweenVaduHui-Isac and Tabacy

2C Interruptions

Based on field observations and recordings in prior literdtihe Sout her n Tr ajpearsds Va
nowadays to be interrupted only where crossed by valleys.®Jdig not see other interruption, excelpét

valleys, and with the exception of some contemporaneous and seemirglyhonized inteventions they
cannot be identified until today. Sapogni kov tries
the author invokes as proof a series of maps on which thex j a n 6 is noMdagictediwith interruptions.

The question remas: Were these valleys incorporated as such at the moment of the initial construction (or
latest reconstruction)?

2D The ditch

The majority of the 20 century studies refer to the dyke as a fortification consisting out of an embankment
(avallum) and adpcent ditch dug towards north. Inthé"®@e nt ury (for example Vel 6t
ditch was placed towards south. G.B. Fedorov speaks of both a southern and a northern ditch, the last one
being apparently always deeper, fact which he read asatndt of the older age of the northern
excavatior’.

3. Is it there any topographiconnectionof the Sout her n Tr ajthatmedPsut vellayad u m
S a p o §'hprekumes?

Most likely not.

4. What has been said about thellding stageauntil now?

Somre researches admitted the possibility +that t he
example, proposes three such stages.

' Or in RomaniarD © m bas Vulpe named it.

12Unhlig 192§ 201.

13\Vulpe 1950 12 Fig. 1.

4 Uhlig 1928 202. Compare also with Cebotarerfkobbotin 1992, 10405.
13 Unhlig 1928 202.

'® Fedorov 1960, 74

YSapogni kov 2011, 224
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5. What has been said abdunhctionality and relation to the territories behind tradlunt?

We do not intend to anadg here the numerous hypotheses advanced so far along what are already centuries
of bibliography. This is because their majority are based on indirect unverifiable red$dnipgrticular, |
personally attempted a verification of such interpretative asae by looking to the distribution of the
Roman provincial imports iBarbaricumduring Dacia Province existence. If the a j a n atshe lewed | a
Danube were to be in opera at the time, they should have acted as a cultural, political and milgaripinord

this was not apparent in the spatial distribution of the aforementioned finds.

Argument for an interdisciplinary approach
So then, could it be really possible to add anything new about the avedierdf southern Bessarabia?

Unfortunately, despt e t he previ ous schol arTsrboa]jexnamisawherhi loans ¢
Bessarabia, the fundamental questions of WHEN and WHY they were built are stilbwered. It seems
that the traditional archaeological approach employed until now \waffizient.

We accepted the challenge of finding out if there is more to add to the matter by betting on the new
technologiesof nech nvasi ve spati al and structur al document a
topography and inner structure. Ftmis, a pilot study, based on geophysical and remmesing
investigations, was developed for the western sector of the Sodusgam's vallum- which stretches on a

length of approximately 16 km, between Vatlutisac and the storage lake built on GbBRiver, between

the villages of GbLvinoasa and Vul cktnexkti
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Geophyical and Aerial Archaeology contributions to the study of
the inner structure and morphology of the "Southern Trajan s Vallum

Dan RAtefan

Alexandru Popa

National Museum of the Eastern Carpathians
Sf©nt u Gheorgt

The western sector of the earthwork Wwmoas theS o ut her n T r wwap expldies by\he hutharsnin

the beginning of the summer of 2017. The investigated area is comprised between the rivers Prut and Cahul,
more precisely between the village Vadlitisac and the artificial storage lake the Cahul River, north of

Vul cktkneHti . Gener al data regarding the probl-ematic
examination of the monument in new interdisciplinary projects can be found in the present volume in the
contributionofA. Popa ahd Atefan D.
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Figure 1. Uhlig 1928, tafel 32 (detail).

! See also, in this vaiue, the paper signed by E.S. Teodor about the same earthworks.
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Nowadays the earthwork looks very impressive:véilummeasures 15 m in width and up to 4 m in height.
The embankment is superimposed by a modern road, betognpanied, towards north, by a ditch with a
maximum width of 10 m, and a maximum depth of 4 m.

In the beginning, a general surface survey allowed us to observe a certain variation in the morphology of the
embankment and ditch. For this reason five distingestigation areas were selected, as representative for
the main morphological types identified in the field. They were labelled site 1, site 2, etc. (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Localisation of the western sector of the SouthemnjTran 6 s Val | um

with investigated sites (yellow) and modern villages (grey).

The objectives of our examination were to attempt an identification and classification of the various types of
morphological features characterizing the embankment, ditch anceatlglements. For this we organized
several UAV flights, employing afterwards aerial photogrammetry for the study of the micro geomorphology
of the monument, on the basis of high resolution digital surface modelling, while various geophysical
methods werapplied in order to investigate the inner structure of the earthworks (magnetic prospecting and
electrical resistivity tomography).

The investigations revealed a number of facts. Certain segments of the dyke, especially the eastern ones
(sites 1 and 2 inigure 2), have a considerable more flattened appearance (igmeedl. Thus, even if the

width of the embankment measures around 15 m, the height does not exceed 1.5 m, while the ditch in many
cases is almost entirely cogged up. This type of dyke is fgpeoi flat relief, without slopes. The
geophysical prospection here (Figure 3) revealed a clearly shaped ditch, wide, with a rounded bottom, and a
highly resistive and homogenous embankment.
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Resistivity (ohm-m)

Figure 3. Site 2 in Figure 2; a ERTprofile over the vallum and ditch (soutiorth);
b1 magnetic map (30x60 m) corresponding with ERT b, same orientation;

In opposition with this situation, the western segments of the dyke, for example sites 3 and 5 in Figure 2,
look rather impressive, xtibiting a 4 m highvallum 4 m deep ditch, and an obvious and well preserved
berm, despite the fact that the relief here has steeper slopes (ypm&d Outside the ditch, towards north,

a second smaller elevated ridge accompanies the structuran{jonéie or less like glacis).

The results of the electrical resistivity tomography (Figure 4b) disclose the existence of numerous secondary
interventions in the initial embankment core, both towards north and south, which apparently happened more
than ore time.
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Figure4. ERT profiles; d site 4; bi site 3 (see Figure 2), orientation sotrbrth.

The elevation profiles and ERT investigations of sites 3 and 5, therefore both on high and flat terrain,
evidence the existence afditchlike structure, north of the embankment.
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A patrticular situation inside the type 2 of earthwork (on western, higher sector) can be observed between the
hills, in the areas where the earthwork is intersected by valleys and wetlands. On the seirfaaithis

flattened, the embankment and ditch being unobservable making the dyke appear as if interrupted. Was this
the initial situation at the moment of its constructiothe dyke was never erected in the valleys (leaving

room for bridges, for examg)? The electrical resistivity tomography profile (Figure 4a) measured for one of
these areas where the dyke is intersected by a valley, reveals, under the soil surface, the unmistakable shape
of avallumand ditch, nowadays flattened.

Concluding, it is a@ar now that the dyke, especially in its western sector, where it raises the highest, has
several building phases. These interventions cannot be younger than one century ago, as 100 years old trees
have been growing in the ditch from the area of the site the same time, they cannot be older than the
moment in which Dimitrie Cuwalatfrermsoutherin Bedsarabia.4orug, thee d t |
most likely hypothesis links the latest interventions with the Ruskigkish Wars from the 1768774,

eéﬁecially with the defensive strategies implied by the Cahul Battle (1770), one of the largest battles of the

18" century.

Cited Literature
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Pl ani metry and topography oMouthdre Tr aj

Early Statements.
Eugen S. Teodor
History National Museum, Bucharest
There are several earfMrawamldos (Kmawmnads MANI QI ladil

the Lower Danube. Middle Dobruja is crossed by thvalka, from west to east, connecting the areas the
modern cities of Cernavodt and Constan'Ha.samehey we
thing: to cut the province in its narrowest sector and control circulation-south. In the archaeological

|l iterature, they are known as Othe great earthen w

Anothervallumnamed o6Val ulstlreit chi agand tHe outskirts of t
circle between the Siret River and Prut River. This one is only about 26 km long, being known with the
names of the villages standing at its ends: Traian

A third monument, known under the same labelT r a j a n G 9s stéeching between Prut River
(westward) and Sasyk Lake (eastward), north of the sol | e d 6 ma r *iatterritory todag split b e 6 ,
between the Republic of Moldova and Ukraine. In order tadanisunderstandings we need a personalised
name, like PruSasyk earthwork This third objective will make the subject of this short communication.

The embankment has no proper archaeological investigation, leaving place for many hypotheses and
speculabns about the author, date and reason of building the strategic line, stretching 126 km. As a very
recent development, in the spring of thisyeay col | eagues Al exandru Popa al
by the authorities of the Cahul County to docunthatline and to suggest actions to take for promoting the
monument as a touristic attraction. In this context | was invited myself to visit the western sector of the wall,
which happened just two weeks ago, ofi ddne 2017.

As the main results of Popaa  k inees$tigationswill be presented in the same Symposium dedicated to
linear archaeological sites, | will make here only some very general evaluation of the planimetry and
topography of the monument. The main problem to solve is related withcthéhdia the morphology of the

wall is uneven, recommending different builders, probably in different times. The observation is not new at
all® and it is confirmed by the latest research on the field.

Before tal king ar chaeomhemlgnap (Figue t1)6 Fomta astlategic oint of viekv, at
the project is coherent and meaningful, being a shield of the Danube, closing access to the great river at
about 30 km northwafd About the strategic importanmeonotf t he
need arguments, because it was amtilitis one of the key positions across Europe. We hed&dowonly

the fact that the ditch (at least the visible one) is located north of the embankment.

! Tocilescu 1900; Hanson, Oltean, 2012.
ZCroitoru2004,8® 0, with the full literature reviewluap to dat e.
¥ Meaning that maritime shipsareall@d on this | ength, downstream the | ast

“Previously known a$aoylkd, 6tVlma ufli dsuti Besiamg the name of
(e.g. Croitoru 2004, 9207).

® Croitoru 2004, 91 (with references).
® Which isi good to knowi a day of march for trained pedestrians.
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Figure 1. The TrajaedtBPaWabédosomautedsnorth
Red dotted line: the border between Republic of Moldova (west) and Ukraine (east);
red dots: Roman forts from the western area.

From a geographical point of view, the monument is split in 5 sectors, as clearly depicted at the Fig. 1.

From a total length of 126 km, the embankment is effectively made on at least 11fh&mest being
waterways. Except Cahul Valley, in west, the other four interruptions of the wall are located at the shores of
the lakes lalpug, Katlapug, Kytai and Sas&l.four are former maritime estuaries, having an altimetry very
close to the level of the Black Sea (1 m for the first, 0 m for the rest); due to altimetry it is highly plausible
that the deployment of troops was possible with flat boats, much fasteorikagiay. Cahul Valley, for a
change, is crossed at the minimum level of 32bming obviously another case.

The western connections between the Danube line and the wall from north are more doubtful. The only
Roman fort from the area which could provitgeops for the wall iAliobrix (allegedly Orlovka, Ukraine),

but a land route between the fort and the wall is 46 km long, too much for a day of march; if no intermediary
fort cannot be found on the eastern bank of Cahul Valley, such a solution cavatidbged. lalpug Lake

could be the right way for deploying troops for sectors 2 and 3. What about the western sector? Was it Prut
River navigable in its lower course? Very likely it did. In this situation, the closest Roman fort was
Dinogetia, located d@he bent of the Danube.

The general plan of the wall, as an accolade, is difficult to be explained by the land issues; more likely, the
line is suggesting the length of the navigable ways inside the teytitging the maritime lakes

The data providedyp t he recent research performed by Al exanct
in some areas (mostly nearby Prut River) the visible morphology is very likely due to relatively recent
interventions, and not antique ones. This situation asked fewvanation of the project. Is this project a

Roman one, or not? This is the main issue this paper tries to fix.

" The route cannot be safely drawn when crossing villages, some parts being not measured.
8 At the crossing point there is today an artificially pond and we cannot know, today, waaée&ti
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An overview of the paths data, as reported by the GIS software, reveals that the western sectors are dealing
with a more difficult terrain, asendered in the Table 1. Not only that the effort needed to travel along the
path is greater (see the column o6ratiod), but the
the traveling costs, they should be similar when comes to buiklopes, due to stability problems of the

wall.

Table 1. Overview of the paths main data

Sector | length | climbing | descending e\f/f%rrt;c(ﬂ) ratio’ Srlr;%zr(rélérg.)
S.1 16596 375.6 367.4 7430 4.48% 13.69
S.2 14746 341.3 401.3 742.6| 5.04% 12.02
S3 32592 406.9 403.6 810.5| 2.49% 9.96
S.4 18858 291.1 295.8 586.9| 3.11% 8.53
S.5 31636 2600 2450 5050 1.60% 9.20

The efficiency of earthworks projects can be evaluated relatively easy seeing the ration between the width of
the 6pl anni thglengtloof tha pdifp exgressedad percent, as in the Table 2.

Table 2. Paths and corridors in planning an embankhent.

Analysed earthwork I?Qr?];h wicc?trr??kor;) percent
Li mes Transal ut aGresis, 48.818 3.081| 6.31%
TraianT u | u @wenradsfor, 2 sectors 10.533 0.28| 2.81%
AthanaricWall, averages for 5 sectors 17.0D 2.135| 10.59%
PrutSasyk- sectorl 16.596 1.466| 8.83%
PrutSasyk- sector2 14.746 0.525| 3.56%
PrutSasyk- sector3 32.592 3.151| 9.67%
PrutSasyk- sector 4 18.858 0.458| 2.43%
PrutSasyk- sectors 31.636 1.912| 6.04%

The figures for the earthworks PrRasyk are relatively good, worse than the embankment ¥faiah uc e K t i
but better than AthanaricWdl Can such fi gur es Oesnotltheyecartohlesuggesto b | e n
solutions and give comparison terms. Interesting to note, in the Table 2, that the sectors 2 and 4 have good
figures, but they alternate with ébadd sectors (1
about he ratio between the corridor and the lefiyttWe can see, on the map, some bents of the route which

°6Climbingd and 6descendingdé have the same meaning (al
meters), depending the direction of reading the path (a
06descgddi 6ORati o6 i s reporting the vertical effort to th

9 Technical references in Teodor, Croitoru, 2013.
! Comparative data from Teodor, Croitoru, 2013.

21n our study dedicated to Athanaric Wall (Teodor, Croitoru, 2013) the qualiy@b man proj ect 6 was r
yet that the width of the corridor can be as large as one third of the length (as a topographical stage, not as construction
corridor), stildl being 6Romané (Davi es modbecayse the)figureVe r e |
from the table, but on grounds of obvious awkwardness of many choices.

13 For the theory of the problem see Teodor 2015; @A with references.
47



Tracing Linear Sites, Pitesti, July 2017

surely have good reasons. | have chosen for a detailed analysis Sector 1, mainly because | already saw it and
|l can compare Ocolhdfiedat ad with intuition of t

Figure 2.

Map of the
Sector 1 (Prut
Valleyi Cahul
Valley).

i I I 1 L y
r T T T T 1
00km 10km 20km 30km 40km 50km

From Pos: 591590.624, 5067191 444 To Pos: 607280.615, 5063326.548

Figure 3. Altimetric profile along Sector 1 of the earthwork Peasyk.
Red dots for strong directional inflections; yellow dots for small corrections.

| have noted within th&ig. 3 the heights on the route with letters, for making easy references. One should
note that between the hilltops D and J the route is almost straight, with no turns, but with small corrections,
very likely not intended. The segment is 11.2 km longhaitleast 3 heights obstructing the visibility (E, F,

and G). The longest straight line has 2140 m, crossing the peak F, which is awesome! Of course, such a thing
cannot be imagined withoutgroma Most of the second part of the routeH} goes along ainterfluve,

heading the crossing point J (previously established, no doubt). The last segment, east of the point J (Fig. 3),
makes a strong turn (12)4and is aligned with the beginning of the Sector 2 route, located across the valley,
1.7 km further, wiech is, again, an interesting technical performance.
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The starting point of the Sector 1, south of the
project, possibly a river harbour, to be found south of the route. We can note also thii¢d¢tierirpoints
from C and D (which are not &éerrorso, but make par

a very 6RbWahae tolradrstand further why the landmarks from C and D were important for
the designer. The next figgy 4, makes things quite clear.

From Pos: 594705.190, 5068378.930 To Pos: 595141.953, 5066768.967
160.0 m
1550m
150.0 m

1450m

1400 m T T T T T T 1
250m 500 m 750 m 1000 m 1250 m 1500m  1677m

Figure 4. Crosssection of the hilltop Csee Fig. 3)heading south, where the yellow dot is the earthwork.

Immediately north of the landmark elected by the planner to make the wall, there is a secondary valley,
oriented westeast, 250 m wide and 12 m deep, where the enemy could hide for a surprise attack. Planning
the route just above that valley excludes such surprises.

Concluding, despite data from the Table 2, Sector 1 of the earthworkSd&yk is very well donéeing

planned and made with the assistance of skilled topographers. The western end of the embankment and the
landmarks from C, D and J (Fig. 3) are part of the original design, the rest being just connecting lines, with
joint errors in the usual limitéaround 2). The average of the perfectly straight lines is 753 osually

crossing the visibility points. | have no doubts that this is a Roman project, a fact which does not exclude
later uses and alterations.

The problem of chronology is difficult, fieng small support of data. As little as we know, a sort of time
landmarks exists. The upper limit is a hoard of Roman coins, ending with Constar85(33ibund in the
embankment® The lower limit is the Roman presence near the mouths of Danube. Aithotgxcluded, |

do not believe that such a great work could be done without a steady presence of the Roman army on the left
bank of the river. The fortress from Orlovka (probaBliobrix) was functional along the second century,

most likely between Tran and Caracafta The construction of such an impressive building needs man
power and some time, thus a solid military presence at the place, connected with one major crises: the
Sarmatiuprising (117), Marcomanic wars (ca. 170)Qarpi invasion (214).

My guess is that the earthwork does not have the meaningnoés but a large deployment of troops (or
just a preparation for such a possibility), on a defensive line, in a crisis moment. Of course, even so one
should find at least some temporary camgsduduring construction (for at least several mortths).

1 Davies 1998, 2. The reason is topographical, because measured points were tobatghits.

!> As comparison terms, the lengths of the straight lines along Athanaric Wall are varying between 420 m (average for
Tecucelu area), 213.5 m (average for lazu Epure), 107 m (average for Dealu Ciungilor), but also as low as 48 m on
De al u luluiGGaltutafibihs alongimes Transalutanuseed remake after the recent project, but the average figures
are around 500 m (with a peak of 711 m in Albota area), although the project is surely Roman! (but later?).

Bondar, Bulatovil, 2001, 329.
“BondarBul at ovi |-328.2001, 327

'8 For instance, behind Antonine Wall were discovered 18 temporary camps (around 2 ha each). None is visible on the
ground, being discovered with the aid of aerial research.
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The impressivearthwork ocat ed in the vicinity of Au™HeHti vill
River, ha been wellknown and mentioned in documents at least since tied®tury. TheMap/Charta of

Southern Romaniftom 1864* recorded its layout, as did the topographer Pamfil Polonic who visited the site

and described it as a 2 to 4 m high and 20 m wiadlem, doubled towards southeast by two parallel ditches,

in an unprinted report dated 18 May 1899, currently houseeiRtimanian Academy Libraztngoted ina

strong and widepread Romanian popular tradition, the dyke entered the recent hist@® rasi i u | I ui
Trajanu/The Ditch of TrajarffCharta 1864), Troianul (at Polonic) oValul lui Traian/TrajanWall, on the

Military Topographic Plans (1/20.000) from the 1950s.

In all these older cartographic sources, ¢lagthworkis represented as stretching a northeassouthwest

direction, along approximately 900 m distahce bl ocki ng an 850 m | ong prom
terrace, in its narrowest sector. Nowadays the dyke can be observed on a length less than 700 m, its northern
sector being heavilyfaf ect ed by the bui |l di-Rigmnafc ut hSet rmat,i anhael i
modern cemetery and of a garbage dump. The southern sector was probably altered during agricultural
activities dating from the Communist era. No others sectors were identified as continuing the
fortification on the sides, outside the promontory. In fact, there was no need for a longer fortification. An
analysis of the topography and morphol ogy of the
map of anent moundsi as a general trarehronological indicator of circulation behaviour in a certain
landscape, give reasons to interpret the elongated promontory blocked by the dyke, as a bridge head for a
historical ford used along ages, for people circulatitgng a route linking the Danube mouths with the
Curvature Carpathials t he cl osest to the huge wetland f or me
R mnic and Siret rTrajaeVatumf rl am tthu "Be toin t ehxd y | lidedrreot b e
fortification i a segment of an ancielitnes nor a road, but a fortified gate with the obvious purpose of
blocking and controlling the entrance on a major circulation route. Its general localisation and orientation of

the ditcheg towards soutteasti reveals some clues about the focal point of the authority controlling the

road, respectively the gate, and that is anywhere
Mountainous Curvature (either inside or outside of it). EvenfiP&ulonic, at the end of the f%entury,
di dnét regard the site as a segment of a | arger

promontory which henterpretedas a huge fortress in its entirety. For the moment, there are no data to
sustain the idea that the promontory was fortified on any other sides, while the dyke itself does not present
any corners or turns to suggest its belonging to an enclosure.

! httpJ//chartal864.ro/charta.html k nown al so as Szat hm§ri Map.

2 Manuscript, book 10, page 1&udS " r bu, Croi tor u, Pandrea, 2014.
% Polonic: 904 m. Nowadays the length of that portion of the promontory is 930 m.

‘tefan M, Atefan D., 2014; Teodor 2014,
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Figure 1. Old maps
and plans depicting
the monument

Fig. l1la - Charta of Southern
Romania (1864)

Fig. 1b - Military Plan (1950s)
overlaid on the SRTM model

Fig. 1c
Polonid@d sketch
(late 19" century)
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The excavations to date are those undertaken in-200% and 2012013 by a team darchaeologistérom
Brtila Museum: Val eriwu S"rbu, Costin Croitoru, S
embankment in two places, revealing a complex and consistent inner structurevaliuire proposing a

building in two phases, identifying also the firditch and various other secondary interventions, without
however succeeding in finding any relevant archaeologidafactto establish by classical methods the
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defensive pr ojTeatis sy samb interdisziplioagyyrospections were cawoigdin late

2013, first with the purpose of illuminating any indirect data to help placing the dyke in a larger strategic and
geomorphological logic and, secondly, to test the information offered by Polonic that a second ditch existed
also, allegedly at@.m towards east from the fifst

Figure 2. Trench 2 (S.2) and cassett&®13

Legend:

la i soil levelling, without removing all the humush i pits (60100 cm diam., 480 cm deep) with rounded
bottoms were dug in the local humus, along an alignyep#ced 260 cm; 1ci the palisade fixed in the pits

was supported on the interior by a strongly compacted loess rampart (80 cm thick}mb&eeKvalue of it was
identical with the soil in which the first ditch was excavated, indicating that thedftidt belongs to the first
phase of use; 1d the upper part of the loess rampart was strengthen with large wooden beams, fixed inside it;
radiocarbon dated; 1& the embankment was raised by adding at least 3 more soil layérpijt& for removing

the frst palisade; 3- a row of deep large pits (Im diam.) were dug from the upper levels of the fortification, in its
peak; penetrating at different depths (see fig 4 up); located at approx. 2 m interval. Interventions pits for
extracting the last palisade aralso visible on the profiles; it is therefore not entirely clear if the layers labelled
here as 1e truly belong to the first phasé; @ large excavation on the inner side of the dyke (C in fig. 3)

°Sfbu, Croitoru, Pandrea 2014; S "rbu et al 2008; 20009;
2014;
®’Report in AQtefan M., RAtefan D. 2014
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