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SUMMARY.— Spainon tIte eveof tIte Rornanizationprocesswasfar from a
uniforrn whole. Phoenicianand Greek colonieswere srnall but very significant
celis of a developed slaveowningsociety.In SouthemSpainTartessisexisted for
quite a long periodand afier its desintegrationon its remaindersprangup sorne
petty kingdoms.Apart frorn these,in tIte Southand Soutbeastof tbe Iberian Pe-
ninsulaand,asan exeption,in tIte Eastin onecase,emergedprimitive «fornesta-
tes’>. city-statescosistingof a city centreplus an agricultural area.Besidesthere
werealso severalcommunitiesthatstill retaineda clan society.Sorneof theseso-
cietieswereaboutchangeinto states,each in its own specific way. SorneIberian
tribes such as tIte Ilergetesand tIte Edetanieweretunning into monarchieson a
tribal baasis,whereastIte Celtiberianswere envolving asan aristocraticrepublie.
Other clan and tribal arnalgamationsin tbe Indo-Furopeanand non-Indo-
Europeanzonesof tIte Peninsulaas weB were more retardedandbackward,cadi
to a dofferentextent.Ihe furtherevolutionwasto a greatextentinterruptedby tIte
Romanconquest.

PART 1

Romanizationis a cornplexand manifoid processincluding four ma-
jor aspects.The first is economicRomanization.j.c. tIte integration of a
provincial economyinto an imperial nne.Secondly.it is social Romaniza-
tion. j.c. the spreadingin tIte provincesof tIte social relationsof antique
slave-owningsocietyin its Romanvariety including classicalslavery.TIte
third aspectof Romanizationis political. j.c. tIte spreadingof Romancití-
zenship.tIte supersedingof native political institutions by Rornanones.
tIte creationof municipia andcolonies in placeof local communities.tIte
inclusion of tIte indigenouspopulation into tIte political andordersystem
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of Rome. And, finally. cultural Romanizationimplies the expansionof
the Latín languageandits supplantationof local tongues.the assimilation
by the nativesof the Romanculture.religion amongotherthingsand.ge-
nerally speaking,of Romanways of life. In short.Ronianizationmeans
the incorporationof the provincesand their peoplesinto as integral sys-
tem of the Romanstate.Romanizationwas carriedout throughtwo com-
plementarychannels,namely,a) throughthe immigration into the provin-
cesof the Roman-Italianpeoplewho brought their habitualand familiar
institutionsandfornis of living and b) through the transformationof the
local societyunderthe influenceof the ruling ethnic.

The historyof the Romanprovincesis to a considerableextentIhe pro-
cessof theirRomanization.wicht fully appliesto theSpanishprovincesas
well. It is not surprisingat ah thathistoriansandarchaeologistsnumisma-
titstsandphilologistsalike havepaid socloseatientionto the Romaniza-
donof Spain.Theworksby A. García.yBellido. J. M. Blázquez.A. Tovar.
A. Balil andmanyotherresearchershavegreatlycontributedto asuccess-
luí studyof the SpanishRomanization’.But the problemremainssofat-
homlessthat many a gen~rationof historiansto comewill have to ap-
proach.it againand again. .

In tbepresentpaperwe proposeto dwell specificallyon thesocial and
political aspectsóf this process.Thereforewc deemit necessaryto study
first from this angle the state of the indigenou~ society on the eve of
Romanization.

HISPANIA QN THÉ THRESHOLDOF ROMANIZATION

Around the tum of the fifth century B.C. Tartessisfelí underthe ons-
laughtsof the Carthaginians.but the Tartessians’power, having lost ist
swayoverthe otherethnicsof SouthSpain.persisted,in ouropinion.The
Tartessiansdid not disapearcompletelyfrom the world political map.An-
cient authorsmore thanonce mentionedthe Tartessiansasdistinct from
Iberians. The Pseudo-Scymnosmentions them twice.• The ñrt mention
(162-166)probablyconcernsthe previousepochbut the second(198-199)
directly refers , to die period whén the first Carihaginiancolonieshad
emergedon the southerncoast of Spain (the latter are mentionedimme-
diately before the former in the text). Le. not until the closeo,f the sixth
centuryB.C.2.The Iberiansarementionedalmostsideby sidewith Tartes-
sians.DiQdorus (XXV. 10) in his story of Hamilcaat’scampaignafflrms

1. The bibliography on the subject is immensc.
2. Wc have niade an auempt to corroborate this date jo greater detall in: JuBTsirkin. The

Phoenician Culture jo Spain. Moscow. ¡976. pp. 29-34 (in Russian): Carth;ge and Ha Cultue.
Moscow. ¡986. PP. 46-47 (in Russian).



Romanizañonof Spain:socio-politicalaspee! 207

that Hamilcar fought the Tartessiansandthe Iberians.Among the Spa-
nish peopleswhosewarriorsHannibal liad lcd to Africa. Polybius(III. 33,
9) reports the Tersites,j.c. very sameTartessians3.Silius Italicus (III. 391-
405) singles out «the domain of Arganthonios’ grandchildren».Liv
(XXIII. 26) describresthe Tartessians’uprisingagainsttbeCarthaginians
in 216 B.C. Following this eventtheTartessiansareno moretobefoundin
the sourcesavailable; insteadof the Tartessians.the accountsare inva-
riably devotedto the Turdetaniansandsmallerkingdomsthat appeared
on the Tartessisterritory.

In ah hikehihoodneitherthe initial blow of theCarthaginiansflor Ha-
milcar’s conquestcould haveendedTartessisasa statesubjectto Cartha-
ge. However.during the decisivebattle againstRomethe Carthaginians
conid not afford to suffersounreliablea subjectin Iheir rearandsoupon
the suppressionof the revolt Tartessisas a pohitical entity waseradicated
andon its territory a numberof insignificaní statescameinto being.

Let uscomebackto the Tartessianpowerof the fifth to third centuries
D.C. SihiusItahicus’ list of cities subordinatedto Arganthonios’grandehul-
dren givesa certainintimation of its territory.Ml the cities namedby the
poetare ~ituated in the Baetisvalley andon the extremesouthernpro-
montoryof the Peninsula.Evenduringthe initial period of Romandomi-
nation this region liad an individuahity ah its own. According to Strabo
(III. 1.6), theinhabitantsof thesepartsliad a vernacularanda scriptdissi-
mularto thoseof otherIberians;theyliad their ownhistoricalwritings and
versifiedlaws.Up to the midfirst centuryD.C. the region was to a greater
extentunder Phoenicianimpact thanother Spanishareas.Its culture is
characterizedby greatersimplicity, it preservedandstill practisedoid tra-
ditionsandritesdating from the timesof Tartessis4.This culturehastradí-
tionally beendiscriminatedfrom the orientahizingcivilization of Tartessos
and is often calledthe Turdetanianculture.

The comparisonof the territory of TartessisII and the boundariesof
Tartessianpower shows that the Tartessiansseemto havelost not only
theirdominionover the othertribesof SouthSpain but alsoa westernpan
of their own lands includiñg the Odiel valley, the majorcentreof ore mi-
ning andmetal-workingindustryof their kingdom.andthe town of Ono-

3. L. A. García Moreno: Turdetanos.turdulos y tartessios.in: Anejos de Gerión. 5. ¡989. p.
292.

4. A. Garcíay Bellido: Les religions orientalesdans lEspagneromaine. Leiden. 1967. p. 5.
147: K. Raddatz.Dic Scharzlundeder IberischenHalbinsel. Berlin. 1969.s. ¡ 18-119:A. Vives: La
monedaHispánica.Madrid. 1924. t. III. p. 34-37:J. M. Solá Solé: Misceláneapúnico-hispanaIII.
lo Sefarad25 (¡965). p. 3348:J. M. Blázquez:Historia del Arte Hispánico.La antigUedad,1.
Madrid. ¡978.p. 289-309:A. Ruiz.Ciudad y territorio encl problanientoibéricode Alío Guadal-
quivir. enLosasentaniien¡osibéricosante¡a Romanización.Madrid. ¡987.p. 9. HistoriadeEspa-
~a.2. Madrid. 1989, Pp.255-268;J. ¡‘erina Sieso.La cerámicaibéricade lacuencadel Guadalqui-
vir. 11. enTrabajosde Prehistoria46(1989).p. 152-156.
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ba in the river’s mouth,anotherimportanteconomiczone of Tartessis5.
This coníd not but telí on the economyof the Tartessianstatein tbe fifth
to third centuriesB.C. The Baetisvalley was remarkablefor its fabolous
agricultural wealth; the waterswashingthe Turdetanianlandsprovided
the fishermenwith enonnousprofits (Strabo III. 2. 4-7). On theseriches
wasbasedtheTurdetanians’andtheir predecessors’(i.e. Tartessians’)pros-
perity which apparentlygayerise to the runioursthat the Carthaginians
liad found silver wine tuns and feeding throughsin the locals’ homes
(Strabo III, 2, 14). The metal-workingindustry now was on the decline
(Strabo III. 2. 8). The reductionof metal smeltingwas also to be traced
evenin the centresstill leñ within the confinesof Tartessis.as.for instan-
ce.atCordoba6.Ml this naturally resultedin thepredominanceof agricul-
ture,especiallyof the cultivation of cercalsandolives. the productionof
olive oil andcattle-breeding7.

We haveno evidenceof howthe agriculturein Tartessiswas organized
andmanagedbetweenthe fifth andsecondcenturiesWC., althoughrecent
researchhas claimed that private ownershipprevailed theret. But we
knowwell enoughhowthepits wereworkedandmetalsprocessed.Diodo-
ms(y, 36, 3) assertsthattheprior to the arrival of theRomansthepits we-
re privately workedby individual mastersin SouthSpain.A part of the
metalores musthavebeenprocessedby the mine-ownersthenandthere,
as is the casewith the mining settlementsof the Odiel valley betweenthe
eighth andsixth centuriesWC. but undoubtedlya greaterpanof theex-
tractedore was transponedto largercentressuchasCordobain the Midd-
le Baetisvalley wherethe excavationshaveyielded sometracesof meta-
llurgie engineering.true lessnumerousthan in the previousepoch.The
saniedigs howeverhaveprovidedno vestigesof specialworkshopsatCor-
doba,thuswe canconcludethat themetallurgyofthe timewas a homeaf-
fair9. For ah the considerableamountsof nativeceramicsuncoveredby
the archaeologiststheyhavefailed to spotanypotteries:evidentlypottery
was alsoa domesticchore.

Archaeologicalinvestigationsin the Daetis valley haveindicated the
absenceof an abruptinterruptionin the evolutionof the indigenouspeo-

5. A. Blanco,J. M. Luzón.D. Ruiz: ExcavacionesarqueológicasenSerroSalonion(Riotinlo.
Huelva). in Publicacionesde la UniversidaddeSevilla. ser.Filosofíay Letras4(1967);J. M. Bláz-
quez. Pobladosy necrópolisindígenasdc influencia Scmítica. in HistoriadeEspañaAntigua. 1.
Madrid. ¡983. p. 325-331;339-343.

6. A. Marcos Pons: Localizacióny conocimientode la Corduba prerromana.in Ampurias.
38-40(1976-1978>.1,~ 240.

7. J. M. RodríguezNeila: HistoriadeCórdoba.Y. Córdoba,¡988.p. 178-180:HistoriadeEspa-
ña. 2. Madrid. 1989. p. 242-245.

8. A. Ruiz Rodríguez.I’4. Molino Molinos:Algunasconsidcraci¿nesparala restrucciónde las
relacionessocialesen los sectoresdominantesdc la produccióneconómicaibera (agricultura y
minería). in Memoriasde historia antigua,III (¡979). p. 149-150.

9. A. MarcosPons:Op. cil.. pp. 420-421.
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píe of South Spain al the turn of the fifth centuryWC. The nativecultu-
des, the Turdetanianone included,—alí the changesbrought aboutby
the new circunistancesnotwith-standing—were a fluent andnaturalcon-
tinuation of the precedingones’0. It follows that the Tartessosstatethat
liad existediii the Daetis valley from the fifth to third centuriesD.C. was
but a direct descendantandsuccessorto Tartessis.only on a sharplyredu-
ced scale.

The principal ceil of this statewas towns too. Silius Italicus (III. 391-
405) namedsix cities, they are: Castulo’’. Corduba.Hispalis. Nabrissa.
HastaandCarteia.Thanksto numerousaccountsby ancientauthorsand
archaeologicalfinds. though.it is well known thaI theterritory undercon-
siderationhadby far morecities to its credit. It looksas if in Tartessisthe-
re existedsomesofl of hierarchyof towns andthoseonespointedout by
Siius Italicus wereobviouslythe capitalsof areaswheresubordinatedsettle-
mentsweresited.This alsolookslike a heritageof Ihe earlier times.suffice
it to recalí the distribution of the «plebs»amongsevencities. reportedly
initiated by the Tartessianking Habis(Iust. XLIV. 4. 13).

Among the Tartessiancities of this period standsout Hasta that had
accordingto Pliny (III, 11) anepithet«Royal»(Regia).Sornescholarswere
quick to recognizeit as the soughtcity of Tartessos’2.Even if their behiefis
faulty (is it not as yet to be supportedby archaeologicalevidence)at any
rateHastawassurelyan ancientcity. dic likely residenceof a local ruler’3.
Perchedon a hill over the easternextremity of the Lower Baetis flood-
lands.Hastaspranginto being as early as the Late Neolithic. Hastaca-
rried on tradewith the Phoeniciantown of Gadescloseat handandwas
perhapsthe first post of the Gaditancommercein the Daetis valley.The
finds —scanty as thesemay be— of Greekand South Italian ceramics
alongsidePhoenicianwarestestify to a wide scopeof Hasta’stradingope-
rationsin the fourth to secondcenturiesD.C.’4. Hast&s affluencemay be
amply illustratedby a treasuretrove found nearEvora: the treasureshave
beendated to a vast span of time betweenthe sixth to third centuries
D.C.’5.

To Hasta belongedan urban area(agerAstensis)mentionedby Livy

lO. M. PellicerCatalán.Problemáticageneralde los nicios dc la iherizaciónenAndaluci Oc-
cideotal, in Ampurias 38-40(1976-1978>.pp. 11-21.

II. Caslulobelonged¡o ¡he Orclani. no! ¡he Turdelanians:J. M. Blázquez.Cástulo1. Madrid.
¡975. pp. 12-21). The poetmusíbewrong.Or. pcrhaps.duringthe íroubledtimeson Ihe eveof Pu-
mc War II ¡he Tancssiansindeedmanagedlo eswblishidfor a while iheir control over Castulo.

¡2. M. EsleveGuerrero:Asta Regia: una ciudad tarlésica.in Tartessos.Barcelona,1969. p.
III.

13. T. Mommsen:Bemerkungenzum Dckrcl desPaulus.in Hermes3 (1869). s. 265.
14. M. Esteve Guerrero: Op. cit.. pp. ¡ 14-118: M. Pellicer Catalán. Siedlungspl~tzcin der

orientalisierendenEpochean UnierenGuadalquivir. in HamburgerBeitrágezur Archáologie.8
(1981). 37-39.44-45.

15. M. PellicerCatalán:Siedlungsplátze....s.44.
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(XXXIX, 21). The area must be rather large, it includedLascuta(Turris
Lascutana)wherein theyear 189 D.C. Hastasiaveswere billeted because
Lascutawas.quitefar from Hasta(cf. Plin. III. II. 15) lb• During the Roman
conquestHastaput up a stiff resistanceto theRomanssothat theRoman
military leaderAemilius Paulluswas compelledto set bis síavesfree in or-
der to causedaniageto the besieged’7.andsorne time later the Roman
praetorwas sIam at the city walls (Liv. XXXIX. 21).

Cordobatoo was an importantcity. Like Hasta it also lay on a hill.
Over a kilometer long and 300 ni. wide, it was one of the largest pre-
Romansettlementsin the Iberian Peninsula.Situatedat a meetingplace
of landroadsandthe river, this city was a significantcentreof agriculture.
cattle-breedingandcoppersmeltingfrom the ores transponedfrom the
nearbypitsl¡. Summingup. Cordobawas the heartof a sizable region.
Hispalis seemstobea majorcity too.Shipscould reachit up the Baetisri-
ver’9. The density of archacologicalsitesaround Hispalis is absolutely
unheard-ofin SouthSpain.The archaeologicalstratahere dateback to
the secondmillennium B.C. to Romantimes20.

The digs at modemLebrija (morelikely thannot it coincideswith an-
cientNabrissa)havetestifiedto a considerableantiquityof thetown exis-
ted throughoutthe f¡rst millennium B.C.21. Pliny (III, 11) assuresus that
Nabrissaliad a secondnameVeneria.Needlessto sayVenus hereshould
not be confusedwith the Romangoddess.Surely it is a local deity. Most
probablythis isa fernalegoddessof fertility whosecult waswide spreadin
the Southandwhoserepresentationsin the shapeof a womansitting on a
throne were often encounteredat various sitesof the region22.Nabrissa
provesto havebeena notablecentreof worshipof this divinity identified
by the Ronianswith their goddessVenus.

Deyondany doubt Carteiaexistedlong before the adventof the Ro-
mans.It was a pon of considerablesize andiniportancein the year206
D.C. Carteiawas madethe baseof the RomanNavy during the combat
with the Carthaginianfleet (Liv. XXVIII. 30-31). In the third centuryD.C.
it was alreadya sizablesettlement.True. archaeologicalevidencepertai-
ning to the levelsof the previouscenturyis lacking23. but sorne indirect

¡6. lí musíbe pointedoul that ¡he issueof the identityof LasculaandTowerawailsits ultima-
te solution. Someresearcheshold ¡bat thcseare different lowns: L. A. GarcíaMoreno.Sobreel
decretodePauloEmilio y la «Turris Lascutana»(dL II. 5041). in Epigrafíahispánicadeépoca
romana-republicana.p. 204.

17. AV. Mishulin: On thc interprctationof Acmilius Paullus inscription. in lzvestia AN
555K 1946. pp. 166-169.¡78-184(in Russian).

18. A. Marcos Pons: Op. cit.. p. 418-422: R. C. Knapp: Roman Cordoba.Berkeley-Los
Angeles-London.¡983.p. 4-8:]. E. RodríguezNeila: Op.cii.. p. 166-169. ¡78-184.

19. A. Schulten.Hispalis. lo RE. 16 (1913). Sp. ¡964).
20. M. PellicerCatalán:Siedlungspliltze....s. 49-Sl.
21. Ibid.. 5.4748.
22. J. M. Blázquez.ReligionesPrerromanas.Madrid. ¡983.Pp. 140-144.
23. D. E. Woods:Carteiaand Tartesios.in Tartessos.Barcelona.¡969, Pp. 252-256.
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considerationslead us to infer the importanceand antiquity of Carteia.
Thereexistedan opinion cited by Pliny (111,7)andAppian (Hisp. 63) that
this was preciselythe locationof the niysteriousTartessos.Despitea gla-
nng groundlessnessof Uds opinion it is clear that it could have been
promptedby the fameandrenown of Carteiaas a wea¡thyandancient
city. Thegeographicalpositionof thecity was extremelyfavourable:it was
verygood for shipsto moorand in the RomanperiodCarteiawas a major
fishing centre(StraboIII. 2. 78: Plin. IX. 89; XXXI. 94). Fromthe endof
the seventhcentury and towardsthe startof the fifht centuryD.C. there
existeda small Phoeniciansettlementon the site’4. It is not at alí impossi-
ble that the Turdetaniancity had sornekind of connectionswith the for-
mer’5. It is hardly accidentalthat it was Carteiawherethe Romanshad
first deducedtheir Latin colonyoutsideItaly (Liv. XLIII, 3).

To sun up. we havealí the reasonsto regardthe cities enumeratedby
Silius Itahicus asancientcities playing a substantialrole in the Southof
Spain.Ihe alí were importantcentresof economieor religiouslife andaf-
fectedthe surroundingterritory.Theyalí stemfrom the timesofTartessian
power.This explainswhy theyenduredas the basiccelísof «new»Tanes-
sis as well.

Rut. as has beenpreviously stated.there whereother towns as welI.
such as Turba(Liv. XXIII. 44), Ascua(Liv. XXIII. 27), Turta (FHA III, p.
189).A. Schultenconsideredthe latter (with a síu ground,throug) to be
the Turdetaniancapital2ó.The existenceof other towns seemsbeyonda
doubt.Plutarch(Aem.4) attributedto L. Aemilius Paullusa peacefulsub-
mission of 250 towns.The figure is undoubtedlyexaggeratedbut it cangi-
ve an inking of the impressivenumberof Turdetaniantowns.Their pre-
senceis archaeologicallyevidenced.For instance.amongthe settlements
situatedaroundCordobasornewere quite big andcould be easily regar-
ded as towns”.Thesetownswereevidentlyin subjectionto the f¡ve cities
Silius Italicus toid usaboutbut wehaveno knowledgeof eitherthe nature
or the form of their subordination.

Either the threatof incursionsfrom the Mesetaor dreadof social up-
heavalsurgedthe inhabitantsoftheDaetisvalley andthe surroundingdis-
tricts to constructtowerhikefortificationsthat stoodguardover the major
trading routesand the wealthiestagrarianareas(Liv. XXII. 19. 6: Del.
Hisp. V. 2-3)’~. In antiquity the constructionof thesefortresseswas ascri-

24. H. Schubart:PhónizischeNieder¡assuogenan tberischenSddkíistc.in Phónizierini Wes-
ten. Mainz am Rheio. 1982. s. 213.

25. Doctor H. Schubarthasrcccntly advanceda thesis ¡batCancia may havebeen foundcd
by the Pboenicianswho had abandonedIheir settlementnearby devastatedby a natural ca-
taclysm.Wc exteodour gratitudeto Dr. 1-!. Schubartbr Ibis valuable information.

26. FontesHispaniaeAntiquaeIII. Barcelona.¡935.p. 190.
27. J. F. RodríguezNeila. Op.cit.. p. ¡69.
28. U. Presedo.Organizaciónpolítica y socialde los íberos,in HistoriadeEspañaantigua.t. 1.

Madrid. 1983.p. ¡88; A. Ruiz Rodríguez:Lasclasesdominantesenla formaciónsocialibéricadcl
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bedto Hannibal(Plin. II, 181)bul moderninvestigationshavedatedthem
backto 400 to 200 D.C. A specimenof suchbulwarks was probablyTurris
Lascutanamentionedin the mostancientLatin inscription unearthedin
Spain(CIL II. 5041) anddatedfrom 198 WC. The inscription.as is coni-
monly known. containsthe decreeof L. Aemilius Paullus accordingto
which the Hastasíaveswho dwelt in thetower wereproclainiedto be free
peoplewho could keepand disposeof the town andthe fleld currently is
their possesionas theysawf¡t ansas long as the Romanpeopleand the
Senatewilled it.

Sornehistorianshavearrived at the conclusionthat this wasa variety
of collective slaverysimilar to helotry.wbereasJ. Mangasmaintainsthat
alí othertowerswere alsoinhabitedby the peoplesubjectedto the citizens
of other more significant cities29. Otherscholarsbelievethat we haveto
deal here with specif¡c forms of dependencepeculiar to Carthageand
spreadin the zoneof Carthaginianinfluencein SouthSpain30.We would
like to oller adifferent interpretationof the decreethat seemsto usmore
plausible.In the wake of sornemomentousevent(say. an uprising) the
Hastasíaves(note, the síavesof individual slave-owners,not of theconi-
munity) gatheredat Lascutafirst havingcapturedit: the Romancomman-
der who was wagingawarfarewith Hasta(cf. Liv. XXXIX, 21) by way of
rewardint them for their assistanceconf¡rmed their right to possessthe
town andthe land.If the síaveswho occupiedLascutaTowerhadbeenle-
gitiniate ownersof the town andthe landtherewould havebeenno neces-
sity to sanctiontheir privilege.

An analogymaybe drawnto the agreenientof the Romanswith Viria-
tus (App. Hisp. 69): the Lusitanianswere grantedthe right to own the
landstheyliad alreadytakenholdof in thecourseof thehostilitiesby the
time treatry was signed.It is of little consequenceindeed.that tbe treaty
was neveractuallyobserved.The text of the decreedealsin plain words
not only with thetown andthe landbut alsowith the eniancipationof the
síaves.The decreeleavesno doubt thatalí concessionswere conditioned
by Rome’s will andcould be anymomentrevoked.As we see it. it proves
thatthedecreewas not at alí nieantto confirni the slaves’sright of pro-
perty in thetown andtbeland: its messagewas.in ouropinion.to impro-
ve the slave’ssocial statusandto affirm theirpropertyin whatwas already
theirs (ea tempestateposidissent).An oblique observationto strengthen
ourview. LascutaToweraswell as her sistertowerswas rathera formida-

Surdela PeninsulaIbérica,en Memoriasde historia antigua.¡(¡977). p. ¡43: J. Mangas.Servi-
dumbre comunitariade la Bética pren-omana.ibid., p. ¡56: P.F. Lacort Navarro:CerealesenHis-
paniaUlterior: silos de épocaibero-romana en la Campiñade Córdoba.in Habis 16(1985). p.
376: J. F. RodríguezNeila. Op.dI.. Pp. ¡69-172.

29. AV. Mishulin. Ancient Spain. Moscow. 1952. p. 220 (in Russian);J. Mangas.Op. cit.. p.
156-¡58.

30. L. A. Garcia Moreno. Op. ci!.. p. 214-217.
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ble fortress.It is hardly likely that suchstrongbulwarkscould be at the sa-
me time slave’sdwelling places:a situationlike this would have always
beenfraughtwith dangerandmenaceto their masters.For this reasonwe
assertthat we have no evidenceof «conimunalslavery»in SouthSpain
(certainly it doesnot apriori meanthat such form of slaveryneverexisted
tn general).

It hasalreadybeenpointed out in the historical sciencethattheseto-
werswerevery muchlike thoseerectedby the Carthaginiansin Africa. in
Sicily andSardiniawith thepurposeof defendingthe frontiers31.Tbepur-
poseof the Spanishtowers(no matterwhobuilt them)was most likely the
same.Theymusthaveprotectedeither the borders(like a seriesof fortifi-
cationsin the North of the modernprovinceof Cordoba)or economically
prominentterritories(perhapsthis was the role assignedfor Lascuta).At
the sametime the connectionof suchstrongholdswith the rural areaswas
specially manifest from both the decreeof Paullus andthe mention of
Livy (XXiXIV. 19) «ex agris castellisque».

Comingbackto the decree.it shouldbe notedthatit certified thepre-
senceof síavesin SouthSpainat the time immediatelybeforethe Roman
conquest.Tbeexcavationshaveattestedthat amongthe populationof this
region therewere there groupssingledout: the nobility. the comnioners
and the slaves32.lustinus (XLIV, 4. 13) holds that in «oíd» Tartessisther
were alsocomnionpeople whom the historiannanied <«he plebs»and
thosewho perfornied«servileservices».The continuity of Tartessianand
Turdetaniansocietieshasalreadybeenrecognizedin the presentarticle.
In this respectparticularly note-worthyis Strabosassertion(111.1.6) that
sonie of Turdetanianancientlaws went backto the Tartessianepoch.The
preservationof oíd juridical nornisof necessityimpliesthe preservationof
ancientsocial practiques.Thereforewe can insist with good reasonsthat
betweenthe fifth andthe third centuriesB.C. too we maysingleout síaves
whose existenceis unambiguouslyattestedby Paulius’ decree.andthe
«plebs».The «plebeians»musthavebeenfirst and faremostproducersof
material values:theytilled theland,rearedthecattleandwent in for han-
dicraftson adomesticscale33.Whowerethose«private persons»who, ac-
cordingto Diodorus(V, 36.3), exploitedthemines,remainsunknown.We-
re they«plebeians»or aristocrats?The amountof the finds of sculptures
with their representations.of ornatesepulchres.of rich treasuretrovesand
magnificentjewelleryadmitsno doubtasto the existenceofthe aristocrats
andtheir substantialwealthW iudging by the sculpturesdepictingpriest

31. F. Jordá:i. M. Blázquez:Op.ci!.. p. 306-307.
32. F. Presedo:Pueblos ibéricos. in Historiade Españaantigua.t. 2; pp. 163-166.
33. A. Ruiz Rodríguez:M. Molinos Molinos: Op. cit.. p. 150-153.
34. F. Jordá: J. M. Blázquez:Op. ci!.. PP. 292-296. 307-308: i. F. RodríguezNeila. Op. cit.. p.

185.
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andpristesses.the presenceof the priestly nobility cannot be ruled out
either35.

The enduranceof the oíd laws bearswitnessto the enduranceof the
oid political system,le. monarchy.too. Should Silius Italicu< narration
about«Arganthonios’grandchildren»betakenliterally.the survival of the
ancientdynastymust be admittedas a matter of fact. However bis pro-
blem provesto beavery hardnut to cracknowadays.Thepoint is that in
the sourcesdevotedto the secondbalfof thethird centuryD.C. Tartessian
kings are nowhereto be found.Arauricus andPhorcyswho led. as Silius
Italicus (III. 402-403)writes, the Tartessianarmy. werenot kings.but «lea-
ders»(duces).The name«Arauricus»is unquestionablyCeltic. «The lea-
dersof the Celts»wasthe title of Istolatiuswho was at the headoíthe Tar-
tessiansin theirwaragainstHamilcar(Diod. XXV. -lO). Chalbus.thecom-
mander.ofthelast revoltof theTartessians,was naniedby Livy (XXIII. 26.
6) «thenoble leaderof the Tartessians»(nobilis dux Tartessiorum).Mo-
narchsseemto haveappearedon the historicalscenein this regiononly
aherthe final anddecisivedestructionof Tartessis.

This stateof affairs maybe explainedby the following hypothesis.The
Tartessianstatewas a complexpolitical structure.the king in lis royal ca-
pacityneverperformedthe dutiesof a military conimanderanddelegated
theni to anotherperson.This could be the chiefof the mercenaries.Livy
(XXXIV..17) notesthatthe Turdetanianswere thoughttobethe leastbelli-
cose of other Hispanic peoples.On the who¡e. his view does not corres-
pondto the historical reality aswe know quite enoughaboutbloodyand
arduousfightings of the Romansin Turdetania.Evidently. this view steni-
med from the good usethe Turdetanianshad for their mercenaries.Celts
(Diod. XXV, 10) and Celtiberians(Liv. XXXIV. 17) alike could haveser-
ved asmercenaríes.

Following theultimate falí of Tartessisthereemergedon its territory a
numberof fairly insignificant kingdomswhosepolitical structuregot me-
vitably simplified and their kings beganto take on thmselvesmilita¡y
functions too, as is instancedby Culchas,or Kolichas. as Polybius(XXI.
11. 13) calís him, who controlledin 206 WC. 28 towns (Liv. XXIII, 13, 3)
and in 197 WC. —17 towns (Liv. XXXIII, 21. 6). His domain was somew-
hereinTurdetania.mostprobably— in thevalley of the Daetis.The king-
domof anothermonarch—Luxinius— lay in the middleof thevalley: he
owned CarmonaandDardo (Liv. XXXIII. 21,6). In SouthSpainwerethe
kingdomsof Atteneswho hadrathermany peoplein lis power(Liv. XX-
VIII. 15.4)andof Corribilo, the rulerof Licabrum(Liv. XXXV. 22.5)36and.
maybe,of othertownsas weII. Thosekingdomswerenot so very smallaf-

35. E. Jordá:i. M. Blázquez:Op.cii.. pp. 304-305:F. Presedo.El arte ibérico, en Historia dc
Españaantigua.t. 1. pp. 260-262.

36. E. Presedo:Organizaciónpolítica y social....p. 185-186.
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ter alí thoughtheywere.of course.smallerthanTartessisevenin its redu-
ceddimensions.More thanonetown foundthemselvesunderthe swayof
CulchasandLuxinius. Corribilor is describedby Livy as a «nobleking»
(nobilis rex) andAttenesis reponedby the sarnesourceto havecomeover
tho the Ronianswith vast numbersof soldiers.

Thesestatescarneinto beingunderthe complicatedconditionsof Pu-
n¡c War II and the military andpolitical circunstancesfavouredtheir de-
velopment.Polybius(XXI.II.3) mentionedKolichas (Culchas)besidesan
Ilergete. Indibil by name.and a Numidian Masinissaas an exanipleof
peoplewho from the obscurityof being insignificant andcausaldynasts
roseto be madekings.We are well informedof the fate of Masinissawho
managedto establishhiniself asmIer in Numidia with Scipio’s aid. mdi-
bil was also closely linked with Scipio. Apparentlywith the assistanceof
the selfsameScipio Culchasmusthavestrengthenedhis positiontoo.The
Celtic nameof Culchas,as well as the ¡mme of the other king —Luxi-
nius— enablesus to supposethat they both were originally chiefsof the
Celtic or Celtiberianniercenaries37.This fact in its turn could cast sorne
light on the formation of new statesin place of the totally disintegrated
Tartessis.Sometimes(aswas precisely the casewith CulchasandLuxi-
nius) the chiefs of mercenarybandsmight have seizedpower in this or
that regionand thenmakingthemost of the struggleof thetwo powersfor
supreniacyin the ¡bedanPeninsulatheyexpandedit. The Romansused
such aid to thenativedynastiesasa mighty weaponagainsttheCarthagi-
nians.No wonderthat. when the latter liad beenoustedfrorn Spain,the
RomansdispossessedCulchasof eleven towns.

As we haveseen.underthe king’s authoritytherewere the towns that
may havepersistedas the principal celís of thosesmallerstatestoo. Rut
the evidenceas regardastheir role in the warfareis absent.For instance,a
heavy battleoccurrednearCarmonabetweenthe Romansandthe Carl-

- haginians:from Appian’s account(Hisp. 25. 27). though, it is not clear
whetherthe residentsof Carmonatook anypadin it at alí. At the later ti-
me. too. when Carmonajoined in the revolt againstthe Ronians,it acted
asa subjecttown of king Luxinius ratherthana sovereignunit (Liv. XX-
XIII. 21, 6). Obviouslythesetownshadno authorityof their own,theywc-
re entirelysubordinateto royal power.

As for the kingstheywere active in diplornatic andmilitary affairs.Li-
vy (XXVIII, 13. 3) statesthatCulchaspromised(perhapsin exchangefor
the aid in ¡te consolidatingof lis personalpower) to provide Scipio with
ínfantrymenandcavalrymen.TIc Romanauthor usesthe term «cons-
cripturus».It spellsacompulsory,forcedenrolmentof Culchas’ssubjects
tnto lis army. It follows thatthe king’s authoritywas quite substantial:he
was neitíerasacredking nor a tribal chief. but areal sovereing.TIc army

37. L. A. Garcia Moreno: Hispaniaetumultus. jo Polis ¡(¡989>,p. 88.
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he recrutedconiprised300 infantrymenand500 cavalrymen(Polyb. XI.
20). We cannotknow how strongthis force was in termsof the region at
theclose of the third andthe startof the secondcenturiesD.C. Diodorus
(XXV. 10) recountsthatHamilcar,havingmurderedIstolatius.his brother
and «alt the rest»enlisted the remaining3000 warriors into bis army. It
showsthat the Tartessianarniy numericallyexcededCulchas’ troopsbut
to whatextentremainsunknown.

In the courseof the seconddisintegrationof Tartessissometownsin-
dependentof.Ihe kings musthaveevolved,as,for instance,Hasta.At the
benningof the secondcenturyB.C. this city offered the Romansa very
stubbornresistance(Liv. XXXIV. 2). No kingsare registeredto haveparti-
cipatedin the campaign.Ihe city actedas a self-dependententity and.
consequently.it formedpaN of no big state.

Thus the developmentof SouthSpainperhapsmaybe reconstruredas
follows. Mter the abortiveclashwith the Cartaginiansat the closeof the
sixth or at the startof the fifth centuryD.C. Tartessiscollapsedand its re-
maidersfelí under Carthaginiancontrol38. Under Carthage’ssway this
«new» Tartessisenjoyedconsiderableauthonomybecausenormally the
Cartaginiansrefrained from interfering into the inner affairs of their
«charges»unlessprovokedto39. During Punic War 1 or ratherduringthe
Libyan War the Tartessiansshookoff Carthage’syoke so that Hamilcar
was obliged to restore.(ávétazo)Carthage’ssupremacy(Polib. II, 1, 5). Iii
this «new»TurdetanianTartessismanyof the fornier customsandusages
persisted.In the socio-politicalaspectit was the continuationof the same
early classsocietyand statethat liad existed betweenthe eighthandtbe
sixth centuries D.C. thugh it wassmallerin sin. Economically the state
was slightly different: the role of the mineral mining and matallurgy in
Tudertanianoticeablydecreased.In 216D.C. the Tartessiansagainroseup
againstthe.Cathaginiansandthe latterdeliveredTartessisdie final devas-
tating blow.

This unstablesituationwas takenadvantageof by theRomanswho in
thecourseof PunicWar II supportedsornelocal rulers.consolidatedtheir
authorityandgayethem a chanceto createtheir own states.as in instan-
cedby Culchas.Otherkingdoms.though.could haveemergedwithout the
Ronians’mediation.At the sanietime sornecities such asHastarnustha-
ve becomeindependentand turned into sovereigncities with fairly vast

38. TheCartbaginians’rule in SouthSpain beforePunicWar lis testifled by Polybius (1. ¡0.
5). Tbis explaioswhy rnanyresearcheshaveadopted—with this or that reservation—theideaob
(he Punic supremacyin SouthSpain (A. Schuten.Tartcssos.Hamburg. 1950. s. 72-73). Howevcr.
somescholarshaveof latereso¡utelyrefutedthis síameníon thestrenthof archaeologicaleviden-
ce (A BlancoFreijeiro. El problemade Tartessos.in Actasdel II congresoespañoldeestudios
clásicos.Madrid. 1964. Pp.588-589).But the argumeotsin favourof dic negationof Punicdoníi-
nation (aboyealí. the absenceof Carthaginianpottety in thc Baetis valey and of Iberian poltery
in Caríhage)seem uncovincing.

39. S. Gsell. Histoire anciennedc lAbrique du Nord. ¡.11. Paris. 1928. p. 313.
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agrarianareasunder their control. Having driven the Carthaginiansout
of SouthSpain.the Romansthemselvesset to capturingthe region.They
radically reducedthe terrain of Culchaswho in return revolted against
Romebut suffereda defeatandIost lis kingdom.Suppressedwasalsothe
rnu¡tiny of the king Luxinius. defeatedwas Coribilo. crushedwas Hasta’s
resistance.A Latin colonywas deducedto Carteia.Theterritory of fornier
Tartessisgot incorporatedinto the Romanprovinceof HispaniaUlterior

The disintegrationof Tartessisresultedin the break-awayof the eas-
tern territories. Rut sorneof the stn¡cturesthathadoriginated way back
within the framework of the vasterTartessiankingdom must havesurvi-
ved for a while. The native heirsof the Tartessianrulers were obviously
the peopleburied in the gravesadornedwith ornatetombstonesbearing
zoornorphic pictures like those discoveredat Pozo Moro. Such monu-
mentsare found to havebeenspreadovera limited areaanddatedto the
aid of the sixth-fifbt centuriesB.CY. At a later period the majority of
them disappearedor transforniedinto simpler andplainerones.TIe sa-
me is true aboutGaul wheresplendid«princelygraves»similar to thatof
a «dameof Vix» becamea thingof the past.too41.This signifies a victory
of the aristocratricelementoverthe monarchicone ratherthandemocra-
tization of the Celtic social system.Thearistocraticnatureof the Celtic so-
ciety in Gaulis clearlydiscerniblefrom Caesar’sdescription:We believeit
maybe thoughtthat liquidation or at leastthe lesseningof the monardhie
coniponentof a social set-npis a salient featureof the Iberial society in
SoutheastSpain too.

The Iberian civilization look a long time to form; it expandedgra-
dual¡y on an enorniousterritory approximatelyfrom Gibraltarto tIc Py-
reneesandat onetime it stretchedas far as Rhodanus.underthe impact
of various factors including Ploenicio-Punieand He¡lenic influenc&2.
The varied conditionsof life of the Iberianpeoplesdeterminedandsía-
ped the differenciesin their social developnient.The generalpatternon
the eve of the Romanconquesíseemsratherdiverse.

Towns constituteoneof the system’selements.Perhapsthe majority of
thosetowns may be bestdescribedas proto-towns43but we betíter leave
alonethis much-disputedproblemwhich still awaits its solution. Tbese
towns(orprototowns)were,as a rule,¡aid out on hilís, they,werewell forti-
ucd.Normally theytíerenot big in size.althoughsornewerequite large;

40. E. ChapaBrunet: La esculturaibéricazoomorfa.Madrid. ¡985; passim;M. AlmagroGor-
bea: PozoMoro. in MM. 24 (¡983). p. 235. 264-265;J. A. SantosVelasco.Análisis sobre¡a transi-
ción a una sociedadestatalen la cuencamediadc Seguraenépocaiberia. in Trabajosde Prehis-
toria 46(1980).Pp. ¡40-141.

41. J. Filip. Thc Celtic Civilization and Its Heritage.Prague.1961. p. 26-48 (in Russian).
42. Simpos international els origeos dcl món iberic. in Ampurias 38-40 (¡976-1978>:J. M.

Blázquez:Las raicesclásicasde la cultura ibérica. in AEArq 52(1979).p. 141-165.
43. P. Rouillard: Urbanismeet la vie publiquedans¡Espagnepréromaine.VI-IV. s. ay. J.C.,

in Los asentimientosibéricosante la Romanización.Madrid. 1987. p. 37-41.
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in the.South thcy were usually larger than in the EastandNortheastof
Spain.They were filled with comparativelysmall housesscatteredin di-
sorder,with no luxuriousdwellingsasyet. Residessuchtownletstherewc-
realsofortifiedpostsalniostasbigasthe formerbut peopledonly from ti-
me to time. obviously at hazardousmonients4tThosemustbe the casties
(castella)mentionedby thc ancientauthours(suchas Livy XXXIV. Ib 16)
in their accountsof military.compaignsin the Peninsula.Thevery presen-
ce of such forified shcltersfor dic neighbouringfolks presupposesthe
existenceof unfortified scttlementsandvillages whoseinhabitantsfound
refugebehindtheir walls.The existenceof villages is borneout by Strabo
(111.4,13)who pointsout the absenceof towns outsidcthe coastalstrip of
the Mediterrancan(howeverit shouldbe notedthat the Greekgcographer
meansthe wholeof Iberia. i.e. Hispania).

Certaincities becamewith time autonomousunits. as.for instance.As-
tapa inthe Southof Spainoutsidethercmnantsof Tartessianpowcr. Both
Livy (XXVIIL22.2) andAppian (Hisp. 33) tcstify that thiscity defendedthe
Carthaginianswith might andmain and remainedfaithful to them even
whcn alí the surroundingarea liad alreadytakenthe Romans’side.The
residentsof Astapapreferredto perishandto destroyalí their belongings
ratherthanto surrenderto discretion.Thiscity canhardly be considereda
polis in the true senseof theterm45but itís independenceis beyonddoubt.
Judgingfrom Livy’s descri~tionalí mattcrsat Astapawerc decidedtoget-
herby alí city dwellers (he doesnot mentionanyofficials. the moresoof-
ficials appointedfrom without)~ therewasasquarein thetown wherethe
residentsbrougbtbefore the decisivebattle thcir property.wivcs and the
children.

On the Bastetanianterrain Orongiswasmostprobably a similar coni-
munity.Due to Livy (XXVIII. 3, 2-13)it is knownthatthe city hadits dis-
posal sorne area with f¡clds and mines. Thcsepossessionsformed the
foundationof the.city’s prosperity,Livy calledit the richesttown. Here,as
well as at Astapa,was asquarewhereevidcntlythe citizensusedto gat-
her too.vOnthe otherhand.Livy stresscsthat.Orongiswas situatedon the
landsof theMaesesseswhoin their turn wereoneoftheDastetanianpeo-
píes.OescribingSpain at a.much later time Pliny (111,4,9) mentionsthe
town of Mentesa(MentesaDastetanorum).Towardsthe endof thc third
centuryD.C. Orongiswaspossiblyin the sphereof Mentesa’s(or Maeses-.
sa’s) influence or even it was the latters subject.When Scipio stormed
Oronglisthough.ncitherMentesanor otherBastetaniancommunitiesca-
me in a hurry to its rescue.Whethcrthe explanationof the event is to be

.44. A. Arribas: The tberians, London. ¡974. Pp.97-115; F. Presedo:Los pueblosibéricos.p.
¡57-163:M. Almagro Gorbea.El áreasuperficialde laspoblacionesibéricas,en Losasentimien-
tos.... Pp. 24-31:1.A. SantosVelasco:Op. cit.. p. ¡31.

45. A. Ruiz Rodríguez:Lasclasesdominantes....p. ¡45.
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soughtin the concretemarchof the military operationsor in the looseness
of bondsbetweenthe Dastetaniancommunitiesis impossibleto say.

Self-dependentand ratheractive was Castuloof theOretaniin theUp-
per Baetis,as is manifestfrom its conductin the courseof the SecondPu-
n¡c War when it changedsidesallying first with the Carthaginiansand
thenwith the Romansandvice versa(Liv XXIV. 41.7; XXVI. 26,6; XXVIII.
19. 1-2: App. Hisp. 16). Livy calís this city «valida et nobilis». In order to
cementlis des with the IberiansHannibal wisely married a womanof
Castulo(Liv. XXIV, 41.7).TIe wealth of the city wasbasedon cultivation,
stock-raisingandmetallurg9<~The basisof the Castulonians’metallurgy
were rich silver andleadminesin the neighbourhood(StraboIII. 2, 10-11)
sud as the renownedshaftof Baebelowhich suppliedHannibalwhenhe
becameits master.with more tían threehundredpoundsof silver a day
(Plin. XXXIII. 97)47.Artisans’ workshopswere clusteredlii a specialpart
of Castulo~apparentlythe artisanshasalreadyformed a separatesocial
group.This city carriedon an extensiveexternaltradetoo49. Its foremost
contractorsbeforetheadventto the Romanswere morelikely thannot the
Carthaginiansthroughwhoseagencythe Castulonobility got Greekconi-
modities,profuseGreekceramicsamongthem~

In EasternSpainan independentcity was Saguntum.It was asignifi-
cant centrethat evenprior to Hannibal’s assaultsin the year 219 D.C.
struckits own coinswith the Iberian legend51.It mustlave tradedactively
with the Greeksandniaybewith theItalics as weII. Livy (XXI. 7, 3) among
the treasuresof Saguntumlists theproduceof earththat bearswitness to
the existenceof agriculturalarea.The city’s vastagrarianpossesions(cío-
ra) arealsoattestedby Polybius(III, 17). This city was sooutstandingand
unlike its Iberian neighboursthat theantiqueauthorsconsideredSagun-
tum a Greekcolony(Strabo III. 4. 6; App. Hisp. 6) and Livy addsto tie
Hellenesof Zakynthosas the foundersof Saguntumas tie wealthiest
town southwardof the Ebroandopposesthe Saguntiansto tie Spaniards.
Howevernowadaysits nativeorigin seenisout of the question52.

Livy’s story(XXI, 7-15)of the siegeandcaptureof Saguntumby Han-
nibal permitsus to infer tie generaloutlineof the city’s governnient.Ihe
communitywas headedby a praetoras Livy designatesbim after tie La-
tin fashion. He was approachedwith a suggestionof a disgracefulpeace

46. J. M. Blázquez.M. P. Garcia-Gelabert.El iberismoen laciudaddeCástulo.in Los asenta-
mientos....p. 47.

47. J. M. Blázquez.Cástulo1. Madrid. ¡975. p. 23.
48. J. M. Blázquez.M. P. García-Gelabert.Op.cit.. p. 47.
49. J. M. Blázquez.Castulo1. p. 309.
50. J. M. Blázquez.M. P. García-Gelabert.Op. cit.. p. 53.
Sí. A. Arribas.Op.ch.. p. ¡28: F. Presedo.EconomíaibéricaenHistoriade Espafiaantigua.t.

1. p. ¡76: PP.RipollésAlegre: La circulaciónmonetariaen la Tarraconensemediterránea.Valen-
cIa. 1982. p. 265.

52. F. Presedo:Los pueblosibéricos.p. ¡61.
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by a certainAlorcuswho was si niultaneouslya xenosof Saguntumand
warrior of Hannibal. But to passsinglehandeda crucial decision on
which the city’s life anddeathdepended,was deniedto the praetor.He
conveneda Senatewhich adoptedthefinal decisioniii the presenceof the
people.Livy writesabout«populi concilium».consequentlyit was not an
unruly crowd of accidentallycongregatedcitizensbut a sortof popularas-
sembly.The citizensconstitutedan importantbut passivebody sincethe
final say restedafter alí with the «Senate».that is. an aristocraticcouncil.
According to Zonaras(VIII. 21) or to be more exact, to Dio Cassius.the
councillorsassemblednot in the squarebut in the acropolis.For alí the
unanimityof the ancientautborswho admiredtheSaguntians’unity and
couragewhentheyoptedto die ratherthan to betraythe Romansandvio-
late¡te pactwith them. theremayhavebeensornediscordaniongthe no-
bility. In this respectsuspiciousis the actof Alco who desertedto Hanni-
bal in thehopeif Livy is to be trusted.of entreatinghim to concludea mo-
re bonourablepeacepactbut on learningthe Carthaginiancommander’s
adamantnaturehe turneda traitor. It is quite possiblethat this actexpres-
sedthe pro-Carthaginianposition of sornenoblemenof Saguntum.

Suchcities as Saguntumor Astapawere in alí likelihood the earlycity-
states.consistingof a City properandsorneareaaroundit that were akin
to «nomos-states»of AncientOrient53.Howeversuchcity-stateswerespar-
se.Perhapsin the Southeastof the Peninsulathey were ¡xumerous(owing
to the influenceof Tartessianheritage)but in the EastSaguntumwas the
only exceptionto the generalrule54.Worthy of note is the fact that Livy in
lis descriptionof Hannibal’swars in Spain(XXI. 5) enumeratessornetri-
bes(of the Olcades.of tIc Vaccaei,of the Carpetani)andthe Saguntians.
so thatSaguntuniseenisto be rankedalongsidethe ethnics.It is clearthat
in niost casesa tilbe was tIc basicunit in the Iberian’s life.

The towns situatedon the tribalterritories neveractedon tícir own.
We lave the knowledgeof only one independentactionof theirs in 195
B.C. Catodemandedthat the cities demolishtleir walls: for this purpose
he sentto the cities expresslettersthat were to be openedby lis orderon
oneandthesameday(Liv. XXXIV. 17: App. Hisp. 41; PIut. Cato 10). But
this eventis easyto explain: for Cato it was iniperativethat the Iberian
towns shouldlave no time or chanceto contacteachotíer or higher tri-
bal authoritiesandso theyshouldact at their own discretion.

Social stratificationin the Iberian tribeswas alreadymarked.Excava-
tions at the necropolisbearwitness to the existenceof sometimestíree
groups.on otheroccasionsof four differing groups.On the onehandthere
were primitive hollows in theearthwith an extremelymodestinventory.

53. History ob the Ancient World. Early Antiquity. Moscow. ¡989. pr. 4041. 48-49 (in Rus-
sian).

54. P. Rouillard.Op. cii., p. 41.
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on the other-burial chambersundertumuli in which apartfroni local wa-
res frequentwere the objectsmanufacturedby GreekandPhoenicianarti-
sans.especiallyvessels.a greatpanof which servedas funeraryurns.Bet-
ween thesepoles there were comparativelyplain gravesof the «middle»
stratuni. In such cemeteriesas those of Tutugi or El Cigarralejo these
groupsoccupieddifferent zonesandwereseparatedvisibly froni eachot-
her55. This is to prove that the social differentiationof the societywas al-
readythereto stay.tbe socialgroupswere recognizednot only de factobut
also de jure.

Peopleburied in the siniplest cavitiesbelongedmost probably to the
subordinatestratum.thoughwe are in no position to statewhetherthey
weresíavesin the properrneaningof the word or clients analogousto tho-
se whom Caesarhad found anddescribedin Gaul. The extanttradition
ascribesthe assassinationof Hasdrubalto a síavewho revengedhis mas-
ter’s execution(Liv. XXI. 2.6: App.Hisp. 8: Iust. XLIV. 5. 5). It can’t be ru-
led out. though. that hereGraeco-Ronianideas were applied to Spanish
material.A considerableaniountof the «síaves».tonibsplus their place-
ment in the samecementeriesside by side with other peoples’ graves
speakin favourof clientele ratherthanof true slavery.

The«middle stratum»werein alí probability free membersof society.
It must be notedthat sorneof their gravescontainedthe weaponswhile
the otherscontainednone. In someplaces.as in necropoleisof Dazaand
El Cagarralejo.for instance,both typesof gravesare to befound in the sa-
me cenienter9§while in otherstheyare placedin different cementeries.
Thus the necropoleisof El Molar andAlbuferretasituatednearoneanot-
her differ from eachother in one respect:the formerhasweaponsin its
graves,the laterhasnot57.Ihe free Iberians—at anyratein the southem
pali of the Iberian world— wereapparentlyof two types: f¡rst. ¡te arnied
people, and second.thosewho had no right to wear weapons,namely
craftsmen.or farmers.or fishermen.Quite a considerablequantitiesof
graveswith weapons58amongtheir gravegoodsdo not point to professio-
nal bands.Diodorus(XXI. lO) mentionsa 50000-strongIberian detache-
ment of Indorteswho fought Hamilcar. It goeswithout sayingthat such
an armycould havebeenbut tribal militia which enlistednonethelessnot

55. F. Presedo:Los pueblosibéricos. 163-170:J. M. Blázquez:M. P. García-Gelabert:La ne-
crópolis en «El Estacade Robarinar».Cástulo.in APL ¡7 (¡987).pp. 177-193:M. AlmagroGor-
bea: Pozo Moro. pp. 278-281:J. A. SantosVelasco:Análisis social de la necrópolisibéricade El
Cigarralejoy otroscontextosfunerariosde su entorno.in AEArq 62 (1989).p. 78-79,90.

56. F. Presedo:Los pueblosibéricos.Pp. 65-166:1.A. Santosvelasco.Análisis social....p. 76.
86. 91-92.

57. S. Nordstróm:La céramiquepeinteibériquedcla province«Alicante. 1. Stockholm,¡969.
Pp. 31-32.

58. Cf: M. P. Garcia-Gelaber!.J. M. Blázquez:El armamentode las necrópolisibéricasde¡a
Alta Andalucía.in Historia ¡6(1989).Pp. ¡05-107.110-112:1.M. SantosVelasco.Análisis social...
p. 91-92.
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ah adultmalesof the tilbe but only a certainthoughquite formidablepart
of them.The Iberianvase-paintingshowswar sceneswith warriorson foot
andon horsebackengagedin a combat.Often infrantrymenaredepicted
as following a cavalryman.Votive statuettesfound at tbe sanctuariesof
SoutheasternSpain also representwarriors both mounted.andunmoun-
ted59.Bearingin mmdthat in a «barbaric»societya horsewas regardedas
a nobleman’sprerogativewe may safely assumethat footmenwere free
commonersandthe horsementhe aristocrats.

The Iberian aristocratsare more than oncerecordedby ancientaiil-
hors. Hamilcar was confronted by kings and «other mighty people»
(App. Hisp. 5). Over300 noblest Spaniardswere mentioned by Livy
(XXIV, 48, 7). Driefmentionsof senators.elders.princepsesoccurmanyti-
mesin the descriptionsof wars in the IherianPeninsula.Theyalí bespeak
an activerole of the nobility in the affairs ofthe comniunity.Its organwas
the council whose role was impressive.It was the members.of such coun-
cils (senators.in Romanterminology)who weresummonedin 195 B.C. by
Cato in order to carry out his intention to raze alí city walls (Liv. XXXIV.
17). The council could operatein concertwith the monarchrenderinghim
ah sortsof services,aswas instancedby tíhe Ilergetianking Indibil, but so-
metimesit could opposethe monarch:suchwas the storyof Indibil’s brot-
herMandoniuswho upon lis brotber’sdeathwas betrayedto the,Romans
by the membersof the Ilerget council (Liv. XXIX. 3. 4).

The aboyeepisodeof Mandonius’betrayalclearlyshowsthatthearis-
tocracyandthe rnonarchconstitutedspecific elenientsof the Iberianso-
ciety. me fact that tberoyal family was distinguisedfrom the othertribes-
men is plain from Polybius’ accountof how the Edetanking Edeconhad
desertedto the Romans(X.34). The historianunderlinesthat it was not
only the king who misbehavedbut alsobis friendsandrelativesPolybious
is reticentabout the wholecommunit¡sdesertionto the Roman.Taking
into accountthe phraseologyof Hellenistic timeswe maydecipherEde-
cons «friends» ashis courtiers.or to be moreexact.bis bandÑt

The existenceof monarchicalinstitutionsin the Iberian society is be-
yond alí doubt.Describing the wars againstíthe Iberiansthe antiqueau-
tours frequently use the terms kings (reges.j3aatXéss). kinglets (reguli),
lords andsovereigns(Suvaaat).Alas, this terrninology is too vagueand
indefinitive, on the strengthof theseterms it is impossibleto specifythe
powers.authorityandsovereigntyof the monarch6’.but it is worthy of no-
te thatalrnostahí thesetermsareconnectedpreciselywith SouthandEast

59. A. Garcíay Bellido: El arte ibérico,enArs Hispaniae.1. Madrid. ¡947.p. 219; F. Presedo.
Organizaciónpolítica y social....Pp. 205-209.

60. Modernresearchesemphaticallypoint cur thai ¡be pacíwith Seipiobound him alone.dic
whole of Edecon’scommunity had nothing to do with the treaty.

61. Cf.: A. V. Mishulin: Ancient Spain. Moscow. 1952. Pp. ¡92-193 (in Russian).
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Spain. As regardsthe Celtiberians.kings are mentionedonly thrice, ah
thesecontextsare highly anibiguousand,as whe shallseefurther, not qui-
te accurate.In this connectionvery interestingare the termsusedby Ap-
pian. Two times doeshe usethe monarch’stitíes: in the narrationabout
Hamilcar’s death—the word «kings» (Hisp. 5) and in the plirase about
the Ilergeti’s chief Indibil— the word «dynast»(Hisp. 37), whereasthe
termsare never tobefornid in the accountsof the warsoutsidetbe South
and Eastof the Iberian Peninsula.

The acient authorsregard Indibil as a monarch.True, his nameis
usually accompanedby his brother’s nameMandonius,but the account
of the eventsleavesus in no doubtas to whoof the tho playedfirst fiddle:
Livy (XXII, 21, 3) calís indibil unequivocallythe kingling of the Ilergeti;
theotherbrothercomesinto the force after his brother’sdeathonly for a
short while andwith no success.Polybius(III. 76. 1) calís Indibil theCan-
haginians’ally. In this casehe usesthe term «military leader».a bit fart-
her —«king» (X, 18) and«dynast»(X. 35)~. And later, in 195 D.C. there
wasonly oneking of the Ilergeti— Dilistages(Liv. XXXIV. II). So thereis
no groundwhateverto speakabouta diarchyin the tilbe.

Indibil as well asothei- Iberianmonarchsis listed in the sourcesas a
militar>’ conimanderor «a ministerof foreignaffairs».As we seeit. it is to
be explainedby thesources’naturesincetheypriniarily dealwith warsor
diplomatic negotiatonsof the aborigeneswith the Carthaginiansor Ro-
mans.dic internal affairs of the túbes andcomniunitiesseldoni being
their subject-matter.Thesebrief passageson tbe «homepolicies»chiefly
concernthe mattersof the successionto powerwhich is undeniablya fi-
xed prerogativeof onekin. When Indibil wasno morehis brotherimme-
diatel>’ summonedlis conneil in the capacityof the king. thereis no cvi-
denceavailableas to an electionof a new rulen Mandoniusacts with as-
suranceandauthority as the late king’s brother.andconsequently.as a
new sovereign.After the deathof the communityof Iba’s headlis succe-
sor was lis son.but the new chiefscousinwould not standit and theen-
suingdisputebetweenthe contenderswas settledin a combat(Liv. XX-
VIII. 21. 5-9). Onething seemsconspicuousaboutthisevent:oneof the ri-
vals was the other’s seniorbut this other was the deceasedchicís son.
Their combatwas in fact a clasí of two principles —the ancient.tribal
principIe, in accordancewith which powerwas vestedin the seniormeni-
ber of the family cameinto collision with a new hereditaryprincipIe ac-
cordingto which a fatherwassucceededon the throneby lis son.

Thus the Iberian societyhad long sincedisposedof its original tribal
equality. Therewere different social groupsto be observedthere. Merce-

62. Tbechangeis thetermsas likely as not reblectedtbe bistoricalrealities:berween218 and
209 B.C. ¡he might and authorityof ¡odibil grewand theRomansproved high¡y instrumentalin
this process.
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narieswereanotherpointer to its disintegration.Evidentlypanof the ini-
poverishedtribesnien.perhapsled by sornearistocrats.who liad found it
br sornereasonor otherinipossibleto stay on at home.becarnefreelan-
ces.They arementionedalreadybyTIiucydides(VI. 90) whothoughtthem
to be the bestsoldiersof alí barbarians.Accordingto Dioidorus (XX. 71).
Dionisiussentan Iberiancontingentin 369D.C. as far as to Sparta.Iberian
warriors are more thanoncerecordedin a Carthaginianarmr3.

The crustof the societywas die nobility. the societywas governedby a
monarchin concertwith the aristocraticcouncil. Thesetwo powersnor-
mally musthaveactedin fulí agreementbut theyalsocouldcome iii con-
flict. In thelattercasetheking was not authorizedto imposehis will either
on the wholetribe, as Edecondid upontbe Edetani.or on the nobilití>’. as
Mandoniuson the menibersof theIlergetecouncil. In sornecasesthe king
ma>’ perhapshavebeena sacredfigure as the name«Edecon»implies (it
more or lesscoincideswith the nameof the tribe).

This is true,however.not aboutthe wholeof Iberiansociety.It wasnot
alwayskings or princepsthat the RomanandCarthaginiansliad to deal
with. More often thannot. especialí>’in the northernzone.the conquerors
contractorswereentire tribesandthe Ilergeteswho lived alsoin the North
were certainí>’ andexceptio.For instance.in 195 B.C. Catohad his dea-
lings with Bilistages,king of the Ilergetes(Liv. XXXIV, 11), andthe tribes
of this region —Sedetani.Ausetani. Suessetani,Lacetani (Liv. XXXV,
20)—. The archaeologicalexcavationsin the Middle Hiberushavetesti-
fied to the absenceof clear tracesof the classstratif¡cation in the period
prior to the Romanconquest64.The processof the disintegrationof tbe
tribal systemwas less rapid in this area.

Thus. Iberian society cannotbe regardedas a single whole. an entity.
Here it is already possibleto single out «nomestates»such as Astapa.
Orongis. Castuloand Saguntum.A numberof other Iberian «populi»
might havemoreor less reachedthe stagewhena latetribal societycould
tuni into a tribal state.TheIlergetesmusthaveapproachedthis landmark
beforethe Edetani.The processof the forniation of a newsocietytook Ion-
ger in the Middle Hiberusand in sniall ethnicgroupsbetweenthe Hibe-
rusandthe Pyrenees.The furtherevolutionwas interruptedby the Roman
conquest.

Among the peoplesof inside Hispaniastoodout the Celtiberianspo-
pulating the easternMesetaand mostí>’ the right bank Middle Hiberus.
Pliny (III. 26) makes mention of four «populi» of the Celtiberians.The

63. F. Presedo:Organizaciónpolílica y social p. 201-203:M. P. García-Gelaherí.J. M. Bláz-
quez: Mercenarioshispanosen los fuentos y en la arqueología,jo Habis ¡8-lo (1986-1987).p.
258-260.Tr,ie. the Iast-stadedauthorsbelievetheCeltiberians¡o havebeen ¡he mercenariebuí it,
more anciení timeslhey were plainly lberians.

64. A. Beltrán: Problemáticageneraldela iberizaciónenel valle deEbro. in Ampurias38-40
(1976-1978).pp. 199-201,
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selfsaniefour Celtiberiantribesarerecordedby Strabo(111.4. 13). Sincein
different sources(e.g. in Appian) different tribes are sometimeslisted as
Celtiberiansmodernscholarsare inclined to believe that therewere five
Celtiberiantribes: the Arevaci and the Pelendones.inhabiting the so-
calledCeltiberiaUlterior, andthe Tittos, the Lusonesandthe Bellos dwe-
lling in the so-calledCeltiberiaCiterior65.

The tribes could be headedby the chiefs. Ancient authorscalI them
either«dux» (flor. 1. 33. 13; 34. II; 13) or arpanyyós(App. Hisp.44.45.50
and others). Only once Livy (XXXV, 7. 6) nientions the king Hilernus
whenspeakingaboutthe allied troopsof the Vaccaei,VectonesandCelti-
berians.Rut what mattersmost is not so much their ancientnamesas
their real funcions. First and faremost,they are electedand, it must be
stressedfor a specific,purely militar>’ purpose.For instance,when thewar
againstthe Romansbroke out,theArevaci, Bellos andTittos gatheredto-
getherin NuniantiaandelectedKarostheir leader(App. Hisp.45). Despi-
tethe fact that the electiontook placein Numantia,the town of Arevaci,
andthe residentsof Segeda.the town of Bellos.actedas petitioners.it was
a manfrom Segedawho was chosena leaderbecausehe was,as Appian
writes.the mostexperiencedandskilled in thewarfare.The decisivefactor
was his military expertise,not his origin. so it is impossibleto treat him
asa monarch.Karoswasavalorouswarriorandtoo,andactivepafl in the
battlewherehe wassíain; afterhis deathagainnewchiefswereelected—

Ambon andLeuconwho were in no way relatedto Karos(App. Hisp.46).
Later on carneto the fore otherchiefs unrelatedwith their predecessors.
Detailed as Appian’s accountma>’ be. thechiefs’ namesare seldomgiven
by him andasa rule only once.Alí this indicateslimited andsbort-lived
functionsof the chosenleaders.

Chiefswereelectedat the asemblies.Atan asseniblylike thesetheAre-
vaci as well asotherCeltiberiansvoted for Karos. After the latter’s death.
Appian relates.the Arevaciwithout delayduringthe sanienight congrega-
ted atNumantiaandchose(ijpoúvto) Anibon andLeucontheir military
generals.Assembliescould decideotheriniportant issuesaswell. Diodo-
rus (XXXI. 42) assertsthat the Arevaci discussedthe probleni of war
againstRomeatan asseniblyandthatit was the people(nXfj8os)thattook
the decisionaboutthe war.

As a single whole. however.a Celtiberiantribe. to say nothing of a
union of tribes. actedonly in exceptionalcases.On the tribe’s territories
therewerevarious towns: the Lusoneshadthe townsof Contrebia.Nerto-
briga.Dilbilis. Complega:the ArevacihadClunia. Termantia,Uxama.Se-
gonhia,Numantia.ContrebiaLeucada.Aregadaandothertowms;the Be-

65. F. Wattenberg:Los problemasde la cultura celtibérica.in ¡ Symposiumdeprehistoriape-
ninsular.Pamplona.¡960.p. 153-154:F.J.Lomas.Pueblosceltasen la PeninsulaIbérica.in: His-
oria de Españaantigua.t. 1. Pp. 83-90: Historia de España.2. p. 47.
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líos possessedSegeda,Arcobriga,Attac, Ocilis, SegobrigaandContrebia
Belesca6~.Residesthesetowns the sourcesalsomention fortified fortres-
ses(castella)andunfortified villages(vid, Kcopat) (Liv. XL, 33; 47; XXXV.
22, 5; App. Hisp. 77; Strab.III, 4, 13). The unfortified villages were small
andhousedsorne50-100persons67.They way be evidently consideredto
be clan settlements,whereastowns were more denselypopulated.Their
populationreachedseveralthousandsof people:so.Numantialiad about
8000 residents,Termantia6500 people61.Thesetowns were centreswhere
a numbersof clansunited.For instance.amongthe citizensof Contrebia
Belescaonecan find representativesofat leastíten clans69.

Thesecommunitiesprecisely were in fact real socio-political unitís-
Thus, absolutelyautonomouswere Complega,Segeda.Numania,Ocilis,
NertobrigaandPalantia(App. Hisp. 44-50;55).To thesetownsweresubor-
dinated smaller townlets and also perhapscastíesand villages70. We
know. for instance,that theNumantianshadtheirgarrisonsstationedin a
small town of Malia (App. Hisp.77). Following the Romanconquestsimi-
lar communitiesbecamethe principal celísof the Romanadministrative
system”.B>’ wayof comparisonit mustbe pointedout that in Gaul whole
tribesbecamesuch basiccelís.

Information on the administrationof the communitiesis to be found
in te Latin inscription from Contrebia Belesca (A.é.. 1979. 377) which
bearsan exactdate: May 15, 87 D.C. when alí indigenousinstitutionsstill
persistedintact, andalso in Celtiberianinscriptionsfrom the sarne.town72.
At theheadof thecomunity was a senate.i.e. town council. It hadjudicial
powers.In othertowns by the senate’sordercoinswere struckandpacts
concluded73and it is unlikely that in Contrebiaits powerswere less
significant.

The executivepowerswere exercisedby six magistratesheadedby a
praetor(his vemaculartitle is unknownto us). They alí belongedto diñe-
rent clans. In ah likelihood eachof them either representedhis clan or

66. F. Wattenberg.Op.ci!.. p. ¡54.
67. A. SohullenKeltiberer.in RE. Hbd. 21. Sp. ¡53.
68. F: Wat¡eoberg.Op ci!.. p. 155: A. Montenegro Duque. Historia de España.iI. Madrid.

¡972: Historia deEspaña.2. p. 445.
69. A.é. ¡979. 377: M. Lejeune:La grandeinscription celtibéredeBotorita. in CRAI. ¡973,Pp.

622-647:M. L. AlbertosFirmat:Organisacionessuprafamiliareseola Hispaniaantigua.jo BSAA
45-46(¡975). p. 15.

70. J. RodríguezBlanco:Relacióncampo-ciudady organizaciónsocial en la Celtiberia IJíte-
flor, in Memoriasdebistoriaantigua.¡(¡977). p. ¡73-175: Historiade España.l.pp. 419-420.442-
444.

71. Cf.: E. Ortíz detJrbioo. Aspectosde la evoluciónde la estructuraindígenadel gn.pode
poblaciónAutrigón enla épocaprerromanay altoiraperial.in CongresodeHistoria de Euskal
Herria. 1. 1. viroria-Gastiez.¡988. p. 169.

72. M. Lejeune.Op. ch.. passim.
73. H. GalsteTer.UntersuchungenzumrómiscbenStudtewesenaufder lberischenHalbinsel.

Berlin. 1971.s.53.
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was electedby his clan at thepopularassembly.As no lessthan ten clans
lived iii this town it is plain that not ah of themcould be simultaneously
representedthrough magistrates.Representativesof one clan could not
apparentlyoccupytwo offices at a time. Praetorandmagistrateswere at
the sametime the community’s epon>’mssincethe dateof the Latin ms-
cription is indicatednot only by the official Ronian date but alsoby the
local one: «when this matter was considered.the Contrebiamagistrates
werc» (A.é.. 1979.377, 15-18).

This evidencepermitsto bearout the informationof the narrativetra-
dition. Thus,a council is to be foundat Delgeda(App. Hisp. 100). In other
placeswere the elderswho in alí probability weremembersof thecouncil.
Diodorus(XXXI, 9) givesus the nanieof oneof theeldersat Delgeda(Se-
geda)—Kakyros. More likely thannot, it is Karoswhomwe havealready
mentionedearlier—theonechosento leadthejoint ami>’ at Nuniantia. If
it is a fact then it becomesclearthat the Celtiberianshad to electtheir lea-
ders from amongthe elders.Evidently,Numantia’smagistrateswberethe
archonsrecordedby Plutarch(Tib. Orac.6) who enjoyedvasauthority in
the ci&. Livy (XL, 49) suppliesa uniqueevidenceof amonarchictitle iii
connectionwith the Celtiberians:«regulus»Turrus whose children were
takencaptivesby the Roniansin the town of Alce. Perhaps.a praetorts
meantin this context.

Ihe fundamentalcelí of the organizationof the Celtiberianswas a
clan community,gentilitas’4 which enteredthe networkof the town com-
munities.Sornescoresof mentionsof suchgentilitateshavecomedown to
us75. In most texts thenameof tbe gentilitasstandsbetweenthe person’s
first nameandlis patronyniicwhich bearswitnessto a greatersignifican-
ce of a clan bond tían that of a family. In women’s namestoo the hus-
band’s namestandsafter the gentilitas’ name76. True we do not know
whetherthe husband’sclan or lis wife’s clan is nientionedin this case.
The gentilitatesma>’ lave beenheadedby the princeps(CIL II, 5763; A.é.
1946. 121. 122) but it cannotbe ruled out that the office itself cameinto
beingwell afterthe Roían conquest.

Thus. the Celtiberiansocietyhadpreservedthebasictraitsof the tribal
society.but the tribal equalityof antiquity was alreadya thingof thepast.
On the onehand. in the ancientsocietythe nobility becamevery conspí-
cuous.Undeniablynoble by birth was Ahlucius whom Liv>’ (XXVI, 50. 2)
called tle Celtiberians’princeps.«Outstandingleaders»were. according
to Diodorus(XXV. 10), Indortes andIstolatius andtheir companions-in-

74. Historia deEspaña.2. p. 441.
75. M. L. Albertos Firma!: Op.cit.. Pp.9-31.Theinscriptions in which gentilitateswere men-

tioned are mostlyLatin: it is obviousthat this is a local. pre-Romaninstitution. In Celtic inscrip-
tions dic geotilitales namesare usedin GenitivusPluraliswbereas in Romanonesthegeolilic
nanle (nomen)is always usedin Latin NominativusSingularis.

76. ¡bid.. p. 14. n. 81.
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armswho sided witl the Tartessiansin their war againstHamilcar.TIe
nobilesof Alce are mentionedby Livy (XL. 49). ValeriusMaximus (III, 2.
21) considersa certainP>’rresus the niost remarkableof aB the Celtibe-
rians in noblesseand worth. A Numantian aristocratwas Rhetogenes
nicknamedKaraunios(App. Hisp. 94). Florus (1. 34. 15) calísthe last Nu-
mantianchief Rhoecogenes.It is selfsameRíetogenes.From alí this we
can infer that supremepower in the society belongedto the aristocrats:
Tbeyevenlived in specialquartersof the town (Val. Max. III. 2.7).

The aristocrac>’possessedalsoniost tichesandwealtl in the commu-
nity. Almost alí necropoleishadricí andpoor gravesbut the latter out
numberedthe formen for example. in the necropolisMiraveche contai-
ning overa hundreof gravestíere wereonly 17 rich tombs.The sameis
true aboutothernecropoleis.Poortombshadusuallyonly an urn with the
ashes,a knife and a fibula, rich gravescontainedalso sorneweapons”.
This is a pointer that thenobility monopolizedthearniouriesandpreven-
ted the comrnonersfrom takingpart in warsundernormalconditions.It
was oní>’ under extremeconditionswhen it was a matter of freedoni or
enthralment.of life or deathof the wholecommunitytlat alí thepopula-
tion of the placejoined in the battle.aswas the casein Nuniantiawhen it
wasbésiegedby tIc Romans.

Aniong the Celtiberiansas well as the SpanishCeltsin general.tíere
were no priests like the Druids beyond the Pyrenees.Yet tle aristocrats
werecertainthattheywere imniediatelyconectedwith heavenlyforces.So.
accordingto Florus (1. 33. 13-14) the CeltiberianchiefOlindicusshooklis
spearwith a silver tip. allegedlyreceivedby bu from leaven.Well-known
is a mysticalfaití the Celtiberianspinnedon Sertoriusbelievinghm to be
connectedthrought his white fallow-deerwith tIc deities.Evidently the
Celtiberiansregardedthe mutinousRomangeneralas tle heir of thean-
cient indigenousaristocracy.

On the otherhand.however.tíere were in tIc Celtiberiansociety de-
pendentpeople.Onomasticstudiesof theRomanperiodhavedemonstra-
ted that amont the Celtiberiansthere were descendantsof the so-called
ambacti7t.Enniuswrote andFestuscited hini (p. 4) that «ambactus»was
the Celtic for «a síave».Anothergroup of «síaves»was doiderii79. Most
probably, síaveswere those servantswho followed Ríetogenesand lis
friendsduringthe sallyfrom Numantia(App. Hisp. 94). Thosewereappa-

77. W. Schñle: Dic Mesta-Kulturender lberischenHalbinsel. Berlin. 1969. ~. 78-80.
78. M. Sevilla: Ambaclesen la epigrafíahispánica.in Memoriasdehistoriaantigua.1(1977).

Pp. 163-165.
79. ¡bid.: J.Santos:Contribuciónal estudiode¡os restosdeformasdedependenciacocí área

céltica en épocaromana.in Memoriasdehistoria antigua.2 (¡978).Pp. 137-143.True. recentlyno
opinion hasbeenadvancedthat ambactíand doiderii haveno relation with the pro-Roznanso-
cial units (E. Ortiz de Urbino. Op. cit.. p. 168). However. dic disproofnotwith standing.we cer-
tainly f,nd the argumentsby M. Sevilla and J. Santosincontrovertible.
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rentí>’ the menialsor armourbearers.Theveryword «anibactus»meaning
«onewho is around»andthe ambacti’sfunctionswith the transpyrenean
Celts~plainly indicatethatherea military suiteis meant.Thosewereun-
free personsmadeuseof priniarily during a wartime.fle transíationof
Ennius is silent about their similarity with Romansíaves.it just speaks
aboutan unfreestatusof thesepeople.Thereis no evidenceas to whether
such «síaves»were exploitedin agricultureor industry.

Still an otíer group of Celtiberiansobordinatepeople were clients.
Suchclients werebrouglt by Allucius to Scipio (Liv. XiXVI. 50. 14). J. M.
BlázquezmaintainsthatRhetogenes’five friendswerealso actualí>’clientst1.
This is quitepossibleif we takeinto accountthat in CisalpineGaul Celtic
clients formpd a son of association(Polyb. II, 17. 12) asevidentlydid the
Gauls too (Caes.Bel. Gal. VI. 30. 3)82. Sonie noblenienhad quite a few
clients. For example.Allucius rallied from amonglis clients 1500 horse-
menandtook them to serveScipio.It showsthat clientsas well asambacti
participatedin the aristocracy’smilitar>’ campaigns.The only difference
betweenambactiandclientsseemsto be in tícir social status—the former
were unfreewlereasthe latter enjoyedthe official position of free mem-
bersof tleir society.

Clientsmustbeevidentlydistinguishedfrom a specificgroupof people
tied witl their chief. meseare peoplewho dedicatedthemselvesto sorne-
body andwho died togetíerwith their patron.Strabo(III. 4. 18) andSa-
llust (in Sen’. Georg.4. 218) contendthat this was tle Celtiberians’cus-
tom. It hasbeenbelievedthatsuch devoti wereRhetogenescompanions-
in-armswlo, asFlorus relates(1. 34. 13-lS). madea sally in orderto perish
but after thesalí>’ tlosewlo surviveddestroyedthemselves.their relations
andthe city «by the sword, poison and arson»13.Whatwas tíhe sourceof
such peopleand why did they form closerallianceswith their patrons
thanconimonclients?This is not yetknown.Coudtheyhavebeenmainly
foreignersfor wlom this sonof relationswas the only sociallink possible?

After the loss of independanceclient relationspersisted.The Celtibe-
rians’ patronwas Sertorius5<.In this capacityhe lavishly disposedof sil-
ver andgoid. the providedhis warriors witb ah necessarythings. he rnet
their wishes(Plut. Sen.14). This. it seems.tlrows sornehight on the client
—patron relationswhich were not unilateral.but mutual.very similar to
thoseamongthe Gauls(Caes.Bel, Gal.VI. 11-14).Clientsobeyedtheir su-

80. N. S. Shirokova.The tns¡itution of Clientelein theAncien! Celts.in On theSocio-Political
Organizationand ldeologyof Antique Society. Leningrad.¡984. p. ¡46-147 (in Russian).

Sí. J. M. Blázquez:El legadoindoeuropeoen la HispaniaRomana.in ¡ Symposiumdepre-
historia peninsular.p. 30.

82. N. 5. Shirokova: Op.cit.. p. 147.
83. A. PrietoAraniega:La devotio ibéricacorno Ibrma dedependenciaen la Hispaniapreri-o-

mana.in Memoriasde historia antigua.2(1978).p. 132.
84. Ibid.
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perior, took part in lis wars and the patron reciprocatedwith generous
gifts. The patron’s repudiationof lis obligationscould result in tle dis-
continuationofclient ties. as is illustrated by the eventwhensorneCelti-
beriansstartedto opposeSertoriusbecauselis military. commandersbe-
ganto levy. allegedí>’by Sertorius’sorder.leavydutiesandseverepenali-
ties (Plut. Sen.25). And yet their client bondswith Sertoriusfinally came
to their end oní>’ upon the latter’sdeatí.

Thus,in tIc Celtiberiansocietytíerewéretwo distintíspoles:clan aris-
tocratsversusdifferentcategoriesof dependentpeople.TIe two poleswere
dosel>’boundwith oneanother.Of their ambacti.clientsand«devoti»the
aristocratsmadeup their militar>’ bands.as. for instance.did.Alluciusat
the end ~f the third century BC. and.Sertoriusin the first centuty D.C.
With such troopstley could fight not oní>’ in the homelandbut alsoon
the sideof foreignersas.for example.Allucius in Scipio’sservice.Ancient
literatureandarclaeologicalresearcíesareverydcl in evidenceof Celti-
betianmercenariesin tíhe serviceof the Tartessians.otíer Hispanics.Cat-
haginiansandRomans85.

Archacologicalexcavationslave testifiedto the existencein Celtiberia
of a vastsectionof free people.not involved in the client —patron links
andexemptfrom niilitary obligationsin normal paeceful times86,wlich
determinedtícir subordinateposition in society.Most likely diesepeople
were chief toilers and producers—peasantísand artisans.Celtiberian
craftsmenmusthavebeenwanderingones.símilarto their counterpartsin
Horner’sGreece87.

TIe Celtibetians’relationswitl theouterworld were regulatedaboye
alí by two institutions. namelymercenariesand hospitality (hospitium).
Of coursebotí institutionswere not alientoman>’otíerpeoplesespecially
thosestandingon the sameor closerungsof social development.But in
SpainDiodomsespecialí>’underlinesthe hospitaledispositionof theCel-
tiberians(V; 34,.1): they are graciousandkind with their guestand they
evencompetewith eachotherin hospitalitybecausetheythouglt thattío-
se who entertainedguests,werefavouredby gods.Tie lastphrase(&o91—
Xstsftyoñv-eat)implies that the hospitality institution receivedsornesacred
outward.expression.It is alsoattestedby a tle extanttesseraemadein tle
síapeof either sacredanimals(that leavesno doubtwlateveras to a sa-
crednatureof the tite) or of claspedhandandbearingins¿riptionsin tIc
Celtic languagebut in Iberian sctipt (as the Celts.the Celtiberiansinclu-
ded, had no sctiptof their own) and lateralso by Latin inscriptionstt. In
tie absenceof internationaland interethnic law the customof hospitality

85. M. 1’. Garcia-Ge¡abert.J. M. Blázquez:Mercenarios p. 260-269.
86. W. Schiile: Op. cii.. 5. 79.
87. Historia de España.2. pp. 435-438.
88. J. M. Blázquez:El legadoindoeuropeo....p. 338-340: E.J. Lomas: Institucionesindoeuro-

peas,in Historia de Españaantiguat. 1. pp. ¡ 13-1 17.
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securedand guaranteedan intercoursebetweendifferent conimunities
andpeoples.

TIe customsof lospitality andmercenaryservicepromotedtheneces-
sary contactstle Celtiberianscould not do without. From Diodorus(Y,
35) we know that the Celtiberiansbouglt wines from overseastraders
(probably.due to tle mediationof the littoral Ibetians).The influenceof
tle neighbouringIbetiansis to be detectedin the adoptionby the Celtibe-
tiansof falcata.in somewomen’sornamentssuchas fibulaeandbelt buc-
kles andtíhe scriptt9. At tle sametime no tracesof Greekor Ploenician
imports in pre-RomanCeltiberia lave come to liglit yet. which unde-
niably provestlat tle Celtibetiansfailed to establisíany kind of direct
contactswitl the world of tle classic Mediterranean.the one exception
being wars,in the courseof wicl the Celtiberianmercenariescould bring
lome dcli booty. Sometimestle loot could be quite enormous.Strabo(III,
4. 13) assuresus that Marcellusmanagedto get from the Celtiberiansan
indemnityof 600 talents.The geographeris amazedat tle numberof ta-
lents. the more so tliat the Celtiberian’s lands were not fertile. Naturally
sucli richescould lave beenamassedonly tlianks to the participationof
Celtiberianwarriors in innumerablewars.

So. the Celtiberiansocietyemergedas a latetribal one.TIe principal
unit of sociallibe was a clan collectivea gensagentilitasbut gentesor gen-
tilitates madeup communitieswith a town at tle leadandthis verycom-
munity fornieda real franieworkof the society’sorganism.Tribesmaybe
regardedratíer as unionsof sud communities.At times,in the faceoban
imminentdisastersuchas the Ronians’menace,for example.Celtiberian
tribes also forged a union. In the societycould be discemedthe nobility
on tlie onelandandon tlie otíervariousgroupsof subordinatepopulace.
Besidestíese,therewerea lot of tlie breecommoninlabitants,wlo after
alí werenot entirel>’equalwith the aristocrats,for theywerenot allowedto
take pan in militar>’ undertakings.unquestionabí>’more privileged and
lucrative.

The Lusitaniansocietyseemsmore archaic.Although gentilitatesare
but seldommentionedon the Lusitanianterritor>’, still tle>’ bearwitness
to the clan natureof this ethnic~.Plin>’ wtites (IV, 117) that in theRonian
province ob Lusitaniatherelived 45 peoples.a considerablenumberof
them were morelikely tban not Lusitanian«populi»proper. An inscrip-
tion of the year 104 B.C. recentí>’uneartliedtelísusaboutonesucli «popu-
lus» Seano.In this casethe largestsettlementobviously dominatedover
six sniallerones.The chiefsettlementof Seanoitself consistedof buses

89. E. J. Lomas: Pueblosceltos....p. 85: F. Jordá.J. M. Blázquez.0p. cit.. pp.276-286:J. Unter-
man: Op. cit.. S. 84-88.

90. Historia deEspaña.¡. 2. p. 483.
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and fields (agros et aedificia)9t.Ancient authors mentionedLusitanian
towns more than once92but in bact the Lusitaniansliad >‘et no towns in
the propersenseof the word. Evidentlywhat the sourcesmeantwere pro-
totowns (oppida). castíes(castella)and unfortified villages (vici) (Salí.
Hist. 1. 112).Sud a «populus»coincidingwith the clan associationmust
havebeenandactualsocio-politicalcdl in the Lusitaniansociety.

The communitieswere governedby the elderswlom Plutarcí (Sert.
10)calísarclons.For military purposessornecomniunitiescould enterin-
to more powerfull unions led by elective chiefs.Sud chiefs were certain
Punicusand Kaisaros. lis succesorbut no relation to hirn as Appian
(Hisp.56) simpí>’ writes about«a manKaisarosby name».It was oní>’ on-
ce that the Lusitanianswere able to form a larger union embracingalí
their tribesandalsoseveralothers.mis exploit wasperfomedb>’ Vitiatus
wlorn Florus (1.33.15)calledthe Romulusof Hispania.Viriatuswas elec-
ted leaderin extremecircumstances(App. Hisp. 61-62) andthongí he is
sometimesdesignatedin tle sourcesas «dynast»(Diod. XXXIII. 1. 3) lis
authoritywasprimarily basedon hisenormouspersonalprestigeandwas
not obf¡cially institutioned.No wonderthat upon lis assassinationthis
confederationimmediatelyfelí apan.Diodorus(XXXIII. 1; 5) assertsthat
tle LusitaniansthoughtViriatus to be their «benefactor»(súvpyétrp)and
«saviour» (aúrr¡jp). If it is not just a sheertransferenceon this ethnicof
usual Hellenistic notionsof a monarch9>onecan supposethat thesuc-
cessof Viriatus’ military operationsgayebirth to somereligious sanction
of lis power. However.it mustbe notedtlat evensosideby sidewith Vi-
tiatustíere were specialLusitanianleaders(App. Hisp; 68. 73).

InsidetheLusitaniansocietypropertydifferentiationsbeganto be no-
ticeable.-Thus,a wealthiestmanwas a certainAstolpaswhobecameViria-
tus’ father-in-law•(Diod.XXXIII, 7). We do not know if propertydibferen-
tiations in Lusitaniabroughtaboutsocial stratificationin the society.Dut
evenso the Lusitanianaristocratswere lardly likely to fon an isolated
stratumas tIc Celtiberiannoblemendid. The stotiesabout Lusitanian’s
wars carry information on considerableLusitanian armies. which lave
leen impossibleif tlie chief military forceshad leen madeup of aristo-
cratís bands.Livy (per.52) relatestliat Vitiatus lad leen first a shepherd.
latera biigand,a bandit,and f¡nally, a chieP<.Sud a careerin a aristo-
cratic society. like tIc Celtiberianone. was practically inipossible and
unheard-of.

91. D. Nñrr: MpektedesrómischenVeálkerrechts.Dic Bronzetafelvon Alcánlara. Múnchen.
¡989. p. 23. 25-26.

92. E. 1. Lomas: Pueblosceltos. Pp. 106-107.
93. H. Gundel: viriatus. in RE IÁbd. 17k 1961. Sp.227.
94. There is an opinion thai this and other accountsof ancient authors about Viriatu< igno-

ble origin andcareerare noneother thanliterary topos and theydo not correspondto the real
facts (H. Gundel. Op. cii., sp. 206).Buí at our disposalwe haveno dala whateveito refute dic
unan,mous antique tradition.
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TIe Lusitaniansniust lave lingered in the periodof the socalled«mi-
llitary democracy»andthis factexplainstheir especialí>’bellicosedisposi-
tion95.Tlie Lusitanianshadalsoa custom. in keepingwith which young
people who hadno property but plenty of valour and strengthleft for
inaccesibleplacesandunitedin bands,becamefugitives andoutlawsans
eamedtíleir living by banditry androbberyLar andwide outsideLusita-
nia (Diod. V. 34). TIe customof the timeof tle disintegrationof clan reía-
tions is reminiscentof the Italic «sacredspring»~; it wasprobabí>’oneof
the majorwaysfor tlie Lusitaniansto spreadandsettleyoungand,conse-
quently.mostdynaniicelementsof the Lusitaniansociety mustobviously
lave fo¡-med thosedetachmentsthat opposedandhartiedthe Romans.
They knew no regularclan formation. Appian (Hisp. 68) narratesabout
the bandsof CuriusandApulciuswlo attaskedthearniyof Servilianusin
Lusitania; the autlior calís theleadersXfjnrap~ot (the ringleadersof ban-
dits). In alí Iikelihood, this oppositionof the bandsto Viriatus’ more or
lessregulartroopsbetraysalsodifferentprinciplesof the formationof ar-
med forces.

Tlie peoplesof the North-Westof theIberianPeninsula—theGallaeci,
tle Astutiansandthe Cantabri—lived in the clan system.Alí authorstelí
us howman>’ small tribeslived there,Mela (III, 15) calís them «popull»,
Pliny (III. 28)— «populi» or «civilitates». Pliny assuresus that Asturia
had22 peoples.Cantabria—9 communitiesand Gallaecia—40. In the
compositionof AsturianandCantabriantribes, as well as of Celtibetian
tribes, remarkablewere gentilitates97.As in Celtiberia, in this region the
membershipin thesecollectiveswas of greatersignificancethan family
ties. Judgingby the pactsconcludedby thegentilitateswith cadi otíer al-
ready in Romantimes, sucli as the onesbetweenDesoncoriandTridavi
(CIL II. 2633). the>’ were autonomousandcarriedout independentpoli-
cies.Thegentilitatesacknowledgedtlie autlority of a largerconfederation
of a tribe. though. For example.the aboye —mentionedDesoncoriand
Ttidavi wereawareof tleir belongingto tlie tribe of the Zoels.Strabo(III.
3. 8). Pliny (III, 27). Ptolemy(II. 6)— the>’ alí wtite abouttribes.Following
the Romanconquesttribeswereacceptedby the Romansas anadminis-
trative unit (like in Gaul).

TIe Gallaeci hadcentutiaein placeof gentilitates~~.Y/bat acenturia
was like is a disputableissue~%As we see it, a centuriawas aclan organi-

95. Cf.: A. MontenegroDuque:La conquistade Hispaniapor Roma. in Historiade España.
1. ¡¡.1. Madrid ¡982.p. 61.

96. W. Einseohut:ver sacrum.in Keine Pauly. Bd.V. sp. 1181-1183.
97. M. L. AlbertsFirmat: Op.ci!.. p. 10-13.
98. ¡bid.. p. 31-33.
99. E. M. ~taerniao holdsthaI centuriaewere a transitorystagefrom clansro local communi-

ties (EM. ~taerman. Morality and Religion of SubordinateClassesin the RomanEmpire.Mos-
cow 1961. pp. 40-4¡. lii Russian).M. L. Albertos Firma! (Op.ci!.. p. 65) and M. Pastor(Historia de
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zationlike agentilitas.We are informedof asmallernumberolcentutiae
thanof gentilitates.The reasonfor this is that alí mentionsobsuchcollec-
tives havecome downi to us from Latin inscriptionsbrom Romantimes.
Gallaeciawas more Romanizedtían Asturia andCantabriawere,tíere-
fore tle indigenousinstitutionswere not numerous.Eachclan’ lived in a
village alí its own. Scoresof such villages —castros—round or oval in
shape,situatedon tops of hilís lave beenundung by archaeologists¡~t.
Dependingon the autlotity of a clan andtheirpopulation.tIc villagesva-
¡lcd: the territory of tle castro of Briteiros was 3 hectaresand it had
about 150 buses.the castroof Sabrosalad tle territory of one hectare
and40 honses.Sincein insctiptionsthe namesof centuriacareusuallyac-
companiedby the naniesof the peopleor the community’01.it seemslo-
gical to think that tIc latter were the structuralunitsof Gallaeicsociety.

TIe inscriptionsare indicative of an undoubtedlypatriarcíalsocicty.
and yet sornevestigesof niatriarchywere typical for tle Cantrabriand.
perhaps,for tIc Asturians.Strabo (II, 4. ¡8) statestliat the Cantabrian
mengayetheir wives a dowry. their daugtlersinleritedtheir propertyand
marriedoff tleir brothers.Apparantlyit is connectedwith tIc specificna-
ture of tleir agriculture.for the selfsameStrabo (111.4. 17) and lustinus
(XLIV, 3. 7) assureus tlat it was womenwho tilled the land andengaged
in agriculture.But the peoplementionedin tle gentilitatescalI themselves
aftcr their fathers(matronymics are nowhereto be found). Among tIc
known deitiesof this region very inbrequentarematriarchalMatres’02. It
shouldbe bornein mmdbesides.tliat tlie main brancíof rural ccononiy
like in Gallaeciawas stockraising(Strabo III, 3, 7)103 and it was purely
men’s occupation.Northerntribes had posibly aIread>’ begunto fon a
military a¡-istocracyandthe deceasedof noble kin were heroizedin the
shapeof steedstbut tIc demarcationline ran betweentIc clansrather
tían inside a clan.

In severalregionsob Hispaniatíerelived sonietribesthat werestill on
evenmore prirnitive stagesof clan system.as. for example.the Characi-
tansdwelling in caves(Plut. Sert. 17).

Thc pictureof tIc socio-politicalrelationsof pre-RomanSpainwill be
inconipleteib we leaveout the PhoeniciansandGreekswlio also lived in

España.t. 2. p. SOl) denythe existenceof centuriaeandinsistthat ¡he sign reíasno! to centuriae.
but to castellas.F. J. Lomas(Pueblosceltos.p. 103) maintainsthat ¡he systemoícenturiaerellec-
ted a cansystem.

lOO. HistoriadeEspat~a.¡.2. Pp.506-SIl: F. JordáCerdá.Notassobrela culturacastreñadel
Noroestepeninsular,in Memoriasdehistoria antigua.6(1984).pp. 7-9; F. Arias Vilas: La cultura
casírexaen Galicia. ibid.. Pp. ¡6-20.

¡01. M. L. Albertos Firmat: Op.cit.. p. 30-34.
¡02. Cf.: i. M. Blázquez.Religionesprerromanas.Madrid. ¡987.pp. 297-298.
¡03. N. SantosYanguas:La arqucologiacastreñay el sectoreconómicoagropecuario,jo Me-

moríasde historia antigua6(1984).pp. 44-47.
¡(>4. J. M. Blázquez:Religionesprerromanas.Pp.269-272.
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tIc Peninsula.TIc Ploeniciansf¡rst apperedon tIc Spanishsoil at tIc
close of tIc secondmillennium WC. Tícir Iirst colony —Gades—was
founded.accordingto tle tradition. around1105 D.C. (Vel. Pat.1,2, 3).Alt-
lought the arclaeologistshavefailed so bar to produceconvincingmate-
rial evidenceto conlirni so ligí a dating, tíere are no groundsto deny
this unanimoustcstimonyof antiqueliterature.Thestudiesof the Ploeni-
cian colonizationshow that it felí into two stagesandtle first stagecm-
bracedtle secondlalbof the twelbtl andtIc Iirst halfobthecleventhcen-
tur3 D.C. It was within this period tliat Gadescarneinto beingoff tIc Pe-
ninsula’05. During tIc secondstageof tIc colonizationtle Phoenicians
madea numberof settlementseastwardof Gibraltar. Both in their econo-
mic and socio-political aspects.Ploeniciancoloniesand factorieswere
moreadvancedandprogressive.TowardstIc endof tIc sixth-beginningof
tlie fiftí centuryD.C. tley subniittedtíeniscívesto Cartíage.TIe Cartha-
ginians too built in Hispani tícir outposts.Actualí>’. one of them —

Ebusus—lad beenbuilt even carlier. about663 D.C. (Diod. Y. 16. 23).
Ebusus.as well asCarthaginiancolonies.occupieda coniparativelyptivi-
legedposition in Cartíaginianpower, as it had its own armed forces’~
andstruckits own coin.Gadeswas evenofticially equalledwitl Carthage.
It alsohadits own coinage.its navy anda seniblanceof city militia. Des-
pite its rivalry wití the capitalcity. Gades,like othcrPloenicianandCan-
liaginian settlementsin Hispania.remainedloyal to Cartíagewlem the
aboriginesbetrayedtIc latterduringthe First Punicor the Libyan War. In
tIc year237 D.C. Gadesbecame¡te baseob Hamilcar’scampaignagainst
Hispania.As the result of the activitiesof Hamilcar.HasdrubalandHan-
nibal. tíereemergeda Spanisípowerof tíe Barquidae.wlere after Han-
nibaFsdeparturehis brothers Hasdrubaland Mago reigned.Altlrougli
officially tIc autlority ¡te Barquidaewerevestedwitl was Iardly superior
to that usualí>’enjoyedb>’ the magistratesatCarthage.theywereratlier in-
dependentin its executionthanksto tícir closetieswith tIc army. to tleir
substantialcontactswith tlie democraticfaction at Carthageitself and. fi-
nalí>’. to_tíeirpanicularrelationshipswitl tIc subjectpopulationof His-
pania’07. We shall dwell on the last mentionedproblcni in greater
detail.

The official equalityof Gadesand,perlaps,of otherTyrian colonies
wití Carthagedeterminedandconditionedtícir relationswith tIc Dar-
quidac.Magocalledhuniself«Gades’alí>’ and friend»(Liv. XXVIII. 37. 1).
Apparentlysud was tIc nominal position of the military leaderas re-

¡05. .lu.B. Tsirkin. Carthagcand its culture. Moscow. ¡986. pp. ¡2-16 (in Rustian).
¡06. It is obviousthat only thanksto its armedforcescould Ebususwithstand theRomansin

217 B.C. (Liv. >0<11. 20. 7-9).
¡07. Ju. B. Tsirkin. The BarquidaePowerin Spain.jo Antique Polis. Leningrad.1979. p. 81-92

(in Russian); E.C. GonzálezWagner: Fenicios y Cartaginesesen la PenínsulaIbérica. Madrid.
¡983.Pp.439-478.
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gardsGades.During tle final stageof tlie SecondPunicWar tle Cartha-
giniansquaneredtheir gartisonsat Gadeswherethey indulgedin violen-
ceand outrage(Liv. XXVIII, 2. 16; 36. 3). The stationingof tle garrison
mustlave causedthe Gaditans’particularindignationandthe>’ promised
to theRoniansto surrenderboth the city andthe Carthaginianarmy (Liv.
XXVIII, 30. 14). Evidentí>’ prior to the year 207 D.C. thereliad beenno
Carthaginiantroopsat Gades.Tíere is not a pieceof evidenceconcerning
anyextonionsexceptthoseregisteredin tle concludingperiodof tle war.
TIe Barquidaemost likely tried not to interfere in the intemal abfairsob
tle Tytians unlessprovokedto in casi of necesity.

The sanie holds true. perhaps,of tlie ancientCarthaginiancolonies
tlat were now subjectto the Darquidae’scontrol. Tíree towns in Spain
owe tleir foundátionto the Barquidaethemselves:Akra Leuke originated
by Hamilcar(Diod. XXV. 10). Carthago-Novaanda namelesstown botí
built by Hasdrubal(Diod. XXV. 12). Thetowns spranginto beingfor they
werenieantto serveasforts andstrongholdswheretle Barquidae’stroops
couldbe billeted atleastin winter time (Diod. XXV. lO; Liv. XXI, 153).But
evenin sunimerthecitadel at Carthago-Novahousedas many as 1000or
even 10000soldiers(PoIyb. 5<, 12. 2; App. Hisp. 19). As runsPolybius’ ac-
countof tle balI of Carthago-Nova.the townfolk hadnot beenarmedbe-
fore the Romans’attack.andit was only atthe timeof the Romans’storm
tlat the garrisonconimandergaye armsto about 2000 most lealtí>’ and
strongcitizens(5<, 12-15).Thecity administrationreflectedthis stateof af-
bairs. Nothing is known about the city niagistrates.Money comed a
Carthago-Novawas not mintedby the city but by tle Barquidaethemsel-
ves’08. The comnianderof tlie Canhaginiangarrison is called by Poly-
bius (5<, 12, 2) rarcryiévoséift tris nóXs~s(«placedaboyethe city»); this tit-
le seemstobetlie transiationof the Punic title «le wlo is aboyethe city»
(~ 1 qrt). It is quitepossiblethat he exercisedtle samepowerandcontrol at
Carthago-Novaas did tlie analogousofficial «he who is aboyethe lands»
in the Libyan districtsWithin the Cartliaginianstatetliat formed panof
Canhage’schora’~. The lands and minesaroundCarthago-Novabelon-
ged not to tle residentsbut to the state.or ratherto its representatives- tle
Barquidae.It niaybe deducedfrom tle fact thatafterthe Romanconquest
tle>’ passedinto the possesionof the Romanstate(StraboIII. 2. 10; Cic.
Agr. 1, 5; 11, 51). Onthe otherhand,wedoknowthat Scipio returnedto the
town peoplealí their belonguinsthatweresparedby the war andplunder
(Liv. XXVI, 47. 1). Consequently.tIc pits andtle neighbouringlandswere
not tle townsfolk’spropertyand it is only too logical andnaturaltlat tle>’
passedfrom the Cartliaginianstateto 4w Romanstate.

¡08. J. M. Blázquez:Los Barqidasen la PeninsulaIbérica,jo Historia deEspañaantigua.pp.
453-454.

109. G. Charles-Picard.L’administrationterritorial de Cartage.in Mélangesoffertsá André
Pigagnol. t. 3. Paris. 1966. Pp. 1259-1265.
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TIe bulk of the nativepopulationof tle Barquidaepowerwere local
ethnics.Tlie Canhaginianspreservedtheiroriginal socio-politicalstructu-
re but theytook lostages(Polyb. III. 98. 1; 5<. 8, 3; Liv. XXII. 22.4; XXVI,
47, 4)110. Hispanic towns apparentlyhadno troopsbilleted in them and
only slortí>’ before tle endof the war did the niilitary leaderof Cartaghe
deployhis army in his communities(Liv. XXVIII. 2.1 6). Prior to this time.
notwithstandingthe historians’detailednarrationsof tlieseevents.we fail
to comeacrossanynientionsof thegarrisons.Moreover. tle desenionof a
numberof towns andtribesto the Romans(e.g.Polyb. III, 99. 7; 5<. 34. 3;
Liv. XXIV. 41.7)could havetakenplaceonly wlen andif tíesetownshad
no Cartíaginiansoldiersquarteredin them.

Tíerewere sorneexceptionsto tíesepolicies.Hannibal orderedthat
tle Saguntiansshould leave their city andsettle wherele told them to
(Liv. XXI. 12. 5). Following the downfall of Saguntunitle generalgayebis
soldiersmanycitizensas rewardbor their valiant services;tlie otherresi-
dentswerejust anisliedfrom tle city (Liv. 50<1. 15. 1). As is known. a Pu-
nic bandwas stationedat Saguntum(Polyb. III. 98, 5; Liv. XXIV. 42. 10).
TIe tribe of the Bargusiiwas «directly»subordinatedto tlie Carthaginians
too. As Polybius (III, 35, 4) narrares,after conqueringthe lands to the
North ob the Hiberus,HannibalappointedHannochief(ijyspóva)ob tle
wlole countryandlord (&anórfjv) ~ of the Bargusii.As we liave seen,in
the courseof the SecondPunie War Tartessiswas no more.

So cruel a treatmentof the Iberians could be accountedfor by the
military-strategicconsiderationsexclusively.Neverbeforeliad the Cartha-
giniansdisplayedsimilarseverityevenwhenprovokedby tIc stubbornre-
sistanceby Salmanticaor Arbocala(Polyb. III. 14: PolyaenVIII. 48). The-
re is no denying,of course.as is the practiqueof war. that townswerereva-
ged. f¡elds weredevastated.enormousloot was plundered.the population
was partly takeninto captivity. but tleir victory hadneverbroughtabouta
changein the socio-politicalstructureob the vanquished.A dibferentLate
befelí, liowever.SaguntumandtIc Bargusi.The formerwasalliedwith tle
Romans and Hannibal had reasonsto suspectthat at any moment it
could turn into tlie Romans springboardsouthof tlie Hiberus.As for the
Bargusi.they were the only tribe nortí ob the river who lad accordeda
hearty welcometo tIc Romanambassadorson tle eve of tIc war (Liv.
XXI. 19. 7). Hence Hannibal’scruelty.Tlie revolt a Tartessos.a catalystob
tle statesruin. alsooccurredduringa tenseperiod of the warfareagainst
Rome(Liv. XXIII. 26).

TIe Cartlaginianssurel>’ collectedsornekind of duty brom their sub-

líO. CF.: S.Oselí.HistoireanciennedeFAlriquedu Nord. 1. 2. París. ¡928.p. 313; F.C. Gonza-
lez Wagner.Op. cit.. p. 476.

III. The term&rontónhs hasin Polybius accountsvariousmeaningsbuí alwaysdesigoatesan
omnipoteníruler: A. Mauersberger.A Polybios-Lexikon.Berlin. 1956-¡966.col. 442-443.
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jects’12. Polybius(II, 13, 7) remarksthat Hannibal imposedmone>’ taxes
on Altea andother.citiesthathe liad captured.Accordingto Liv>’ (XXI. 5.
5), having gatheredan abundantbooty. Hannibalr¿mittedunpaidtaxes.
Most probably,such duty was paid not individually. but by the whole
community,aswasdonealsoin the Carihaginianregionsof Sicilyt13. So-
me of the pitswere theCartaginians’property.as,for instance.the mines
of Carthago-Nova.Plin>’ (XXXIII. 96) testifies tliat tIc pit at Baebelo
brought into Hannibal a dail>’ return ob 300 poundsof silver. A daily re-
tun bearswitnessto thefact thatHannibalnotjustleviedtaxeson Ile pit;
on thecontrar>’tIc pit belongedto Hannibalandle was its owner. But we
also knoW tlat the inhabitantsof Orongis continuedto extractprecious
metalsfrom their oWfl pits (Liv. XXVIII. 35).

The proclarnationof Hasdrubala strategos-autocratvastly contributed
to tle consolidationandstrengtleningof tlie Barquidae’spowerin tIc Pe-
ninsula(Diod.XXV. 12). It’s unknoWn what Spanislior Punid title.was
grantedto tIc Cartliaginiangeneralby tIc Spanisl chiefs andkinglets.
Reponinga similarepisodeconcerningScipio. Polybius(X. 42. 2-4).and
Livy (XXVII. 19. 2) usedtle word «king» (f3cxrnXeús.rex). TheSicilian his-
torian preferredto calI Hasdrubal a strategus-autocrat.It permits us to
concludetliat apparentlyherein Spain.as well as in tIc Hellenisticworld.
alí diplomatic andmilitary powerswere concentratedin tIc samelands
without any radical alterationof the political set-up’14.Of course,Diodo-
ms plainly overestiniatedandexaggeratedtIc unanimity witl whicl alí
tle IberiansproclainiedHasdrubaltlieir leaderandruler but tIc histori-
city of tIc fact itself is beyond doubt.Evidently the Hispanicshadto re-
cognize Hasdrubal; no matter voluntarily of forced. as tleir supreme
chief.

Hasdrubal’srecognitionby the Iberiansmustlave spreadover lis su-
cessorsas well. Having masteredthe landsand tribesto the Nonh of tIc
Hiberus. Hannibal appointcd Hanno mIer of this territor>’. Liv>’ (XXI.
231) calls Hanno «praefectus»(to be more precise.Ihe autlor usesthe
verb «praefecit»),Pol>’bius (III, 35, 3)-hegemon(ijyqnév). O. Charles-
Picard points out that the Latin title «praefectus»correspondexactly to
Ihe Punic title ‘g ‘1 («hewlo is aboye something»)’’5.TIis was the nanie
of stateoflicials in the lans directl>’ subordinateto CanIage116.Southof
tle HiberustliereWere no Canhaginianpracfectsin this capacity.True.
we hearof a certain Hanno.Magos praebect(Liv. XXVIII. 30. 1). but in

112. 5. OseIl. Op. cíE. p. 314.
¡¡3. W. En~lin. Der Einfluss Kar¡hagosaul Slastsverwaltungund Wirtschaftder Rómer. en

Rom und Karthago.Leipzig, ¡943,5.271:1. 5h. Schiffmann.Slavery at Carthago.in Slavery ti

dic Periphery of Antique World. Leningrand.¡968. p. 248 (in Russian).
¡14. H. Bengtson:Dic Strategiein der hellenistischerZeil. Bd. 1. 1. M(lnchen. 1937. 5. 6-9.
115. 0. Charles-Picard.Op. cit.. p. ¡258.
116. Ibid.. p. ¡258-1259. ¡265.
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this context«praefect»is a Latin rankoban officer in commandof a srnall
detacliment.We aregiven to understand.that tlie Spaniardsliving Nortli
of tlie Hiberus,unlike tleir southerncompatriots,refusedto acknowledge
the Cartíaginiangeneralas their suprernesovereignandthat was therea-
son why Hannibal was obliged to try andorganizethe administrationob
tle region in ¡te Libyan manner.In tle Southof tlie countrythatmeasure
was superlluous.

TIe announcementob Hasdrubal«strategus-autocrat»gayean impe-
tus to the formation of a new kind of relationshipbetweenthe Cartlagi-
fian cornmarxderand the indigenes(now le is theirown dhief). Whicl no
doubt greatí>’benebitedby the marriagesof Hasdrubaland Hannibal to
their Spanisli wives (Diod. XXV, 12; Liv. XXIV. 41, 7). Diodorus elo-
quentí>’connectsthe two events:«Whenhe took an Ibetian king’s daugt-
her to lis wife tlien alí the Iberiansaccíaimedhm their strategus- auto-
crat».Thesemarriagesas it were incorporatedthe Carhaginiansinto the
community.

Wherx the Barquidaebecaniesovereignchiefsob tle Hispanic subject
of tleir power. tlie position ob tle indigenoussoldiersin tlieir armynoti-
ceabí>’ clangedtoo. PreviouslytIc Hispanicslad servedin theCanhagi-
nian arniy as mercenaries,as, for instance,during tlie First Punic War
(Polyb. 1. 17.4). Now tIc situationbecamedifberent. In Livy’s description
of tle battleon the Hiberus(XXIII, 29,4)in 215 D.C. the Spaniardsplaced
in tle army\ centrearesíarpí>’ contrastedto the mercenarieson tle left
flank. The samemaybe discernedfrom thefact thaton the eveof the war
the SpanisliwarriorsWeresentto Libya andthe Libyans to Spain (Polib.
III, 33. 8-9: Liv. XXI, 11-13). Evidently, from that time onwards. tle posi-
tion ob the SpanishandLibyan Warriors was identical’17. Polybius’scata-
logueof tIc peoplessentto Africa by the Punicgeneralmaygivean idea
of thoseHispanicswho acknowkegedHannibal as their dhief: tIc Tersiti
(Ta¡-tesians).tIc Iberians proper. tle Mastieni. tIc Olcades.tIc Oretes
(Oretani), i. e. alí Ile etlnics who lived in the SouthandSouth-Eastob
Hispania.Among them tlie Carthaginiansconscriptedtlieir soldiers.as
did, for instance,anotlierHannibal in 206 DC. (Liv. XXVIII. 12. 13).

In both hostile armies tle Celtiberiansservedas mercenaries.while
Ihe Ilergetes—as their allies (Polyb. III. 76, 6). This mirrors tle different
relationsthe Barquidaemaintainedwitli varioussectionsob nativepopu-
lation for sorneof themtheywereonly employers,for others—tícir allies.
for still others—tícir supremechiefs. for others—lords andmasters.In
the capacityof strategus-autocratsthe Barquidaefunetionedin foreignaf-
bairs as the protectorsof their subjects.For example.tle conflict between
tIc Saguntiansandtle Turdetanians(or Turboleti) subordinatedto Can-

¡¡7. 0. Meltzer.Geschichteder Karthager.Bd. ¡1. Berlin. 1896. S. 503;S.Gsell.Op. cit.. p. 313-
314.
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hage(no matterthat the conflict was provokedand instigatedby Hanní-
bal himself) Was usedlaterby 4w Carthaginiangeneralas an opportune
ground to besiegeSagunturn(Polyb. III. 15. 8: Liv. XXI. 13. 5; App.
Hisp. 10).

Having describedHasdrubal’sman-iageandhisproclamationa strate-
gus-autocrat.fliodorus goeson to narratethat as tlie resultof these(5~sv)
Hasdrubal founded Carthago-Novaand anothertown. Carthago-Nova
was situatedon the landsob the Mastieniwhoaniongothertribesrecogni-
zed the Carthaginianas their strategus-autocrat.The new social status
rnost likely perniitted the Punic general to control and dispose of the
lands of ¡te subjecttribes.Tite, we mustnot forget thatevenbeforeHas-
drubal HamilcarhadfoundedAkra-Leuke.but tlie ancientauthorsemp-
hati cally distinguishbetWeenthe two commanderspointingout that Ha-
milcar resortedto crude borce whereasHasdrubal’sweaponwas diplo-
niacy(Polyb. III, 36,2)115.Obviously, Hamilcar’sact was an unanibiguous
manifestationof the tight of the strong whereas that of his son-in-law
stemniedfroni his new statusof the headof the unlon.

Sumniing up. in Hispania there emergedand existed within thirty
years(halfthis time. however,sawa continouswarfareagainstRome and
a decline)anew political entity whosesalientfeaturewas a strongautho-
¡ity of the mIer supportedb>’ the armyand considerablesectionsof the
nativepopulation;the very authorit>’ lagerly restinguponan act of a con-
quest.Besides,the Barquidaebeginniingwith Hasdrubaltoo. painsto win
over thelocal peopleboththe Phoeniciansandthe Spaniards.They mtn-
ted coins stampedwith Melqan, so adoredandveneratedin Iberia (and
half so muchat CarthageitselO, althougli underthe guiseof this god they
depictedthemselves”9.With the sameaim in viexv HasdrubalandHan-
nibal married Iberian wivest20,andHasdrubalhaddeclaredhimselfstra-
tegusautocrat.Ahí this rnakesthe power of the Barquidaeresembletlie
Hellenistic nionarchiesof the EastemMediterranean.The fact that the
BarquidaemintedcoinsafterHellenisticpatternandthatsomecoinswere
stampedwith allegedly Hasdrubal’sprofile croWned witli a ro>’al dia-
dem’21, suggetsthat tlie Barquidaewere well awareof their likenesswitli
diadoclis. HoWever, thereis a signif¡cant differencebetweenthe Darqui-
dae poWerandthe Hellenistic states:the formeremergedwithin the fra-
meworkof the Canhaginianrepublic and Iegally was subjectto the cen-
tral administration.andthis subordinationgrewmore real andpronoun-

118. E. C. GonzálezWagnerOp. cit.. p. 403.
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ced eventualí>’ as the Barquidae’sarmy beganto lose batítíesone after
another.

Tlie power of the Barquidaewas an importanteventin the political
history of Iberia. It ~as an enormousstatewliose tertitor>’ surpassedthat
of Tartessisat its hey-day.Within tlie frameworkof this confederationthe-
re shapedup complicatedrelationshipsbetweenthe rulers and the ruled.
It is quite possibleto imaginethatthe furtherevolutionof Hispaniacould
havetakenthe roadof «punization»anddevelopmentof relationstypical
of Hellenistic society. Rut the powerof the Barquiáaefelí andthe forma-
tion of antiquesocietyin tlie Peninsulafolloxved the road of Romaniza-
tion.

Before the Romanappearedin the PeninsulaEmpotionwas the most
signiticantGreekcolon>’. Its original namewas,perhaps.Pyrene.given to
us by Avienus (557~56l)¡22, and Emporion was tlie nameof the trading
harbourof the city, Iike the empotiaof the Egestiansandthe Acragantians
(StraboVI, 1, 1). Rut alreadyasearlyasthe samecentur>’ whentlie colony
~vasfounded.this nanieWastransberredon tlie wholecity. as is attestedby
the letter ob tlie last tliird of the sixtli centur>’ D.C.. in which it is aIread>’
nanied Empotion123.For tlie Greek ear the namesoundedver>’ strange
andhada foreign ring for a long time: it is no wonderthat the Pseudo-
Scylax (2) and tlie Pseudo-Scyrnnos(202-204)andPolybius(III, 76, 1) and
Appian(Hisp. 7, 10) alí give the readerto understandthat it isa city thatis
meantin their Writtings. Livy. a Roman,givesno suchspecifications.Yet it
is exactí>’ its tradingpotential andsignif¡cance’24that madesuch an ex-
traordinarynamestick to this settlement.

Closeto Empotiontherewas a nativetown of Indica.Actualí>’. it wasa
doubletown split by a wall into two parts—the Hellenic andthe Hispanic
ones(Strabo III. 4, 8; Liv. XXXIV. 9). Tlie relationsbetweenthe Hellenes
andtlie Indiceteswere originally. according to archaeologicalevidence.
quite good-neighbourly’25.But after 300 D.C. sornethingwas the matter
andthe Hellenes’city was as good asa besiegedbortresswheretheaborigi-
neswere not welconie(Liv. XXXIV. 9)126. The Empotiteswere allowed to

¡22. L. M. Korotkikh: Aveniu<TextasSourceontheHistoiyobthe ColonizationolSpain.in
Norcia 2. Voronezh. ¡978. pp. 43-44.
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enterIndica. tliough.so that the ties betWeenthetwo cities were not alto-
gethersevered.

In tlie first centuryD.C. Empotionfiad iú its possessiona fertile land
in the interior,calledthe luncatianplain (Strabo111.4.9).This namederi-
ves from the Latin word «iuncus»(reed).It woúld havebeenstrangeifthe
Greeks.long havinghadthis region in their flands. fiad not kepteitherthe
Greekor thevernacularnarneandhadadopted.instead.the Latin name.
It mustbe bornein mmd. thatStrabo’ssourcesin lis descriptionof His-
paniawere tlie GreeksPoseidoniusandArtemidirus; fiad the Helleniena-
me of the plain existedat the time. they would lave usedit. Besidesthe
mention ob the fact the Emporitespossesedthe plain as well as the terri-
tory nearthe Pyrenessasbar as trophy of Pompeius.doesnot agreewith
Livi’s descriptionof tlie almost besiegedcity. Henceour conclusion:tIc
Emporitescame tó possessthis agricultural region well after the Roman
conquest.

To sumup. in termsobsocio-politicalorganziationSpainon theeve of
tlie Romanizationprocesswas bar froni a uniform whole.Phoenicianand
Greekcolóniesweresniall but very significantcelísof a developedsíave-
oWning society:their furtherevolutionwent alongthe linesof dic Ronian
variety of this societyrathertían becomingaclasssociety.As far as Ibe-
rian peoplesproperareconcerned.in SouthernSpainTanessisexistedbr
quite a-longpetiodandafter its disintegrationon its remaindersandruins
sprangup sornepetty kingdomswhicli came iñ contactwitl Rome.Apart
from these.in theSouthandSoutheastof the IbetianPeninsulaand.asan
exception.in the Eastin onecase,emergedprimitive «nomestates».city-
statesconsistingob a city centreplus an agriculturalarea. Residestíere
were also severalcomátinitiesthat still retaineda clan society.

Thesesocietieswereon differentstagesola clan systemsome—on rat-
her advancedstagesat that.Sorneob tíesesocietieswereabout to cliange
into states,each in its own speciflc way. SorneIberian tribes sud as the
Ilergetesand tle Edetaniwere tunning into monarchiesona tribal basis,
whereasthe Celtiberianswere evolving as an aristocraticrepublie.Other
clan and tribal amalgamationsin tlie Indo-Furopeanand non-Indo-
Furopeanzonesof the Peninsulaas well were more retardedandback-
ward. eachtoa differentextent.The most socially backWardtribes were,
most likely, the characetaniandperliaps—the mountanousVasconi and
sorneotlier ctlnics—.


