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Vorwort

Der vorliegende Band enthält Beiträge, die wäh-
rend der gleichnamigen Internationalen Tagung in Mi-
kulčice im Mai 2011 vorgetragen wurden. Wie schon die 
voraufgegangenen ITM-Kolloquien so war auch diese 
Tagung einem ausgewählten aktuellen Aspekt der mit-
teleuropäischen Frühgeschichtsforschung gewidmet, 
und zwar dem Thema der Bewaffnung und Reiteraus-
rüstung. Damit wurde ein breites Spektrum von Fra-
gen behandelt, beginnend mit Typologie, Chronologie 
und Technologie einzelner Sorten von Artefakten über 
allgemeine Probleme der frühmittelalterlichen Bewaff-
nung und Reiterausrüstung bis hin zum archäologi-
schen Experiment. Der gegebene Themenkreis wird 
im Buch nicht nur aus Sicht der Archäologie, sondern 
auch der historischen Wissenschaft erörtert, und zwar 
mit einer beträchtlichen Gelehrsamkeit und dem Stre-
ben nach einer komplexen oder analytischen Darstel-
lung. Die vorliegenden 25 auf ganz unterschiedlichen 
Quellenbeständen fußenden, oft innovativen Beiträge 
von Forschern aus Polen, der Slowakei, Tschechien, 
Ungarn, Kroatien, Österreich und Deutschland bieten 
ein kompaktes Bild der Bewaffnung und Reiterausstat-
tung der Westslawen und Teilen der Südslawen, aber 
auch der Awaren und Ungarn vor dem Hintergrund 
der gesellschaftlichen, kulturellen und politischen Ent-
wicklung Ostmittelosteuropas in den letzten drei Jahr-
hunderten des ersten Jahrtausends.

Leider erscheint die Sammelschrift mit beträcht-
licher Verspätung, wofür wir die Autoren und Leser 
gleichermaßen um Entschuldigung bitten. Hauptursa-
che der Verzögerung waren die nach dem tragischen 
Brand der Arbeitsstätte in Mikulčice 2007 zu bewälti-
genden Aufgaben: die Errichtung und Inbetriebnahme 
der neuen archäologischen Basis Mikulčice-Trapíkov 
und die parallel hierzu gebotenen Sicherungsarbeiten 

an dem umfangreichen, durch den Brand beschädigten 
Fundmaterial von der Fundstelle Mikulčice-Valy, das 
nach und nach konservatorisch behandelt und identi-
fiziert werden musste. 

Trotz der Verspätung erlauben wir uns, der wissen-
schaftlichen Fachwelt diesen Konferenzband zu un-
terbreiten, in der Überzeugung, dass alle Beiträge ihre 
Relevanz und Aktualität behalten haben. Mögen sie als 
nützliches Hilfsmittel und Studienmaterial für weitere 
Forschungen auf dem betreffenden Fachgebiet dienen! 
Ergänzt sei, dass die letzten Autorenkorrekturen der 
meisten Beiträge im Jahre 2016 erfolgten und der In-
halt seither nicht mehr aktualisiert wurde.

Es ist uns eine angenehme Pflicht, uns bei allen Au-
toren der in der Sammelschrift präsentierten Beiträge 
sowie bei dem Kollektiv der Mitarbeiter, die sich an der 
Vorbereitung dieses Bandes beteiligten, recht herzlich 
zu bedanken. Für Übersetzungen und sprachliche Kor-
rekturen sind wir Frau Pavla Seitlová und Frau Tereza 
Bartošková und sowie den Herren Torsten Kempke 
und Paul Maddocks verbunden. Für Redaktionsarbei-
ten gebührt unser Dank Herrn Petr Luňák und Frau 
Zdeňka Pavková, die auch den Satz des Buches über-
nahm. 

Das Buch erscheint in einem Jahr, in dem das 
Archäologische Institut der Akademie der Wissen-
schaften der Tschechischen Republik des 100. Grün-
dungstags seines Vorgängers, des Staatlichen Archäo-
logischen Instituts, gedenkt, der ersten professionellen 
archäologisch-wissenschaftlichen Arbeitsstätte in der 
damals eben erst gegründeten Tschechoslowakei. 

Erscheinen konnte die Publikation dank der finan-
ziellen Förderung seitens des Editionsrats der Akade-
mie der Wissenschaften der Tschechischen Republik, 
dem dafür unser Dank gilt.

Lumír Poláček – Pavel Kouřil
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Elements of Weaponry from the 9th- and 10th-Century Trepcza 
Complex near Sanok, South-Eastern Poland

Piotr N. Kotowicz – Marcin Glinianowicz – Arkadiusz Michalak

Elements of Weaponry from the 9th- and 10th-Century Trepcza Complex near Sanok, South-Eastern Po-
land. The article is concerned with the early medieval military artefacts which were found during archaeological 
excavations at the Trepcza complex (Sanok District, Podkarpackie Voivodeship). The complex is composed of several 
elements: two strongholds (“Horodna” site 1 and “Horodyszcze” site 2), a barrow cemetery (site 3) and the “Horodna” 
stronghold suburbium (site 25). Among the artefacts which were found in these sites were: one battle axe, one axe 
and four fragments of other axes, 34 arrowheads (including specimens with tang and triple-winged), one single ring 
of chain mail, two eyelet spurs, three other spurs and three loops for spurs, one iron bit and one horseshoe. All these 
objects were probably used in the 9th (2nd half   ? ) and also probably the beginning of the 10th century.

Keywords: South-Eastern Poland – Trepcza complex – 9th- and 10th century  – weaponry  – Great Moravian 
influences – Magyars

The early medieval settlement complex in Trepcza 
(Sanok District, Podkarpackie Voivodeship) is located 
in the south-eastern, Carpathian part of Poland, on the 
left edge of the valley of the River San (Fig. 1). Accord-
ing to current research, in the Early Middle Ages those 
lands were occupied by the Lendian tribe. They settled 
mainly along river valleys and on opportune slopes of 
extensive mountainous valleys (see Parczewski 1991; 
2007).

At least 10 sites, from the 8th–10th centuries, are 
located in the immediate vicinity of Trepcza and Sa-
nok.1 The main concentration of these sites is visible 
north of the village of Trepcza. The settlement complex 
in Trepcza is located near the northern outlet of the 
Sanok valley, in the place where the valley of the River 
San is at its narrowest. This location had some strategic 
meaning (see Kotowicz 2005a, 65–68). It is composed 
of several elements: two strongholds (“Horodna” site 1 

1	 Parczewski/Pohorska-Kleja 1995, Fig. 13; see also:  
Poradyło 2002; Pohorska-Kleja 2006a; 2006b; Kotowicz 
2008a.

and “Horodyszcze” site 2), a barrow cemetery (site 3) 
and the “Horodna” stronghold suburbium (site 25).

The stronghold on the “Horodyszcze” hill (site 2) 
is situated at 429 m AMSL, almost 140 m above the 
bottom of the valley of the River San and encompasses 
an area of c. 4 ha. An oval stronghold courtyard (area 
over 1 ha) is surrounded by an earthen wall and secured 
from the north and the west by two other partial ram-
parts. From the southern side, the remains of a 4th and 
5th wall are slightly visible (see Ginalski 1997, 221; 
Ginalski 1999/2000, 211–213, Fig. 2). The “Horodna” 
stronghold (site 1) is located lower, c. 365 m AMSL, 
90 m above the bottom of the valley and encompass-
es an area of c. 5 ha. An oval courtyard (area 1 ha) is 
surrounded by an earthen wall, and its fortification 
system is reinforced by four segmental walls, of which 
three are in the form of a horseshoe (see Kotowicz 
2006a, 454, Fig.  1). In 1995–2003 J.  Ginalski conduct-
ed archaeological excavations at the “Horodyszcze” 
stronghold which were aimed at examining a  large 
part of the courtyard as well as fragments of two walls. 
Excavations revealed that this place was used twice in 
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the Early Middle Ages: in the 9th–10th centuries and 
in the 11th–13th centuries (Ginalski 1997; 1999/2000; 
2001). Unfortunately, the “Horodna” stronghold has 
not yet been excavated (see Kotowicz 2006a). Apart 
from defensive sites in the Trepcza complex, there 
is also a cremation barrow cemetery (site 3) and the 
“Horodna” stronghold suburbium (site 25). The burial 
ground contains c. 40 barrows, but only five of them 
were excavated in the 1950s (Janowski 1973; 1984). 
The latest excavations, conducted by M. Glinianowicz 
in 2007/08 and 2010, at site 25, were located below 
the “Horodna” stronghold, on its southern slope. The 
settlement contained several suitable plateaus, located 
in terraces, of which only the two lowest ones, situat-
ed c. 297 and 314 m AMSL, c. 10 and 25 m above the 
bottom of a flowing stream, were excavated. During 
the excavations, the remains of two semi-dugouts from  

the 9th–10th centuries and six other features were 
recorded.2

During the penetration of the site with a  metal 
detector as well as archaeological works conducted at 
the “Horodyszcze” stronghold (Fig. 2) and at site 25 
(Fig. 3), 51 artefacts, which can be connected with 
weaponry and horse riding equipment from the 9th to 
the 10th centuries, were discovered.3

2	 Unpublished. The chronology of this site can be specified 
after a careful analysis of pottery. It should be mentioned that 
during the metal detector survey of the entire site in 1995, 
several artefacts of later chronology than these presented here, 
including two bolt heads, a rowel spur and three horseshoes, 
were discovered (Kotowicz 2002, 12, 14–15, Cat. 124, 127–
129, Pls. X:3, XII:5–6,8; Kotowicz 2006a, 461, 466, Fig. 2:I–J, 
3:A,F–H).

3	 Two iron plates with the remains of rivets, which were 

Fig. 1. Early medieval settlement 
complex in Trepcza, Sanok distr., 
Podkarpackie voivodeship, Poland. 
After Ginalski 2001. Drawing by 
P. N. Kotowicz.
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The most important finds seem to be two blunt 
weapon specimens which were part of a hoard of iron 
objects, found with a  metal detector in 1995, below 
Wall  4 of the “Horodyszcze” stronghold (Ginalski 
1997). Apart from an iron bowl and another of its 
fragments, scissors, a plough and an adze, the hoard 
contained a battle-axe similar to Great Moravian Type 
bradatica, as well as an axe with a cap and wings of 
Type VE according to A. Ruttkay (1976). The first 
artefact (Fig. 4:2) can be classified as J. Poulik’s Type I. 
The presence of this type is limited to Central Europe 
only; however, almost 99% of finds of this kind come 

previously considered as elements of lamellar armour, were 
excluded from this analysis (Kotowicz 2002, Cat.  122–123, 
Pl. IX:6, 10; Kotowicz 2006a, 461, Fig. 2:K–L). The state of 
its preservation as well as its fragmentariness do not allow for 
the making of any further conclusions.

from Moravia and Slovakia (Dostál 1966; Bartošk-
ová 1986; Hanuliak 2004). The chronology of these 
artefacts can be narrowed down to the period between 
the second half of the 8th century and the first half of 
the 10th century. All “Polish” finds (19 specimens) can 
be included in this time horizon.4 The closest territorial 
analogies to the artefact from Trepcza are battle-axes 
from the Lublin region (which is located north of 
Trepcza); a specimen from the stronghold in Żmijow-
iska, which can be dated to the first half of the 10th 

4	 To the collection of artefacts presented by P. N. Kotowicz 
(2009; see also Góra/Kotowicz 2008/09) we have to add 
another specimen, which was found accidentally on the 
peak of Konik Mountain in Góry Złote (in the Sudetes) near 
Lądek Zdrój, loco distr. (see Konczewska/Konczewski 
2010 – unfortunately the state of research presented in this 
text is very incomplete).

Fig. 2. Trepcza, “Horodyszcze” 
Stronghold, site 2. Location of mil-
itary finds from the 8th–10th cen-
turies: a – archaeological trenches; 
b – axes; c – arrowheads; d – spurs. 
Drawing by P. N. Kotowicz.
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century, as well as accidental finds from the villages of 
Łąki-Byki and Nowosiółki Przednie (see Kotowicz 
2006b, 24, Fig. 4:1–2; 2009). The same type is probably 
represented by an accidental find from Niebieszczany 
near Sanok (Ginalski/Glinianowicz/Kotowicz 
2013, Fig. 15:1), as well as a battle-axe from Zastawie 
(Kotowicz 2006b, 24, Fig. 4:4). A  battle-axe of this 
type is also known from the cemetery located in the 
Spiškie Tomašovce – Smižany stronghold in Eastern 
Slovakia (Staššíková‑Štukovská et  al. 2006, 216, 
Fig. 18:4). The second artefact, the axe with a cap and 
wings (Fig. 4:1), is a very popular form, which appears 
mainly in the 10th and 11th centuries on the territory 
of early medieval Rus, the Baltic countries and Poland 
(see Nadolski 1954, 45; Kirpičnikov 1966, 36–37; 

Kotowicz 2008b). In previous literature its genesis 
was connected with Rus territory;5 however, discoveries 
of several artefacts of this type at Great Moravian sites 
from the second half of the 9th century   6 seriously ques-
tion this hypothesis (see Ginalski/Kotowicz 2004, 
192; Kotowicz/Świątek 2006, 126–128). The closest 
parallels to this type are chronologically uncertain stray 
finds at the nearby Trzcinica stronghold (Kotowicz/​
Świątek 2006, 115–119, Fig. 1:1–2).

Curiously, the axe beard had probably been broken 
and newly remodelled, and the battle-axe haft hole was 

5	 Kirpičnikov 1966, 36–37.
6	 Bartošková 1986, Fig. 1 and 19C:7, Pl. II:13; Hanuliak 

2004, 146–147, Fig. IX:5, LIV:10.

Fig. 3. “Horodna” Stronghold suburbium, site 25. Location of military finds from the 9th–10th centuries: a – archaeological trenches 
in 2007; b – archaeological trenches in 2008; c – archaeological trenches in 2010; d – archaeological features; e – axes; f – arrowheads; 
g – chain mail; h – spur; I – bit; j – horseshoe. Drawing by P. N. Kotowicz.
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Fig. 4. “Horodyszcze” Stronghold, site 2: 1 – axe; 2 – battle axe; 3 – eyelet spur; 4–6 – hook-like spurs; 7–11 – arrowheads with tang. 
After Ginalski/Kotowicz 2004.
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severely damaged, which suggests that mostly broken 
objects were put into the hoard (Ginalski/Kotowicz 
2004, 190–197). Metallographic examination of both 
artefacts revealed that they were made of wrought iron, 
but using sophisticated technology. The axe blade core 
was made of soft iron, on which carburised overlays 
were put. The battle-axe was produced from two parts 
of iron with a  high phosphorus content (Ginalski 
1997, 235–236). Analysis of those artefacts suggests 
that this hoard was hidden at the end of the 9th or be-
ginning of the 10th century (Ginalski 1997; Ginalski/
Kotowicz 2004, 193).

We were not able to classify four other axe frag-
ments discovered at site 25. One of them was found in 
the humus layer of trench 2 in 2007 (Fig. 5:1). The sec-
ond one was discovered in the humus layer in trench 6 
in 2010 (Fig. 5:3). Two other artefacts (from 2008 and 
2010) were found during a metal detector survey in 
a  heap which had been created in the course of the 
exploration of trenches 4 and 6 (Fig. 5:2, 4). However, 
their archaeological context indicates that they can be 
dated to the 9th–10th centuries.

The most numerous and interesting category of 
finds from the Trepcza complex are arrowheads. We 
can relate at least 34 artefacts of this kind to the tribal 
period.

Among the huge number of arrowheads discovered 
at the “Horodyszcze” stronghold only five artefacts 
come unquestionably from the 9th–10th centuries. 7, 8  
Unfortunately, almost all of them were discovered 
without archaeological context, in the upper humus 
layer. One of them was probably discovered in the 
north-western part of the stronghold’s courtyard in 
1995 (Fig. 4:11); another one in the eastern part of the 
courtyard in trench 3 in 1998 (Fig. 4:8); the next one in 
the second space between the walls on the western side 
in 1998 (Fig. 4:9); the triple-winged artefact in Wall 1 
of the stronghold, in trench 5 in 1999 (Fig. 4:7); and 
the last one in trench 7 (the 13th-century well) in 2000 
(Fig. 4:10).

29 arrowheads appeared at the “Horodna” strong-
hold suburbium (site  25). Eight of them (Fig. 6:2–4, 
12–13, 6:5–6, 11) were discovered during the metal de-
tector survey in 1995 (Kotowicz 2006a, 457, 460–461, 
Fig. 2:A–H). The remaining 21 artefacts come from the 
archaeological excavations held in 2007–2008 and 2010 

7	 Ginalski/Kotowicz 2004, 209–215, Cat. 32, 36–38, 45, 
Pls. VI:1, 4, 6, 8, VII:4; Świętosławski 2006, Fig. 19:A, 23:B, 
D; Glinianowicz/Kotowicz 2008, 82, Fig. 4:3–5.

8	 All other artefacts have a very broad chronology, comprising 
the whole early medieval period, or they are related to the time 
of colonisation of the stronghold territory in the Rus epoch 
(Ginalski/Kotowicz 2004; Kotowicz 2005a; Glinianow-
icz/Kotowicz 2008, Fig. 5:4–13).

(see Glinianowicz/Kotowicz 2008, Fig. 3:3–5, 7–8, 
10–12).

In 2007, 10 arrowheads were discovered, including 
three specimens with sockets and seven with tangs. 
They appeared as the most numerous artefacts in 
trenches 3 and 3A (the extension of trench 3) – three 
of them were found in the branches of a tree (Fig. 7:2, 
4, 7) and two in the occupational layer (Fig. 6:1, 7:16) 
(including one above building 1 – Fig. 7:16). A single 
arrowhead with a  tang was excavated from the fill 
of building 1 (Fig. 7:13) and another one, which prob-
ably came from the same feature, was found in a heap 
(Fig. 6:5). The other artefacts appeared in trench 2 – one 
in the humus layer (Fig. 7:15), and two in the occupa-
tional layer (Fig. 6:8, 7:10).

Only four arrowheads were discovered during exca-
vations in 2008; among them were one arrowhead with 
sockets and two specimens with tangs. The first of them 
was uncovered in the occupational layer in trench 5 
(Fig. 6:11). The artefacts with tangs were discovered 
in trench 1 (occupational layer – Fig. 7:8) and trench 4 
(Fig. 7:1), in a layer of cinders (with a chainmail ring). 
The other one, with barbs, is preserved in a fragmen-
tary condition and it is hard precisely to classify it in 
one of the groups. It was unearthed in trench 5A, in the 
occupational layer (Fig. 6:7).

In the (as of yet) last season of excavations at 
site 25, in 2010, seven arrowheads were discovered, 
including three specimens with sockets and four with 
tangs. One arrowhead was found in the humus layer 
(Fig. 7:3), another four in the occupational layer in 
trench 6 (Fig. 6:9–10, 7:9, 12) and the next one came 
from a heap which was created during the exploration 
of that trench (Fig. 7:14). The last artefact was found 
in the forest humus, c. 6 m west of trench 6 (Fig. 6:6).

These artefacts represent a very broad range of types 
and variants of early medieval arrowhead. To classify 
them we used the typology of P. Świątkiewicz (2002, 
61–62, Pl. 5; 2010, 29–33), which (according to the au-
thors) is open enough and at the same time complex 
enough to be a good pattern for the systematising of 
large collections of arrowheads in the future (critically 
Strzyż 2006, 80 Note 40).

Group I, according to P. Świątkiewicz, is represent-
ed by eight arrowheads with sockets, among which the 
variant with two barbs (I:A1 – eight artefacts) domi-
nates. All of these artefacts (Fig. 6:2–3, 5–6, 8–11) were 
discovered at site 25 (Kotowicz 2006a, Fig. 2:A–C; 
Glinianowicz/Kotowicz 2008, Fig. 3:6).9 It is possi-

9	 From the “Horodyszcze” stronghold we know of 10 arrowheads  
of this kind, but in this case we are not certain to which tribal 
or early state occupational horizon we should relate them (see 
Ginalski/Kotowicz 2004, 207, Pls. III:2–7, IV:1–4).
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ble that two fragmentarily preserved specimens (with-
out socket) discovered in 1995 and in trench  5A in 
2008 (Fig. 6:4, 7) may also belong to this group. Similar 
arrowheads, also belonging to Type A1a of A. Ruttkay, 
were spread over Central Europe; however, their chro-
nology is very broad – from the 6th to the 14th centu-
ries (Kurnatowska 1973, 97; Ruttkay 1976, 327–328; 
Ginalski/Kotowicz 2004, 207). There are many anal-
ogies to this group of finds from the tribal strongholds 
in Lesser Poland (Małopolska). They appear at the 
sites that are connected with the Lendian tribe, such 
as Trzcinica,10 but they are particularly common in the 
Vistulan tribal strongholds: Łapczyca, Naszacowice, 
Szczaworyż, Stradów, Wietrzno-Bóbrka, Zawada and 
Zawada Lanckorońska11. This type of arrowhead was 
found in grave 13 in the Magyar cemetery in Przemyśl 
(Koperski 2003, Fig. 4:a; Strzyż 2006, Fig. 19:37). 

10	 Gancarski 2003, Fig. 3:1–3, 4:1–3, 5–6; Strzyż 2006, 
Fig. 16:1–3, 5–6, 10–11.

11	 Poleski 1999/2000, Fig. 14:1; Poleski 2004, Fig. 131:10–
12, 176:10–11; Strzyż 2006, Fig. 16:15–25, 27–31, 17:25–27, 
19:10, 12, 17–18, 20, 24, 21:3.

As can be seen, the chronology mainly depends on 
the archaeological context; hence we date them to the 
9th–10th centuries. It is considered that arrowheads of 
this kind were used with arrows for universal purposes: 
the hunting of big animals, fighting armoured enemies 
or during a siege (Мedvedev 1966, 56).

An exceptionally interesting artefact is a  triple‑
‑winged arrowhead with a socket (Fig. 6:1), discovered 
in trench 3 in 2007 (Glinianowicz/Kotowicz 2008, 
Fig. 3:9). We classified it as Type I:B2. Not so long ago 
we knew of only one specimen of this type, which came 
from Slovakia, but without any specific find place –  
it represents Type A9 according to A. Ruttkay’s typol-
ogy (1976, 329, Abb. 54). Lately, other arrowheads of 
this type have been accidentally discovered alongside 
other Great Moravian artefacts, at the Neštich strong-
hold in sv. Jur near Bratislava (Turčan 2000, 130, 132, 
Tab. IV:12), and four other ones at another Slovakian 
site, Dračí hrádok in Stupava. The author of the study of 
artefacts from this site connects it, without convincing 
evidence, with the 13th century, even though artefacts 
older than the 10th century were also discovered there 
(Farkaš 2006, 283, Fig. 33:6, 8; 34:12, 15; Farkaš 2007, 

Fig. 5. “Horodna” Stronghold suburbium, 
site 25: 1–4 –wfragments of axes; 5 – frag-
ment of chain mail; 6 – fragment of eyelet 
spur; 7– horseshoe; 8–10 – loops. Draw-
ing by M. Glinianowicz and P. N. Kotow-
icz; redrawing by A. Sabat.
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219, Fig. 3). The hypothesis about an earlier chronology 
for this type of arrowhead was confirmed by recently 
published artefacts from the inhumation cemetery 
in Prušánky, Moravia, where three specimens of this 
kind were discovered in grave  663 (Klanica 2006, 
47, Pl. 92:4–6, Katalog 287). Furthermore, Type I is 
represented by two sockets of arrowheads (Kotowicz 
2006a, Fig. 2:D–E), but their finer characteristics can-
not be given (Fig. 6:12–13).

Group II according to P. Świątkiewicz is represent-
ed by tang arrowheads with diverse forms of leaves. 
21 specimens were included here. Among them two 
artefacts were classified as Type II-1:A2 (Fig. 7:2–3), 
which includes arrowheads with flat, triangular leaves 
and one-piece tangs. One of them was previously pub-
lished (Glinianowicz/Kotowicz 2008, Fig. 3:10). 
Artefacts analogous in construction, which very often 
differ in their proportions, were discovered at many 
sites from the 9th–10th centuries in Southern Poland, 
as well as on the territories of today’s Slovakia and 
the Czech Republic, mainly in Moravia. We know 
of them e.g. from Będzin, Gilów, Naszacowice, Mi-
kulčice, Břeclav‑Pohansko, Staré Zámky near Líšeň and 
Němětice.12 Similar arrowheads often appear in Magyar 

12	 Będzin: Świętosławski 2006, Fig. 21:B; Gilów: Jaworski 
2005, Fig. 148:b, d; Naszacowice: Poleski 2004, 274–275, 
Fig. 131:2, 8); Mikulčice: Kouřil 2008, Fig. 5:2, 8–9, 13–14, 

cemeteries,13 including the one which was found in 
grave 1 in nearby Przemyśl (Koperski 2003, Fig. 2:c).

Another eight artefacts were classified as Type II-
2:A2: arrowheads with two-piece tangs and flat, trian-
gular leaves (Fig. 4:8, 10, 7:5–10). Several specimens 
have already been published.14 Just like the aforemen-
tioned type, Type II-2:A2 was broadly spread over 
the area taken up by Great Moravia, and in culturally 
influenced lands. These arrowheads, included in Sub-
type B1b and B1c according to A. Ruttkay and dated 
to the 9th–10th centuries (Ruttkay 1976, 329–330) 
are known from Mikulčice, Břeclav‑Pohansko, Staré 
Zámky near Líšeň and Němětice.15 Like the previous 
ones, they also appear in Magyar graves from the 10th 
century (Točík 1968, Pl. IV:14; LII:6).

6:4, 7, 8:12; Břeclav-Pohansko: Kouřil 2008, Fig. 11:1, 3–4, 
9, 13); Staré Zámky near Líšeň: Kouřil 2008, Fig. 13:8–12; 
Němětice: Lutovský/Michálek 2000, Fig. 4.

13	 e.g. Točík 1968, Pl.  VI:2, XIV:11, 16, XXVI:15–16, L:5, 
LIX:3, 18; Nepper 2002, Pl. 13:7, 51:4, 141:41.

14	 Ginalski/Kotowicz 2004, Pl. VI:4, 8; Kotowicz 2006a, 
Fig. 2:F–G; Glinianowicz/Kotowicz 2008, Fig. 3:4–5, 8; 
4:4–5.

15	 Mikulčice: Kouřil 2008, Fig. 6:2–3, 8, 10, 7:8, 8:13, 9:7–8; 
Břeclav-Pohansko: Kouřil 2008, Fig. 11:8; Staré Zámky 
near Líšeň: Kouřil 2008, Fig. 13:5–6; Němětice: Lutovský/
Michálek 2000, Fig. 4.

Fig. 6. “Horodna” Stronghold subur-
bium, site 25: 1–13 – arrowheads with 
socket and fragments of them. Drawing 
by M. Glinianowicz and P. N. Kotowicz; 
redrawing by A. Sabat.
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One arrowhead with a triangular leaf and a partially 
preserved tang (Fig. 4:9) cannot be classified within any 
of the groups distinguished above.

A  single arrowhead (Glinianowicz/Kotowicz 
2008, Fig. 3:11) represents Type II-1:A3, where arrow-
heads with one-piece tangs and flat, lineal or elliptic 
leaves are classified (Fig. 7:4). Specimens of this kind, 
analogous to the artefact from Trepcza (based on 
the shape of the leaf), are in most cases linked with 
Ruttkay’s Subtype B1a and are common at 9th–10th 
century Slavic sites (Ruttkay 1976, 329), including 
these mentioned before (Kouřil 2008, Fig. 3:3, 5:7, 7:7, 
8:8, 11:2), but also Magyar graves,16 especially grave 6 
from the cemetery in Przemyśl (Świętosławski 2006, 
Fig. 16) and grave 1 in Halič-Krilos (Pasternak 1937, 
Fig. CXXXV:15, 17).

Another large group of arrowheads (seven speci-
mens) should be classified as Type II-2:A3 (Fig. 4:11, 
7:11–16). This group includes artefacts with two-piece 
tangs and flat, lineal or elliptic leaves. Two of them 
have been published.17 One of the artefacts was bent 
at a right angle to the symmetry axis (Fig. 7:15), which 

16	 Točík 1968, Pls.  XVII:15, XXXII:9–10, XL:5; Ruttkay 
1976, 329; Nepper 2002, Pls. 13:10–11, 82:20, 108:4–5, 143:11, 
225:4, 268:7–8, 314:4–5.

17	 Ginalski/Kotowicz 2004, 212, Pl. VIII:1; Kotowicz 
2006a, Fig. 2:H; Glinianowicz/Kotowicz 2008, Fig. 3:3, 12

was probably a consequence of hitting a hard surface. 
These arrowheads are very diverse in terms of their 
size and leaf shape. Three of them have elliptic leaves 
(Fig. 4:11, 7:15–16); the rest are lineal. Similar arrow-
heads, belonging to Ruttkay’s Subtype B2a and B2b, are 
frequently found at sites from the 9th and 10th cen-
turies (Ruttkay 1976, 330). They were discovered in 
strongholds from Southern Poland, such as Naszacow-
ice, Niedów, Stradów,18 and also in Moravia, Slovakia 
and Bohemia.19 Moreover, they appear in Magyar 
cemeteries.20

 Particularly interesting finds are two triple-winged 
arrowheads with two-piece tangs (Fig. 4:7, 7:1), belong-
ing to Type II:2-B2 in the typology of P. Świątkiewicz 
and Type B6 according to A. Ruttkay. In the light of 
analogous specimens, they were dated to the 8th and 
the beginning of the 9th centuries and in the literature 
are connected with Avar influences (see Poleski 2009, 
102–103). We should, however, note that these artefacts 
can have broader references, both with regard to their 

18	 Naszacowice: Poleski 2004, 274–275, Fig. 131:14, Niedów: 
Jaworski 2005, Fig. 8:e; Stradów: Świętosławski 2006, 
Fig. 20:C.

19	 Moravia: Kouřil 2008, Fig. 9:4, 13:3; Slovakia: Stašší‑
ková‑Štukovská et  al. 2006, 216, Fig. 18:3; Bohemia: 
Lutovský/​Michálek 2000, Fig. 4).

20	 Točík 1968, Pl. XLVIII:5, LII:5, LIX:15; Nepper 2002, Pl. 13:5.

Fig. 7. “Horodna” Stronghold subur-
bium, site 25: 1–16 – arrowheads with 
tang. Drawing by M.  Glinianowicz and 
P. N. Kotowicz; redrawing by A. Sabat.
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chronology and territorial distribution (Świętosław-
ski 2006, 79–82). They were known among settled 
people, e.g. the Balts ,21 in Rus,22 as well as on territo-
ries that were influenced by Great Moravia,23 where 
such artefacts occasionally appear in graves from the 
first half of the 9th century (Dostál 1957, 41, Fig. 3; 
Profantová 2003, 57, Fig. 27:3). From the immediate 
vicinity of the River San area, arrowheads of this kind 
are common in Avar cemeteries in Slovakia (Čilinská 
1973; Ruttkay 1976, 331, Fig. 54). From the Polish 
lands (mainly from Lesser Poland) only several similar 
arrowheads are known. They were discovered in strong-
holds in Gródek and Sąsiadka in the Lublin region and 
Zawada Lanckorońska in Lesser Poland, as well as in 
undefined circumstances in Maszków.24 One of them 
was discovered at the nearby stronghold in Trzcinica 
(Poleski 2009, Cat. 39). In the light of the chronology 
of site 25, we cannot exclude the possibility that these 
two artefacts were being used in the 9th century.

The arrowheads discovered at both sites from Trep-
cza show huge typological diversity but, what is more 
important, they all have numerous parallels in both 
Slavic and Nomadic milieus.

A defensive weapon is decently represented by 
one artefact, discovered in a  burnt layer in site 25, 
trench 4, during excavations in 2008. It is a single ring 
of chain mail (0.9–1.0 cm in diameter) made of an oval 
cross-sectioned wire with flattened and riveted ends 
(Fig. 5:5). We are not aware of any parallel artefacts 
from Lendian tribal lands; however, analogous finds 
(with regard to both technology and size) are known 
from other strongholds in Southern Poland. Two joined 
and riveted rings were excavated from a rock rubble 
layer at the stronghold in Szczaworyż (9th–10th cen-
tury) without archaeological context (Strzyż 2006, 
95, Cat. XI/22, Fig. 25:4). A  slightly larger piece of 
riveted chain mail comes from another stronghold 
in Lesser Poland – Naszacowice, where it was discov-
ered in a moat fill of the stronghold’s western subur-
bium, in a layer hypothetically dated to a period after 
989 (?).25 A small fragment of riveted chain mail was 
found during excavations of the eastern part of the 
stronghold in Lubomia, dated to the 8th–9th centuries 

21	 Kazakevičius 2004, 28–39, Fig. 11, 12.
22	 Меdvedev 1966, 58.
23	 e.g. Jaworski 2005, 57–59, Fig. 12; Staššíková-Štukovská 

et al. 2006, 216, Fig. 18:1.
24	 Nadolski 1954, Fig. XXXI:3; Kuśnierz 2006, 86, 

Pl.  IV:18, Kuśnierz 2009, Fig. 17:30; Strzyż 2006, 85–86; 
Świętosławski 2006, 79–82, Fig. 19:B–C; Poleski 2004, 
370–371, Fig. 196:3, 5; Poleski 2009, Cat. 33, 38–41.

25	 Poleski 2004, 275, Fig. 130:17; Strzyż 2006, 95–96, 
Cat. XI/5, Fig. 25:1.

(Szydłowski 1970, 187; Strzyż 2006, 96). Finds of 
this kind of armour from the territories located in 
the southern part of the main ridge of the Carpathian 
Mountains and the Sudetes show a great range of uni-
formity in this matter. Fragments of (riveted?) chain 
mail were excavated from graves 221, 277 and 511 in 
the cemetery in Devínska Nová Ves (Ruttkay 1976, 
341; Šimčík 2007, 182, Pl. I:23–24), and smaller pieces 
from individual graves in the cemetery in Čakajovce 
(grave 770), Bratislava-Devin (grave 77) (Šimčík 2007, 
182, Pl. I:46; for a different point of view see Hanuliak 
2004, 129) and Velký Grob (Ruttkay 1976, 341 – here 
as remains of shin protection). What is more, similar 
finds appear at strongholds. Small fragments of puta-
tive chain mail were discovered in a residential feature 
from the beginning of the 9th century at the Slovakian 
stronghold in Pobedim (Ruttkay 1976, 341; Šimčík 
2007, 182, Pl. I:22). Three metalographically examined 
rings from chain mail from the stronghold in Břeclav‑
‑Pohansko were a little smaller than the specimen from 
Trepcza; however, they were also made by riveting 
(Pleiner 2002). Fragments of closely undefined chain 
mail were discovered in the layer from the second half 
of the 8th century in Mikulčice (Kavánová 2003, 239, 
Fig. 40:9), as well as in the Bohemian stronghold in 
Rubin near Podbořany (Bubeník 2006, Fig. 4:11–12). 
Another remnant of chain mail (diameter 0.8–1.7 cm; 
wire diameter 0.11–0.3 mm), discovered without ar-
chaeological context in Slovakian Smolenice-Molpír, 
is connected with this period of time. According to 
P. Šimčík, they can be dated to the 8th and 9th cen-
turies, mainly because of their “archaic look” and due 
to the fact that other artefacts of the same chronology 
were discovered at this site (Šimčík 2007, 178–179, 182, 
Pl. I:1–21). It seems that a precise chronological classi-
fication of these artefacts, discovered without archae-
ological context, is very problematic.26 Unfortunately 
discoveries of only individual rings of chain mail in the 
aforementioned sites do not allow us to reconstruct 
the appearance of armour used by tribes in Southern 
Poland and on the territory of Great Moravia.27 Appar-
ently, it was not much different from chain mail of a lit-
tle later chronology, known mainly from the Nomadic 
milieu of the Pontic-Caspian steppe. It is important to 
state that most of the known fragments were made in 
an analogous way – by riveting.

26	 The author cautions that some rings could have older or 
slightly younger chronology. This is caused by the fact that 
at this site remains of La Tène and Roman as well as late 
medieval period settlements were noted (Šimčík 2007, 184).

27	 P.  Šimčík (2007, 183–184) thinks, probably rightly, that 
small fragments of chain mail, discovered in graves, could 
have a symbolic meaning – they were miniature versions of 
real chain mail or were used as amulets.
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In the area of the Trepcza complex several spurs and 
parts of spurs have been found. At the “Horodyszcze” 
stronghold one “eyelet” and three hook-like spurs were 
discovered. From the excavations of the “Horodna” 
stronghold’s suburbium comes another “eyelet” spur, 
as well as three strap loops for spurs (?).

The most interesting finds are two iron “eyelet” 
spurs of Type II/A according to D. Bialeková (1977). 
A wholly preserved spur from “Horodyszcze” was found 
in the south-eastern part of the stronghold’s courtyard 
in the humus layer, near the place (c. 10–15 m away) 
where two hook-like spurs were discovered (Fig. 4:3). 
This artefact is unornamented and was made from 
a single piece of metal, and therefore was considered 
local.28 We have to remember that almost all known 
Carolingian spurs have spikes riveted to the heel band 
and were made of bronze (Bialeková 1977, 123–124). 
They are also shorter than classic “eyelet” spurs. Part 
of this kind of spur was found during excavations at 
site 25 in 2008 (Fig. 5:6), unfortunately in the humus 
layer, near Feature 8 (trench 1A). Spurs of this kind are 
very rare in the Polish lands, and artefacts from Trep-
cza are, so far, regarded as the easternmost specimens.29 
From Eastern Poland, beside the spur from the Trep-
cza complex, two other similar specimens are known: 
from Trzcinica and Chodlik stronghold near the Lublin 
(Gardawski 1970, 107, Fig. 52; Gancarski 2003, 273, 
Fig. 2:1). In the Slavic world, they are usually related to 
the early Carolingian period and dated to the second 
half of the 8th and the beginning of the 9th centuries 
(Ginalski/Kotowicz 2004, 219–222, with further 
reading). It seems that the inspiration for both spurs 
from Trepcza and the artefact from Trzcinica was taken 
not directly from the regions ruled by the Carolingians, 
but from the territory of today’s Slovakia (or maybe 
Moravia), where we know of several similar specimens 
(Bialeková 1977, 123; Profantová 1993, 71).

Three other spurs, one wholly preserved and the 
parts of two others, were found in the “Horodyszcze” 
stronghold’s courtyard in the humus layer. Two of 
them were discovered in the south-eastern part of it 
in 1998, but only a fragment of another one in 2003 
in the western part of Wall 1. The entirely preserved 
specimen has one fastener, which is hook-like, and 

28	 Ginalski/Kotowicz 2004, 219–222, Pl. XI:1; Strzyż 2006, 
111–112, Fig. 29:5; Kotowicz 2006b, 24, Fig. 3:3.

29	 It is possible that the spur from Dorohobuž in Volhynia 
(Ukraine) can be of the same attribution. It has identical 
“eyelet” terminals and was excavated from the layer from 
the second half of the 11th–first half of the 12th centuries 
(Prіŝepa/Nikol’čenko 1996, 113, Fig. 68:2; Kotowicz 
2006b, 24). We cannot exclude that it was found not in its 
original position, particularly with regard to the fact that at 
this site another hook-like spur was discovered.

the other one is in the form of a closed eye (Fig. 4:4). 
It belongs to K. Wachowski’s (1991) Type III/B–C. 
Based on analogies, this specimen can be dated to the 
same period as the eyelet spurs (Ginalski/Kotowicz 
2004, 222, Pl. XI:3). Unfortunately, the state of pres-
ervation of the remaining spurs (Fig. 4:5–6) does not 
allow for  further chronological analysis (Ginalski/
Kotowicz 2004, 222–223, Pl. XI:2,4). We should also 
mention three other hook-like spurs which come from 
the south-western part of the Lendian tribal lands. One 
of them, dated to the end of the 7th or the 8th cen-
turies, was discovered in the settlement in Bachórz.30 
Another hypothetical spur part was found in House 1 
in the settlement from the 8th and the beginning of 
the 9th centuries in Stasiówka.31, 32 Yet another, unfor-
tunately unpublished, ornamented artefact was dis-
covered in Przemyśl in Feature 13 (Bober 2006, 175,  
Note 2).

Iron strap loops can also be related to the tribal pe-
riod in Poland. They were all excavated at site 25 (three 
specimens). One of them (Fig. 5:8) was discovered dur-
ing the site penetration with a metal detector in 1995 
(Kotowicz 2005b). The other two were found dur-
ing the archaeological excavations in 2007 and 2008. 
The first was found in a heap near trench 3 in 2007 
(Fig. 5:10); it undoubtedly came from a humus layer 
above residential Feature 1 (Glinianowicz/Kotowicz 
2008, 81, Fig. 3:14). The second strap loop (Fig. 5:9) was 
discovered in similar circumstances in trench 1 in 2008. 
These two artefacts have an elongated rib on the small 
shields. In the literature, such artefacts are mainly con-
sidered part of spur fittings, which included buckles, 
strap loops and strap ends, which allow the spur to be 
fastened to the shoe. We should consider that those 
artefacts may have been used in a completely different 
role, e.g. as clothes or belt elements (see Wachowski 
1992). It is difficult to be certain about the use if the 
artefact was not found in a characteristic context (e.g., 
a grave). The number of finds from the Polish lands 
is quite high, containing c. 20  artefacts. The closest 
analogy to the Trepcza artefacts from the immediate vi-
cinity comes from the stronghold in Wietrzno-Bóbrka 
near Krosno (Żaki 1957, Fig. 16:5; Tyniec 1991, 251; 
Kotowicz 2005b, 116, Fig. 4:7). These belt loops are 
considered in the literature to be Great Moravian of 
the late Carolingian type and are generally dated to the 

30	 Parczewski 1996, 279–280, Fig. 16:5; Kotowicz 2006b, 
Fig. 2:1; Kotowicz/Michalak 2007/08, 396, Fig. 5:1.

31	 Okoński/Szpunar/Szpunar 2002; Kotowicz/Michalak 
2007/08, 396–397, Fig. 5:2.

32	 This type of spur can also be represented by a  partially 
preserved specimen from Borowa, South-Eastern Poland  
(Kotowicz/​Michalak 2007/08, 398, Fig. 5:3.
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9th or the beginning of the 10th centuries (Kotow-
icz 2005b). Recent research by Paweł Rzeźnik (2006, 
183, Note 12) indicates that some of them may have 
been used longer in Southern Poland. It is still open 
to debate whether these artefacts are Great Moravian 
imports or were produced in local workshops.

Another military element from Trepcza is a frag-
ment of an iron bit (Fig. 8). It was discovered in a layer 
of ashes (trench 4) at site 25 in 2008. 33 Bits of this type 
had curb bits, which did not survive in the case of the 
artefact from Trepcza. Specimens with a similar con-
struction of mouthpiece, classified as Rutkay’s type I, 
were connected with the nomadic milieu and came to 
Central Europe through the Avars in the 7th century, 
who also used them in the 8th century.34, 35 Although 
iron bits appeared at Great Moravian sites in the 9th 
century (Měchurová 1984, 268), in the Polish lands 
they could have remained in use for slightly longer 
(Poleski 2004, 208). Analogous artefacts to the speci-
men from Trepcza are known from the hoards of iron 
objects discovered in the main centres of power, such 
as Pobedim or Mikulčice,36 as well as in the occupation-
al layers of strongholds,37 including single specimens 
from Poland (Chmielowska 1984, Fig. 2; Sikora 2007, 
Fig. 5:6). This kind of bit often appears in Old Magyar 
cemeteries (Ruttkay 1975, Abb. 24:9; Ruttkay 1976, 
357), which is confirmed by numerous specimens from 
graves in Southern Slovakia, Hungary and Romania.38 

Based on this short analysis it is clear that similar bits, 
if they lack curb bits, are difficult to date. In this case 
we must correlate artefact dating with the chronology 
of the site and put it in the period of the 9th and 10th 
centuries. Hence it is hard unequivocally to say whether 
this specimen is related to Great Moravian or Magyar 
influences.

The last artefact connected with a broadly defined 
military sphere which we will discuss in this paper is 
a  partially preserved flat horseshoe without calkins, 
with three holes for nails (Fig. 5:7). The horseshoe 

33	 We have to remember that in the same not very deep layer, 
a single ring of chain mail was discovered.

34	 Ruttkay 1976, 357, Fig. 75; Bialeková 1981, Fig. 55; Zábo-
jník 2004, 51, Fig. 19:3–6.

35	 From the territories invaded by nomadic tribes, through 
the Slavs, these bits wander in the 9th century to Eastern and 
Northern Europe, but mainly appear in Europe on sites from 
the 10th century, as well as in the next century (Kirpičnikov 
1973, 13–14, Fig. 4, Pl. II:3; Ruttkay 1976, 357).

36	 Měchurová 1984, 268–269, Pl.  III:7; Bartošková 1986, 
Fig. 10:A:45, 13:C:9.

37	 Měchurová 1984, 268–269, Pls. II:6, III:12, IV:9, 11.
38	 Točík 1968, Pls. XXI:5, XXIV:9, XXXVII:10, XXXVIII:3, 13,  

XXXIX:7, XLIV:7, LXII:1–2; Fodor 1996b, 340–341, Fig. 1; 
Mesterházy 1996a, 212, Fig. 3; Mesterházy 1996b, 371.

was discovered in 2008 in a humus layer of trench 1 
at site 25. Although it was fragmentarily preserved, it 
can be classified as type I/1 or II/1 in the horseshoe ty-
pology proposed by J. Kaźmierczyk for materials from 
Silesia (Kaźmierczyk 1978, 19–33, Fig. 3, 9), where 
similar specimens of an extremely archaic form appear 
in occupational contexts (not earlier than the first half 
of the 11th century). Other scholars claim that parallel 
horseshoes in simple form have a very broad chronol-
ogy – they are known from the La Tène period and 
survive into the 19th century, but the Slavs might have 
been using them from the 10th century onwards (e.g. 
Baxa 1981, 426–427, 431, Fig. 3:6). A horseshoe found 
in Pobedim (but in a different form), dated to the first 
half of the 9th century, indicates that these artefacts 
may have appeared earlier in Central Europe (Bialek-
ová 1981, 46, 90–91, Fig. 54; Bialeková 1985, 59). This 
assumption is confirmed by the discoveries of artefacts 
from two Slavic cremation barrows in Białogórze in 
Lusatia and Białka in the region of Lublin (Poland). 
The cemetery in Białka is dated to the 10th century, 
although Białogórze has a broad chronology from the 
7th to 10th centuries (Kotowicz 2008c, 370–371). 
It is safe to assume that the horseshoe from Trepcza 
can be clearly connected with the time horizon of the 
9th–10th centuries.

To conclude, the military artefacts from the Trepcza 
complex which have been discussed in this paper form 
one of the largest collections of their kind, not only in 
South-Eastern Poland. All the artefacts discovered at 
the “Horodyszcze” stronghold and the suburbium of 
the “Horodna” fortress were used in the same time ho-
rizon – the 9th (2nd half?) and probably the beginning 
of the 10th centuries. This also applies to the finds of 
Carolingian examples of eyelet spurs, which in a classic 
definition should be dated to the second half of the 8th 
and the beginning of the 9th centuries (Wachowski 
1992, 35–36). Based on this fact, and keeping in mind 
the results of the analysis of a late Avar bronze belt fitting 
which was discovered in “Horodyszcze” (see Ginalski/
Glinianowicz/Kotowicz 2013, 408, 410, Fig. 5:1) we 
previously assumed that the stronghold at site 2 was 
built in the second half of the 8th century (see Ginalski/​ 
Kotowicz 2004, 232). However, at these sites there is 
a  lack of pottery forms produced in the 8th century. 
What is significant is that the pottery discovered at the 
“Horodyszcze” stronghold was not dated to before the 
end of the 9th and the 10th centuries (Łojowska 2006). 
Nevertheless, the pottery from site 25 is generally (and 
was initially) dated to the 9th–10th centuries. It seems 
that the idea of making similar spurs on the periph-
ery of Carolingian influences survived longer, deep 
into the 9th century. This opinion can be confirmed 
by P. Rzeźnik’s observations about Great Moravian 
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elements surviving on the territory of Poland into the 
late 10th century (Rzeźnik 2006, 182–183).

Most of the characteristic elements of the afore-
mentioned weaponry have their closest parallels in the 
southern world – in the Great Moravian or Nomadic 
milieus; some of them could have been locally pro-
duced. The last ones, which have an interregional char-
acter, are mainly arrowheads with sockets and barbs, 
hook-like spurs, most likely the horseshoe and a ring 
from chain mail. Imports or imitations from the circle 
of influences from Great Moravia are probably the axe 
and the battle-axe from the hoard of iron objects, eyelet 
spurs, loops and most definitely the triple-winged ar-
rowheads with sockets. Generally all tang arrowheads 
are connected with the Nomadic zone. Artefacts which 
almost certainly originated in the Avar milieu are the 
triple-winged arrowheads, which survived in the Slav-
ic world practically throughout the entire 9th century. 
Many tang arrowheads with flat leaves found in Trep-
cza show numerous Old Magyar references. The one 
incomplete bit from site 25 may be of Nomadic origin, 
but similar forms were used among the Slavs, so this 
hypothesis is questionable.

We should pay special attention to the Trepcza 
complex due to the number of 9th–10th century ar-
rowheads with tangs and flat leaves that have been 
discovered. Most artefacts of this kind excavated from 
Bohemian, Moravian, Slovakian and Southern Pol-
ish strongholds are related to Magyar influences,39 or 
simply considered traces of invasions of Nomads on  
the territories influenced by Great Moravia40. A couple 
of Moravian graves (Břeclav-Pohansko, Brankovice) 
containing human remains with tang arrowheads 
lodged in the bodies are related to these violent events 
(Kouřil 2008, 128, Fig. 16; Unger 2008, 131, Fig. 1–2). 
These finds seem to confirm M. Schulze-Dörrlamm’s 
(2002) thesis, according to which analogous artefacts 
determine the extent of the Magyars’ military pene-
tration in the end of the 9th and the first half of the 
10th centuries in Western and Central Europe. In the 
light of numerous parallels from Old Magyar graves 

39	 Šalkovský 2002, 179; Jaworski 2005, 283–284.
40	 Lutovský/Michálek 2000, 140–141; Świętosławski 2006, 

123–124; Kouřil 2008, 114, 117.

(e.g. Sebestyén 1932, Fig. 12–13)41 this hypothesis is 
likely to be probable, but only with regard to Moravi-
an, Bohemian and West European sites, due to the fact 
that these territories were free of the presence of the 
aggressors who used arrows with this kind of arrow-
head in subsequent years. In the case of Lesser Poland 
(and also Slovakia) the situation is far more complex. 
One has to remember that after the mid-10th centu-
ry, especially in Eastern Poland, we have to take into 
account the presence of Eastern European Nomads, 
who used arrowheads of a  similar shape (Меdvedev 
1966). Examples of these may be the tang arrowheads 
discovered at the stronghold in Podegrodzie, which 
should be dated to the 11th century   42 (Poleski 2004, 
172, Fig. 152:2–4) – so they could not be associated 
with the Magyars. In the case of the Lendian tribe one 
should also remember that they neighboured and were 
in contact with the Pechenegs (Parczewski 2007, 170, 
Fig. 3, 6).

As far as we are concerned, there are no clear traces 
of contacts between the Lendians and East European 
Nomads before the 11th century. However, the latest 
excavations conducted at site 25 indicate that the fall 
of the tribal Trepcza complex occurred during very 
violent events, and may have been caused by archers, 
who used reflex bows. From two small plateaus, where 
two semi-dugouts, two farm buildings and four other 
features were recorded, come at least 29 arrowheads, 
including 15 with tangs and flat leaves. Two of them 
were discovered in the fill of semi-dugout 1, which had 
been burnt. We cannot exclude that it had some con-
nection with the hiding of the hoards of iron objects in 
the early 10th century, which we mentioned before. As 
was shown above, the best analogies for the arrowheads 
with tangs discovered in the Trepcza complex come 
from the Magyar milieu. We are quite certain that the 

41	 The authors are indebted to Mr.  Ádám  Bíró from the  
Archaeological Institute of the Hungarian Academy of Scienc-
es in Budapest for his help with accessing hard-to-obtain lit-
erature.

42	 On the other hand, scholars suggest that these kinds of ar-
rowheads may have appeared in the Slavic milieu in the period 
before the Magyars had come to the Carpathian Basin. One 
should also mention the artefacts from Pobedim which are 
dated to the period before the mid-9th century (Bialeková 
1981, 90, Fig. 43).

Fig. 8. “Horodna” Stronghold suburbium, 
site 25: bit. Drawing by M. Glinianowicz; 
redrawing by A. Sabat.
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Magyars may have been involved in destroying these 
features (Kotowicz 2005a, 68–69).

This hypothesis is supported by the existence of 
a Magyar garrison who stayed with their families in 
nearby Przemyśl (the distance between Trepcza and 
Przemyśl is only 52 km as the crow flies). 43 The remains 
of these troops were found in a cemetery discovered on 
the left riverbank of the town (Koperski/Parczewski 
1978; Koperski 1996; 2003). It is hard to imagine that 
a garrison which stayed several dozen or so kilometres 
north-east of Trepcza and – as is often assumed – was 
to take control of the strategic places – in this case the 
Carpathian passes – could afford to have a  powerful 
stronghold (or strongholds) placed almost in the out-
let of the secured territory (Parczewski 1991, 40–41). 
This of course raises a question about the type of rela-
tions between the Lendian tribe and Magyars. Was it 
only based on the argument of force, as we suggested 
earlier, or could it have become more peaceful? A note 
about Slavic-Magyar relations can be found in the 
works of Arab author Ibn-Rosteh from the beginning of 
the 10th century, where he indicates that it could have 
taken on rather a hostile character. He mentions that 
they rule over all the neighbouring Slavs, demanding 
heavy tribute from them, and they are in their hands 
as war slaves. […] They also organise plundering cam-
paigns against the Slavs (Parczewski 2005, 31).

Summary

The article is concerned with the early medieval mil-
itary artefacts which were found during archaeological 
excavations in the Trepcza complex (Sanok District, 
Podkarpackie Voivodeship). The early medieval settle-
ment complex in Trepcza is located in the south-east-
ern, Carpathian part of Poland (Fig. 1). It is composed 
of several elements: two strongholds (“Horodna,” site 1 
and “Horodyszcze,” site 2), a barrow cemetery (site 3) 
and the “Horodna” stronghold suburbium (site 25).

The most important finds seem to be a battle-axe 
similar to Great Moravian Type bradatica, as well as 

43	 The latest hypothesis according to which this cemetery 
should be dated later, to the first quarter of the 11th century 
(Florek 2010), is so far, in our opinion, poorly documented.

an axe with a cap and wings (Fig. 4:1–2). We were not 
able to classify four other axe fragments discovered at 
site 25. The most numerous and interesting category of 
finds from the Trepcza complex, which have numer-
ous parallels in both Slavic and Nomadic milieus, are 
arrowheads (34 artefacts). There are socket and tang 
specimens with diverse forms of leaves among them 
(Fig. 4:7–11, 6–7). The most interesting finds seem to 
be the triple-winged arrowheads with tang and sock-
et (Fig. 4:7, 6:1, 7:1). A defensive weapon is decently 
represented by a  single ring from some  chain mail 
(0.9–1.0 cm in diameter), made of an oval cross-sec-
tioned wire with flattened and riveted ends (Fig. 5:5). 
In the area of the Trepcza complex two “eyelet” and 
three hook-like spurs as well as three strap loops for 
spurs have been found (Fig. 4:3–6, 5:8–10). Another 
military element from Trepcza is a fragment of an iron 
bit (Fig. 8). Bits of this type usually had curb bits, which 
did not survive in the case of the artefact from Trepcza. 
The last military artefact from Trepcza is a  partial-
ly-preserved flat horseshoe without calkins, with three 
holes for nails (Fig. 5:7).

Military artefacts from the Trepcza complex form 
one of the largest collections of this kind, not only in 
south-eastern Poland. They were probably used in the 
9th (second half?) and probably the beginning of the 
10th centuries. Most of the characteristic elements of 
the aforementioned weaponry have their closest par-
allels in the southern world – in the Great Moravian or 
Nomadic milieus; some of them could have been locally 
produced. The best analogies for the arrowheads with 
tangs discovered in the Trepcza complex come from the 
Magyar milieu. We are quite certain that the Magyars 
may have been involved in destroying these features.

Answers to all the key questions posed in this 
paper can only be given by further excavation of the 
sites mentioned and studies of the particular catego-
ries of finds. Today we can say with confidence that 
the territory near the River San in the Early Middle 
Ages was not a  periphery of the known world, and 
did not escape the cultural changes involving the 
whole Carpathian and Sudetes zone. What is more, 
this area may have been the place from which cultural 
novelties, including military ones, spread in a north‑ 
‑easterly direction.

Souhrn

Prvky výzbroje z 9. a. 10. století z komplexu Trep-
cza u Sanoku v jihovýchodním Polsku. Tento článek 
pojednává o raně středověké výzbroji nalezené během 
vykopávek v komplexu Trepcza (okres Sanok v Podkar-
patském vojvodství). Raně středověký sídelní komplex 
v Trepcze se nachází v jihovýchodní, karpatské části 

Polska (Fig. 1). Sestává z těchto částí: dvě pevnosti 
(„Horodna“, lokalita 1, a  „Horodyszcze“, lokalita 2), 
mohylové pohřebiště (lokalita 3) a suburbium opevnění 
„Horodna“ (lokalita 25).

Nejdůležitějšími nálezy jsou zřejmě sekera podobná 
velkomoravské bradatici a sekera s roztepaným týlem 
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(Fig. 4:1–2). Další čtyři fragmenty nalezené v lokalitě 
25 se nepodařilo klasifikovat. Nejpočetnější a nejzají-
mavější kategorií nálezů z komplexu Trepcza jsou hroty 
šípů (34 artefaktů), ke kterým existují četné paralely ve 
slovanském i nomádském prostředí. Jsou zde vzorky 
hrotů s různými tvary čepelí, a to jak s  trnem, tak 
s tulejí (Fig. 4:7–11, 6–7). Nejzajímavější jsou zřejmě 
trojbřité hroty s trny a tulejemi (Fig. 4:7, 6:1, 7:1). Ob-
ranné prvky zastupuje kroužek z kroužkového brnění 
(průměru 0,9–1,0 cm), vyrobený z drátu s  oválným 
průřezem se zploštělými, snýtovanými konci (Fig. 5:5). 
V areálu komplexu Trepcza byly nalezeny také dvě 
ostruhy s očky, tři s háčky a tři průvlečky na řemeny 
(Fig. 4:3–6, 5:8–10). Dalším prvkem výzbroje, který 
zde byl nalezen, je fragment železného udidla (Fig. 8). 
Tento typ většinou obsahuje páková udidla, která se zde 

ale nedochovala . Posledním válečnickým artefaktem 
nalezeným v Trepczi je částečně dochovaná podkova 
bez ozubů se třemi otvory na podkováky (Fig. 5:7).

Sbírka vojenských artefaktů z komplexu Trepcza je 
jednou z nejrozsáhlejších svého druhu, a to nejen v ji-
hovýchodním Polsku. Tyto artefakty byly pravděpodob-
ně používány v 9. století (zřejmě v jeho 2. polovině) a na 
začátku století desátého. K většině charakteristických 
prvků zmiňovaných zbraní existuje nejbližší paralela 
jižním směrem – v prostředí Velké Moravy a u nomádů; 
některé z artefaktů mohly být i lokální výroby. Jak za-
znělo na přednášce, nejbližší analogie hrotů šípů s trny 
nalezených v komplexu Trepcza pocházejí z maďarské-
ho prostředí. Je téměř jisté, že Maďaři se podíleli na 
destrukci tohoto komplexu.
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