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Introduction

The early 1990s, when I began working on “Slavic” bow brooches, were times of change
for studies on the Slavic ethnogenesis. In 1991, the Warsaw-based linguist Hanna Popow-
ska-Taborska published the first refutation of earlier attempts to locate the Slavic “Urheimat”,
but that same year saw the publication of Oleg Trubachev’s book on the ethnogenesis and
culture of the early Slavs, in which he famously put forward the idea that the Urheimat of
the Slavs was along the river Danube'. Historians were also growing skeptical. In an article
published at the end of Soviet history in a journal then still entitled “Sovetskoe slavianove-
denie”, the Russian Byzantinist Sergei Ivanov was wondering about the true beginnings of

1 Porowska-TaBorska 1991; TrusacHev 1991. — he argued that the “Urheimat” of the Slavs must
One year later, the Chicago-based Slavist have been in Poland (Goras 1992).
Zbigniew Golab published his last book, in which
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Slavic history?. Trubachev’s claim to the Danube region for Slavic pre-history, which was
in part based on his own interpretation of the account of Slavic origin in the “Russian
Primary Chronicle”, received in 1992 a stern rebuttal from another Byzantinist, Alexander
Avenarius’. Meanwhile, in Russia some were advocating an integration of the main disci-
plines studying the history of the early Slavs — linguistics, history, and archaeology®. How-
ever, archaeologists had their own agenda: while linguists were concerned with the location
of the Urheimat, and historians with establishing a point of departure for the history of the
Slavs, archaeologists were looking for the material culture correlates of migration®. Shortly
before his country declared its independence from Yugoslavia following the Ten-Day War,
the Slovenian archaeologist Andrej Pleterski published a book on the ethnogenesis of the
Slavs, in which he endorsed the conclusions of Soviet archaeology regarding the migration
of the Slavs from present-day Ukraine to the Balkans®. In doing so, he was reacting against
attempts to push the history of the Slavs in the northwestern Balkans far into prehistory by
means of linking them to the Veneti known from ancient sources’. A similar reaction
against indigenist claims that Slavs had lived in Poland since times immemorial may ex-
plain Michat Parczewski’s concern with proving an early Slavic migration from the territory
of present-day Ukraine®. Despite their focus on the movement of the early Slavs out of
their Urheimat in present-day Ukraine, neither Pleterski nor Parczewski had much to say
about the “Slavic” bow fibulae, which forty years earlier Joachim Werner had regarded as
the index-fossil of the Slavic migration®. It may have been because to this day no such
fibulae have been found in Slovenia, while in Poland finds cluster in the region of the
Mazurian Lakes, far away from the presumed area of the earliest Slavic settlement. The
conspicuous absence of “Slavic” bow fibulae from settlement sites associated with the early
Slavs in Poland has even prompted some to suggest that the “true” Slavs deliberately re-
jected such dress accessories as foreign'®.

Nonetheless, the early 1990s were also a crucial period for the research on “Slavic” bow
fibulae. Manfred Menke and Uwe Fiedler made the first attempts to move away from
Werner’s blanket dating of such fibulae to the seventh century, while suggesting that some
at least may be of an earlier, sixth-century date'’. Igor Gavritukhin first used such dress

2 Tvanov 1991. — Sergei Ivanov was reacting against BernarD 1998; Maticerov 2002; BraTtoz 2005.
the tendency in the Polish historiography of the In the early 1990s, indigenist theories about Slavs
time to expand the history of the early Slavs into were also put forward in Serbia (Jankovic/ Janko-

the Roman period (e. g. Tyszkiewicz 1990). On vic 1990; Jankovic 1995-1996).
the other hand, Ivanov’s opinions on the matter 8 Parczewski 1991. — The article is a summary of

have changed over the last twenty years or so. He the conclusions reached in a book published three
no longer wonders about the origins of the Slavs, years earlier (Parczewski 1988). Much like in
and his confidence in the accomplishments of So- Slovenia, the debate surrounding indigenist claims
viet ethnogenetic science is simply a mirror of the in Poland has taken on sharp polemical features
recent developments of post-Soviet history (Iva- often opposing archacologists to linguists. For the
Nov 2008). evolution of the debate in the early 21* century,
3 Avenarius 1992, published in Russian as Avenar- see MaczyNska 2001; WroBLEwskT 2001; Max-
ws 1993. czak 2002; Nowakowskr 2002; Barrorp 2003;
4 Lepepev 1989; Ginbin 1990. Parczewskr 2003 and 2005; Kaczanowskr 2005;
5 Certainly the question seems to have troubled Makiewicz 2008.
some linguists as well: see, for example, Birnsaum 9 Werner 1950, 172.
1989. 10 BarrorD 2004.
6 Pretersk1 1990. 11 Menke 1990; FiepLer 1992, 98—105.

~

For the question of the Veneti in Slovenian his-
toriography, see WErTHMANN 1990; St 1997;
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accessories to date assemblages with handmade pottery of the Prague type attributed to the
early Slavs'?. Ton Vynokur published the first mould for the production of “Slavic” fibulae,
which was found in Bernashivka together with pottery believed to be of the Prague type'.
In an article dealing with all finds from the territory of Romania, Dan Gh. Teodor categori-
cally rejected the idea that the “Slavic” bow fibulae were Slavic at all'®. Two years later, the
Bulgarian archaeologist Liudmil Vagalinski reached a similar conclusion on the basis of the
first comprehensive study of “Slavic” bow fibulae since Werner. According to him, although
worn exclusively by barbarians, the “Slavic” bow fibulae were not exclusively Slavic'.

My first study of the “Slavic” bow fibulae came out at that same time', and several
other articles were published over the following twenty years in which I dealt with almost
every group in Werner’s initial classification'”. Within a relatively short period of time, the
task had become daunting. Back in the late 1940s, Werner knew of 100 fibulae, but forty
years later Vagalinski’s list of finds had 245 specimens. Another five years later that num-
ber had reached 289'%. With 531 fibulae in my own list of finds, I had to deal separately
with each individual group'. Moreover, the large number of finds and the apparently end-
less variability of forms and decorative patterns required an approach to classification that
was substantially different from that of previous scholars. Before describing my own princi-
ples of classification, it is therefore important to take a look at the methods employed by
others in the study of the “Slavic” bow fibulae.

Classification

Despite claims to the contrary®®, Werner’s classification of the bow fibulae he first called
“Slavic” was not original. Werner relied heavily on the work of the Russian scholar A. Kali-
tinskii, who besides employing the number of knobs on the head-plate as criterion for his
typology, used the shape of the foot-plate and its decoration to create variants®'. To Wer-
ner, the shape of the foot-plate, as well as such ornamental features as the foot-plate term-
inal lobe (in the shape of either a human mask or an animal head) and the use of bird-
heads for decoration, were the main criteria for the creation of his 15 classes (IA-L and
IIA-D)**. In other words, Werner’s classification principles were purely stylistic, and be-

12 GavriTukHIN 1991. lished by Voroparers-Ursanovycr/ Kurato-
13 Vynoxur / MEecer 1992. va/ SupruNENKO 2011, 365 and 366 fig. 11.1,2;
14 Tgopor 1992. and the fragment of a I C fibula with two pairs
15 VaGaLINsk 1994. of bird heads from Tordinaca (near Vinkovci,
16 Curta 1994. Croatia) published by Rapran Paresa 2012, 8 and

17 Curra/ Duror 1994-1995; Curra 2004; Cur- 9 fig. 1.4. Meanwhile, a pair of I G fibulae has
1A 2005a2; Curta 20062 and 2006b; Curta been published in ALincar/ ConsTanTINESCU /

2008a and 2008b; Currta 2009a and 2009b; Curta/ Soricaru 2014.

Curta 2010a; Curta 2011b and 2011¢; Curta 20 Fiepier 2010, 225.

2012. 21 Kavrrinskin 1928, 289-292. — Werner re—pub—
18- KarsouGiannorourou 1999, 78. lished many of the fibulae first published by Kal-
19 After the list of finds was finalized, I learned of tinskii, whose name he mentioned as that of a

four more discoveries: the fragment of a II C fi- pioneer of the research on “Slavic” bow fibulae

bula from Krivec (Lipeck district, Russia) pub- (WERNER 1950, 158). Unlike Werner, Kalitinskii

lished by Osromskir 2011, 56 and fig. 3.7; two derived one variant from another in a “genealogi-

II D fibulae (a whole specimen and a fragment) cal table” of types (KaLitinskir 1928, 300-301).
from Shedieve (Poltava district, Ukraine) pub- 22 Werner 1950, 150 and 160.
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cause of that highly intuitive*. Later scholars who relied on his work never truly challenged
those principles (except to note that not all fibulae in Werner’s group I had terminal lobes
in the shape of a human mask), but instead adapted them to their own needs. For exam-
ple, Dan Gh. Teodor adopted Werner’s classification, but stressed more than him the dec-
oration of the head-plate®®. Similarly, Liudmil Vagalinski employed the shape of the foot-
plate as leading criterion for his types, but variants attached to each one of them were
created on the basis of such stylistic elements as the presence of one or two pairs of bird-
heads, or the number of knobs®. In her dissertation entirely dedicated to the “Slavic” bow
fibulae, Christine Katsougiannopoulou refined Werner’s criteria for classification. For ex-
ample, her Vetel type (Werner’s type I B) is defined both by the shape of the constitutive
elements (head- and foot-plate) and by ornamental patterns (the scrollwork decoration).
Stylistic elements are further used to distinguish between two variants of the type®®. The
quality of the scrollwork decoration is a criterion for the definition of the “Verem’e type”
(Werner’s class II A), and the same is true about the quality of the circle-and-dot decora-
tion regarded as a defining element for the “Danceny type”. Fibulae with one pair of
bird-heads on the foot-plate make up the “Pergamon type”, with three variants distin-
guished on the basis of the decoration of the head-plate (scrollwork and double spiral,
respectively) or the diamond-shaped foot-plate. Two other variants are established on the
basis of the oversimplification of the head-plate decoration or its complete absence®. The
absence of decoration is in fact one of the criteria employed for the definition of the “Su-
ceava type,” which is however divided into variants on the basis of the shape of the head-
plate (triangular with three knobs, or circular with five knobs)®. Stylistic criteria such as
the number of bird-heads in the head-plate crown decoration, in addition to the realism of
their rendition, are also employed by Vlasta Rodinkova for her typology of fibulae other-
wise classified as of Werner’s type II D*°.

By contrast, while noting that most scholars employ preconceived, abstract models into
which they then “force” actual fibulae, Gavritukhin chose to abandon decoration in favor
of the morphological proportions of each individual specimen®. He nonetheless believed
the shape of the footplate and its decoration to be fundamental for establishing three lines
of evolution of the fibulae of Werner’s second group. The decoration and stylistic elements

23 The same is true for Boris Rybakov who, inde- chialos type” is the head-plate crown with 7
pendently from Werner, employed pairs of bird- knobs, although the fibula of Nea Anchialos is
heads and ornamental patterns (especially the the only specimen with that feature within the
scrollwork or the circle-and-dot) to distinguish type. Moreover, the Nea Anchialos type is said to
between ill-defined “types” (Rysaxkov 1953). be an imitation of the Vetel type (Karsoucian-

24 Tropor 1992, 122; Tropor 1997, 77; for a cri- NOPOULOU op. cit., 25-26).
tique of Teodor’s classification, see FiepLer 2010, 27 Isip. 1999, 60; 69-70.

226. 28 IpID., 36.

25 VaGALINSKI 1994, 267; 269; 273; 276; 279; 285. 29 Isip., 43.
— There is not much overlap between Werner 39 Robinkova 2004, 234.
and Vagalinski’s types. Moreover, his type Q was 3! GavriruktiN/ Privak 2001-2002, 92; see also

created apparently only on the basis of size (Va- GavriTukHIN 1991, 128-129. — Size, rather
GALINSKI 1994, 283). than proportions, was used by Oleg Prykhodniuk

26 Karsouciannorourou 1999, 14. — Katsougian- to distinguish his Danubian (4—7 cm long) from
nopoulou also employs the number of head-plate his Dneprovian (10—17.5 cm long) fibulae (Pry-
knobs as a classification criterion. For example, kHODNIUK 2000, 50).

one of the defining elements for her “Nea An-
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of those fibulae (e. g. the presence of pairs of bird-heads) were then used to create types
and variants®.

No author seems to have been able to reconcile the extraordinary variability of the dec-
orative patterns within established classes (types or variants) with the idea of pigeonholing
individual fibulae into preconceived, straightjacket-like types. This may explain the occa-
sional inclusion of specimens from different classes, the existence of classes with only one
member®, or of specimens that do not match any class®’. I started by applying purely
stylistic criteria for the definition of a “Vetel-Cosoveni” type, in an attempt to show simul-
taneously that Werner’s class I A had no consistent definition, and that, by contrast, its
members (Nea Anchialos and a fibula from an unknown location from Serbia) belonged in
fact to the group Werner called I B*. A critique of Werner’s formal approach also led to
the next step in the direction of an internally consistent classification. For the definition of
the so-called “Pietroasele” type (which besides members of Werner’s class IF also included
members of his class IIA), I have employed morphological elements (such as the shape of
the footplate), ornamental patterns, and morphological proportions to distinguish links and
degrees of similarity within the type®. But ten years later, I decided to abandon stylistic
criteria altogether. Instead, I proposed to “adopt the mode of thinking of the early medie-
val producers of brooches” and shift the emphasis from the class itself, which in any case is
an archaeological construct, to the design elements of each individual brooch, “the only
firm ground that we have in order to draw comparisons between similar, but not identical
fibulae™’. Once the variants of head- and foot-plate, bow, knobs, and terminal lobes have
been established and coded, each whole brooch was assigned a minimal list of defining
variables in the form of an alphanumeric code. The matrix of the alphanumeric codes for
each one of Werner’s classes shows the incidences of all variables used in the description of
fibulae belonging to that class. The statistical method employed for the analysis of this
matrix is the shared near-neighbor clustering analysis based on the Jaccard coefficient of
similarity®®. With this method of analysis, category membership is derived from common
design parts. In order to join a cluster (category), any brooch has a specified level of simi-
larity with any brooch of another cluster. The shared near-neighbor cluster analysis is in
fact most appropriate for data with no physical measurements, about which not much can

32 Similarly, the variants Gavritukhin established Duror 1994-1995, 227 figs. 8—-9; 229 fig. 13;

within Werner’s class I C were defined on the ba- 230 fig. 14; 231 fig. 18; 232 fig. 19).

sis of the number of pairs of bird-heads, and then 37 Curta 2004, 64—65; Curta 2006b, 430. — This
on the basis of the number of knobs and orna- principle applies only to sets of data within
mental patterns (GavrITukHIN 1991, 131— 132). which there is significant variability. Because

33 The fibula from Cosovenii de Jos makes up by Werner’s class I ] is remarkably homogeneous,
itself a separate type in Katsougiannopoulou’s my study of that class is different from those of
classification, apparently because of the large other classes in that it does not employ any ana-
number of head-plate knobs, the large size of the lysis of the design parts of individual brooches
fibula, and the decoration in animal style II (Curta 20092). Integrating class I ] into another
(Katsouciannorourou 1999, 28). (e. g. I F) would not have changed anything, gi-

34 Werner’s group II E consists only of “Sonderfor- ven that I ] specimens would have formed a sepa-
men” (WERNER 1950, 162). rate group, since they are in fact very different

35 Curta 1994. from all other “Slavic” bow fibulae.

36 Curra/ Duror 1994-1995, 225. — In order to 38 In addition — and to test the reliability of the
identify degrees of similarity, I relied on statis- method — I have also employed the correspon-
tical methods, namely the cluster analysis by the dence analysis of the matrix consisting of vari-
Ward minimum variance method (Curta/ ables used for the description of fibulae of Wer-

ner’s class I C (Curta 2011b, 65 and 96 pl. 9,1).
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Near Neighbor Clustering of WernerIB

Similarity Coefficient: Jaccard
Number of Neighbors considered: 5

Number of shared near neighbors
4 3 2 1 0

Cosouvenii de Jos
Unknown location (no. 451)
Liuliakovo

5
Unknown location (no. 438) ——————J
_

Unknown location (no. 439)
Dubovac

Lezhe, grave 36

Prahouo

Unknown location (no. 489) ——
Demetrias

Nea Anchialos

Sparta

Elloszallas

Dion

Ferigile

Geoagiu de Sus

Unknown location (no. 436)
Unknown location (no. 437)
Unknown location (no. 448)
Uelesnica

Rzheuskoe

Uetel

]

Fig. 1. Near-neighbor cluster analysis of 22 fibulae of Werner’s class I B.

be assumed in terms of probability functions, because it takes into consideration the influ-
ence which outer points may have in a set of data on the relative similarity of each pair of
points. Moreover, the Jaccard coefficient does not take into account mismatches: if two
fibulae are similar because they both lack a certain variable, then their similarity is not
counted either as a match or in the total number of variables. The purpose, therefore, was
not to create coherent classes, but to identify degrees of similarity between individual
brooches loosely classified according to Werner’s stylistic criteria®®. Ranked similarity links
were then plotted on maps of Eastern Europe in an attempt to reveal possible communica-
tion channels between distant regions and patterns of imitation.

Linkage patterns

The addition of only two new specimens to the list of I B fibulae (Geoagiu de Sus and an
unknown location, probably Istanbul) has changed the clustering of the class (fig. 7). In-

3 Preserving Werner’s classification allowed for a four of Werner’s original classes were discarded: I

separate treatment of relatively small groups of
fibulae. It was definitely not an endorsement of
stylistic criteria for classification. In other words,
« , .

one may keep Werner’s general classes... with-
out losing sight of the fact that artifacts discov-
ered rarely exhibit the total expected constella-
tion of attributes” (Curta 2011b, 73). However,

A (because its members, primarily the fibulae
from Nea Anchialos and from northern Serbia,
were included into class I B); I E (all its members
were included into class I D); I K (the members
of which were treated as smaller specimens of
class I D); and I L (which to this day has only
one member, the fibula from Ladi).
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Fig. 2. Plotting of the nearest-neighbor similarity of 22 fibulae of Werner’s class I B. Thick lines show five
neighbors, thinner lines represent four and three neighbors, respectively.

stead of a single cluster®, the new analysis shows the existence of two clusters, each sub-
divided into two smaller clusters. While the specimens from Dubovac, Lezhé and Prahovo
were separated from each other in the previous analysis, they now form their own sub-
cluster. Similarly, while there were no links between the four fibulae found in Greece
(Sparta, Nea Anchialos, Dion, and Demetrias), three of them are now grouped within the

40 Curra 2004, 106 fig. 3.
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Near Neighbor Clustering of Werner IC

Similarity Coefficient: Jaccard
Number of MNeighbors considered:?

Number of shared near neighbors
7 6 S 4 3 2

Bergama

Szakaly-Oreghegy, grauve 12
Pastyrs’ke (no. 269)
Chorniuka

Kielary, grauve 44 —l—
Tumiany (no. 386)

Pascani

Szatymaz-Feherto, grave 375
Ty lkowo

Waplewo, grave 21

Tumiany (no. 389) Em—
Bogaczewc (no. 28)

Tumiany, grave 68
Shokshino, grave 913

Dranic

Kamenouo (no. 131)

Kielary, grave 9

Tumiany (no. 388)

Kielary, grave 2

Sarata Monteoru. grave 1185
Sarata Monteoru

Kielary, grave 38

Kosewo, grave 262

Bratei, grave 131

Kielary, grave 188

Launi

Kielary, grave 13 E—
Waplewo, grave 22
Mietkie, grave 587 E—
Bratei, grave 1380
Kosewo, grave 548
Kosewo, grave 529
Lobertshoff

Poian

Mietkie, grave 462
Rish Pass

Kielary, grave 68
Drevic

Uelika Sloboda

i

I

Uelyki Budky
Kielary, grave 74
Bratei, grave 174
Sacuieni

Kielary, grauve 8
Kielary, grave 43
Mietkie, grave 84
Cornesti —
Kru je, grave 28

Rome

Caprioara

Unknown location (no. 4863
Gambas

Tiszafured

Pastyrs’ke (no. 268)

Unknown location (no. 458)

Fig. 3. Near-neighbor cluster analysis of 55 fibulae of Werner’s class I C.
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Fig. 4. Plotting of the nearest-neighbor similarity of 55 fibulae of Werner’s class I C. Thick lines show

seven neighbors, thinner lines represent six, five, four and three neighbors, respectively.
g P g p y

same sub-cluster. Most remarkable are the close links between the two specimens from an
unknown location from the Diergardt collection of the Romisch-Germanisches Zentralmu-
seum in Mainz and the equally unprovenanced piece from the Ashmolean Museum in
Oxford. The pair from the Diergardt collection may have been discovered in a grave, but
the existence of a third replica raises the question of a common origin, perhaps produced
in one and the same mould. The plotting of the nearest-neighbor similarity of 22 fibulae
of Werner’s class I B reinforces some of the conclusions reached in 2004 (fig. 2). With the
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Near Neighbor Clustering of WernerID

Similarity Coefficient: Jaccard
Number of Neighbors considered: 7

Backo Petrouvo Selo
Tumiany, grave 30
Budapest
Chersonesus

Unknown location (no. 431)
Luchistoe, burial chamber 160, skeleton 4

Mikol’cy

Unknown location (no. 459)

Bergama

Tylkowo (no. 422)
Bratei, grave 149
Budureasca

Hansca

lasi

Miroslouesti
Brebeni

Targusor
Cascioarele
Cazanesti

Bratei, grave 262
Bratei, grave 255
Farcasu de Sus
Izvoarele

Tylkowo (no. 421)
Kielary, grave XUII
Leleszki

Plenita

Uinderei

Kielary, grave 85

Unknown location (no. 452)

Mietkie, grave 424
Tumiany, grave 26,1969
Tumiany, grave 46,1378
Smolanka, grauve 66
Piecki, grave 1
Piecki, grave 8

Striki

Uac

Drobeta Turnu-Severin
Tumiany, grave 2
Pastyrs’ke

Edessa

Waplewo, grave 16

Luchistoe, burial chamber 10, skeleton 1

Skalistoe
Ploudiu

Unknown location (no. 442)

Trubcheusk

Sarata Monteoru, grave 140

Kaniv
Bashtanouka
Bratei, grave 211

Fig. 5. Near-neighbor cluster analysis of 52 fibulae of Werner’s class I D.

“Slavic” Bow Fibulae: Twenty Years of Research

Number of shared near neighbors

7 6 5 4

]

3

2

1

YN0

a




Linkage patterns 245

74
/N

V\sl\»‘ Q@ D\Ax

Q
5 Ao . X
Q% ng/::,j‘ °
CARNE A @
P o

Fig. 6. Plotting of the nearest-neighbor similarity of 52 fibulae of Werner’s class I D. Thick lines show
seven neighbors, thinner lines represent six, five, four and two neighbors, respectively.

exception of the Dion and Nea Anchialos fibulae, there is no linkage between specimens
found on neighboring sites. There is indeed no linkage between Prahovo and Dubovac, or
between Geoagiu de Sus and Vetel. Most nearest neighbors have been found at a consider-
able distance from each other, such as that between Vetel and Rzhevskoe. While most links
appear in a north-south direction, the most remarkable is that between two Greek fibulae
(Dion and Nea Anchialos) and the specimen from an early Avar burial assemblage in Hun-
gary (Ellszdllds). This immediately brings to mind the parallels recently established be-
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Near Neighbor Clustering of Werner IF

Similarity Coefficient: Jaccard
Number of Neighbors considered: 5

Number of shared near neighbors
54 3 2 1 a0

Adamesti

Bogdany

Kamenouo

Desa

Unknown location (no. 485)
Tylkowo

Uartoape

Unknown location (no. 461)
Chyhyryn

Tumiany, grave 105

Tumiany (no. 400)

Kosewo, grave 501
Mietkie, grave 5739
Mietkie, grave 424
Kosewo, grave 553b
Tumiany, grave 3
Tumiany (no. 404)
Tumiany (no. 403)
Tumiany, grave 20
Tumiany (no. 405)
Tumiany (no. 401)
Unknown location (no. 443)

_ 1
Davideni :I—
Szatymaz-Feherto, grave 33 —
I
_

Fig. 7. Near-neighbor cluster analysis of 24 fibulae of Werner’s class I F.

tween the early Avar material and several burial assemblages in Greece, such as the “wan-
dering soldier” in Corinth or the cremations in Olympia®’.

By contrast, there are many more nearest-neighbor links between adjacent sites in the
cluster analysis of 55 specimens of Werner’s class I C (figs. 3—4). This is particularly true
for sites in Mazuria (Kielary, Kosewo, Migtkie, and Tumiany), all of which also have near-
est-neighbor links with sites in Romania (Bratei, Launi, Pascani, Sirata Monteoru) and
Bulgaria (Kamenovo). Thinner lines indicating a smaller number of neighbors run in a
northeast-southwest direction from sites in Right-Bank Ukraine or central Russia to sites in
the Carpathian Basin, western Anatolia or the northern Balkans. The nearest neighbor of a
pair of I C fibulae with two pairs of bird-heads from Kruje is the fibula found in an early
Avar burial assemblage in northwestern Transylvania (Cornesti). The strong north-south
axis of nearest-neighbor similarity is also apparent on the plotting of the cluster analysis of
52 fibulae of Werner’s class I D (figs. 5—6). The addition of six new fibulae (three from
Bratei, two from Pieski and another from Targusor) brought dramatic changes: instead of
four major clusters*, the dendrogram now shows a very large cluster with six sub-clusters
(fig. 5). Even though the nearest neighbors remained the same (Cascioarele and Cazanesti,
Budureasca and Hansca, Bergama and Tylkowo), there are many more links between speci-
mens found on adjacent sites, especially in Mazuria and the Crimea. The nearest neighbors
are at a considerable distance from each other, as in the case of the fibulae from Bergama

41 Curta 2010b, 433—-434; 443—-445. 42 Curta 20006b, 427 fig. 3.
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Fig. 8. Plotting of the nearest-neighbor similarity of 24 fibulae of Werner’s class I F. Thick lines show five
neighbors, thinner lines represent four and three neighbors, respectively.

and Tylkowo. Unlike the previous plotting®, there are no nearest-neighbor links between
fibulae from the Crimea and those in Ukraine or in any other part of Eastern or East
Central Europe. Moreover, as in the case of fibulae of Werner’s class I C, there are no links

between the sites located on the fringes of the distribution map in the Balkans and in
Ukraine.

4 Ieip., 428 fig. 4.
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Near Neighbor Clustering of Werner IG

Similarity Coefficient: Jaccard
Number of Neighbors considered: 5

Number of shared near neighbors

5 4 3 2 1 0
Bartolty Wielkie, grave 15
Unknown location (no. 444)
Tumiany, grave 84
Wiska
Kosewo, grave 366
Tumiany, grave 74
Unknown location (no. 445)
Tumiany, grave 58
Tumiany, '"grave 42" (no. 415)
Tumiany, grave 195
Tumiany (no. 414)
Bratei, grave 167 —
Caricin Grad
Kiskoros, grave 2
Demianiv

Davideni T
Unknown location (no. 452)

Luchistoe, burial chamber 16,4
Pastyrs’ke (no. 274)

Pekari
Sarmizegetusa

Liutari
Pastyrs’ke (no. 275) :I—‘
Unknown location (no. 487)

Zemp lenagard

Fig. 9. Near-neighbor cluster analysis of 25 fibulae of Werner’s class I G.

The results of the cluster analysis of the fibulae of Werner’s class I F have changed some-
what with the removal of three fibulae (two from Tumiany with wrong attribution in Her-
bert Kiihn’s catalogue of finds, and another from an unknown location in Macedonia, the
picture of which is too small and badly reproduced to allow for the recognition of the
ornamental details) and the addition of a new one (Bogdany) (fig. 7)**. Instead of two,
there are now three main clusters, one of which has only fibulae from Mazurian sites,
many of which have nearest-neighbor links to each other. In fact, much like in the pre-
vious dendrogram, Mazurian fibulae are more similar to each other than they are to other
fibulae from any other site. There are no first-rank links between fibulae from sites in
Mazuria and specimens of Werner’s class I F found outside that region. In fact, with the
exception of the fibulae from Davideni and grave 33 in Szatymdz-Fehértd, there are no
first-rank links outside Mazuria. The largest number of first-rank links are between five
fibulae from Tumiany. Nonetheless, the axis linking sites in Mazuria and the Lower Da-
nube region is also visible through the plotting of second- and third-rank links on the map
(fig. 8).

A more careful examination of the fibulae of Werner’s class I G and a redefinition of
their alphanumeric codes may explain the different results of the cluster analysis (fig. 9)*.

44 Curra 2008a, 477 fig. 9. 45 Curta 200064, 15 fig. 5.
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Fig. 10. Plotting of the nearest-neighbor similarity of 25 fibulac of Werner’s class I G. Thick lines show
five neighbors, thinner lines represent four and three neighbors, respectively.

Instead of two, there are now three main clusters, but with a much more homogeneous
composition, and without any unique specimens. Much like in the case of the I F fibulae,
one cluster is entirely made up of fibulae from Mazuria, which are not linked to any fibula
found outside that region. When plotting on the map the near-neighbor similarities be-
tween fibulae of Werner’s class I G, it becomes apparent that out of the three clusters, only
one consists of design elements with a specific, localized distribution, while the other two
are made up of fibulae found on sites at a great distance from each other (fig. 10). Fibulae

BERICHT RGK 93, 2012



250 Florin Curta - “Slavic” Bow Fibulae: Twenty Years of Research

Near Neighbor Clustering of Werner IH

Similarity Coefficient: Jaccard
Number of Neighbors considered: 6

Number of shared near neighbors
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Sarata Monteoru, grave 1185
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Bratei, grave 113
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Unknown location (no. 482)
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Leleszki

But imanu —_—
Pastyrs’ke (na. 2783 —
Unknown location (no. 493)
Bratei, grave 1t

Uardim

Pastyrs’ke (no. 276)
Piatra Frecatei, grave B42
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|

I

Fig. 11. Near-neighbor cluster analysis of 31 fibulae of Werner’s class I H.

found in Mazurian cemeteries (Bartolty Wielkie, Kosewo, Tumiany, and Wiska) share
compositional elements with each other, but not with fibulae from outside Mazuria. Un-
like all other classes of Werner’s first group, there is therefore no north-south axis of near-
neighbor similarity links for fibulae of class I G. The longest lines on the map are those
connecting sites in the Crimea, Transylvania, and the Middle Dnieper region, in an east-
west or northeast-southwest direction.

No less than 6 new fibulae of Werner’s class I H have been added to the list since 2004
(Tulcea, four specimens from Bratei, and another from an unknown location in the district
of Vinnytsia), and they triggered considerable alterations to the initial analysis*. Instead of
a large and a smaller cluster, there are now two clusters of almost the same size (fig. 11).
The unique fibulae are not those from Stirmen and an unknown location in Poland, but
those from Piatra Frecitei and Volos’ke. When plotting the nearest-neighbor similarity
links on the map, it appears that the fibulae found in Belarus, Mazuria, Transylvania, and
the Lower Danube region share many more compositional elements with each other than

46 Curta 2004, 65 fig. 6.
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Fig. 12. Plotting of the nearest-neighbor similarity of 31 fibulae of Werner’s class I H. Thick lines show
six neighbors, thinner lines represent five, four and three neighbors, respectively.

with fibulae from Ukraine or the Crimea (fig. 12). There are no links between the latter
two regions, while the longest line on the map is that between Alushta (Crimea) and Ur-
¢ice (Moravia). There are also no links between neighboring sites in Mazuria (Tylkowo
and Leleszki), but the shortest lines on the map are those between sites in Bukovina (Su-
ceava and Gorosheve) and in the Middle Dnieper region (Babichi and Pastyrs’ke).

A re-assessment of the alphanumeric assignments for the fibulae of Werner’s class II A
reduced the number of specimens for cluster analysis from 12 to 9 (primarily by regarding
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Near Neighbor Clustering of Werner IIA

Similarity Coefficient: Jaccard
Number of Neighbors considered: 3

Number of shared near neighbors
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Bukrin |
Suuk Su, grave 86
Gaponouo (no. 167)
Martyniuvka
Trubcheusk (no. 377) g —
Uerem’ ie
Cherkasy

Eski Kermen, burial chamber 257/6
Luchistoe, burial chamber 36,14

Fig. 13. Near-neighbor cluster analysis of nine fibulae of Werner’s class II A.

all four fibulae from Gaponovo as almost identical to each other). Instead of a single cluster
with three sub-clusters, the new dendrogram now shows two separate clusters (fig. 13). The
only first-rank links are between the fibulae from Trubchevsk and Martynivka, and the
specimens from the Crimea appear now linked to those in Right-, but not Left-Bank Uk-
raine (fig. 14). Slight changes appear also in the dendrogram resulting from the cluster ana-
lysis of 28 fibulae of Werner’s class II B after the re-evaluation of their alphanumeric codes.
Instead of five clusters of unequal size”’, the new dendrogram shows only four clusters and
a number of unique specimens (fig. 15). The closest neighborhood of specimens is in the
largest cluster, which includes only fibulae from the Middle Dnieper (Nyzhniaia Syrovatka,
Petrushky, Zhurzhentsi, and an unknown location in the region of Kiev) and Oka regions
(Podbolot’e and an unknown location), at a considerable distance from each other. In addi-
tion, a sub-cluster of another group contains mostly specimens from the Middle Dnieper
region (Pogrebi, Rossava, Trubchevsk, and an unknown location in the Cherkasy district),
but also a fibula from the Crimea (Luchistoe). When plotting on a map of Eastern Europe
the nearest-neighbor similarity between the fibulae of Werner’s class II B, it becomes read-
ily apparent that most sites on the fringes of the distribution map have first-rank links to
those in the Middle Dnieper region (fig. 16). While Crimean sites are linked to both those
in the Middle Dnieper region and to those in the Carpathian Basin, there are no direct
links between specimens in the Crimea and those in the Oka region, or between the latter
and those in the Carpathian Basin. The largest number of contiguous nearest neighbors is
in the Middle Dnieper region. While a high-level of similarity exists also between the two
specimens known from the Oka region, there are no links between specimens found within
a relatively short distance from each other in the Carpathian Basin (Gatér and T4c).

The main consequence of adding only two fibulae from Kurilovka to the cluster analysis
of II C fibulae is the decrease in the number of clusters in the dendrogram, from five to
three (fig. 17)*. Three nearest neighbors may be found in the largest cluster and they all
are from sites at a great distance from each other — the Dnipropetrovs’ke region, northern
Moldavia, and the Crimea. The only other pair of nearest neighbors may be found in the
Nova Odessa hoard in Left-Bank Ukraine and, as we shall see, they are in fact a forming
model and a fibula produced with it. The plotting on the map of the nearest-neighbor

47 Curra 2009b, 48 fig. 2. 48 Curra 2011¢, 157 fig. 4.
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Fig. 14. Plotting of the nearest-neighbor similarity of nine fibulac of Werner’s class II A. The thick line
shows three, the thinner lines only only neighbors, respectively.

similarities between fibulae of Werner’s class II C shows a very complicated network
(fig. 18). Sites in the Middle Dnieper region and in the Crimea are connected with almost
all sites on the distribution map, and to each other, although there appear to be more
third-degree links among sites in the Middle Dnieper region than among those in the
Crimea. It is important to note that no links exist between sites on the periphery of the
distribution map, either in the Carpathian Basin or in the northern Balkans. The same is
true for the three fibulae found in the region between the Carpathian Mountains and the
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Near Neighbor Clustering of Werner IIB

Similarity Coefficient: Jaccard
Number of Neighbors considered: S

Number of shared near neighbors
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Unknown location (no. 481)
Zhurzhentsi

Unknown location (no. 466)
Smorodino

Sudzha

Suuk Su, grave 87 I
Unknown location (no. 491)

Staasdorf

Fig. 15. Near-neighbor cluster analysis of 28 fibulae of Werner’s class II B.

river Dniester (Balteni, Dénceni, and Draxini). No changes have been brought to the ana-
lysis of 32 fibulae of Werner’s class II D (fig. 19). Much like class II B, the nearest neigh-
bors among II D fibulae may be found in the Middle Dnieper region and in the Crimea.
Except fibulae from the same assemblage (Koziivka) or site (Pastyrs’ke), most close neigh-
borhood relations may be found between sites at a considerable distance from each other
(fig. 20). By contrast, sites in the Lower Dnieper region or in northeastern Europe are not
connected to each other.

The mapping of all “Slavic” fibulae known so far reveals four main clusters of finds —
the Crimea, the Lower Danube region, Mazuria, and the Middle Dnieper region
(figs. 21—22). In which one of those regions did such fibulae first come into fashion, and
to which areas did that fashion spread first? Plotting all known fibulae by types cannot
answer this question, because an expected cluster of finds of a particular class is only an
indication of the particular popularity of that class in a certain region at a certain time®.
Plotting the distributions of several types on the same map reveals some interesting con-
trasts, as some types are well represented in Mazuria and Crimea, while others do not

49 See Vacgarinski 1994, 262 fig. 1.



Linkage patterns 255

Fig. 16. Plotting of the nearest-neighbor similarity of 28 fibulac of Werner’s class II B. Thick lines show
five neighbors, the thinner lines represent four, three and two neighbors, respectively.

appear in those regions. However, such maps do not show the relations between mem-
bers of the same class, especially those based on imitation. Volker Hilberg has recently
demonstrated the importance of such relations for distinguishing between fibulae produced
elsewhere and brought from afar into a given region, and their imitations of local produc-
tion. He also drew attention to the importance of the several “stages” of imitation in un-

50 Karsouciannorourou 1999, maps [-1V.
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Near Neighbor Clustering of Werner IIC

Similarity Coefficient: Jaccard
Number of Neighbors considered: 7

Number of shared near neighbors
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Fig. 17. Near-neighbor cluster analysis of 48 fibulae of Werner’s class II C.
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Fig. 18. Plotting of the nearest-neighbor similarity of 48 fibulae of Werner’s class II C. Thick lines show
seven neighbors, the thinner lines represent six, five, four and three neighbors, respectively.

derstanding the transformation of the design and ornamental patterns that turned exotic
prototypes into familiar types’. In this respect, the plotting of the nearest-neighbor similar-

51 HiserG 2003, 270-271; Hiserg 2009, 98;
263-264; 99 fig. 5,11; 265 fig. 7,36. — Accord-
ing to Katsougiannopoulou, the fibulae of Wer-
ner’s class I D (her Edessa type) found in Migtkie
and Smolanka must be regarded as local imita-

BERICHT RGK 93, 2012

tions of the fibulae from grave 30 in Tumiany,
which themselves must have been “imports” from
the Black Sea area (Katsouciannorourou 1999,

52).
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Near Neighbor Clustering of Werner IID

Similarity Coefficient: Jaccard
Number of Neighbors considered: 6

Number of shared near neighbors
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Fig. 19. Near-neighbor cluster analysis of 35 fibulae of Werner’s class II D.

ity between members of various classes may provide some helpful hints. Firstly, it appears
that most links for fibulae in Werner’s first group (I A, I B, I C, I D, I F, and I H) are
along the north-south axis linking the Lower Danube region and Transylvania (the terri-
tory of present-day Romania) to Mazuria and the neighboring Russian oblast of Kalinin-
grad (the territory once known as Eastern Prussia). For all six classes, the links between
those regions are of the first rank. In other words, fibulae from Mazuria and the Lower
Danube region (or Transylvania) are very similar to each other, sometimes in minute de-
tails. No such north-south axis exists on maps showing the nearest-neighbor similarity be-
tween fibulae of Werner’s second group. Most first-rank links in this case are between
specimens from the Crimea and the Middle Dnieper region, in a northwest-southeast di-
rection, although there are also important links between both regions and the Carpathian
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Fig. 20. Plotting of the nearest-neighbor similarity of 35 fibulae of Werner’s class II D. Thick lines show
six neighbors, the thinner lines represent five, four and three neighbors, respectively.

Basin, on an east-west axis. Secondly, both cluster analysis dendrograms and plotting maps
show first-rank links within some regions, but not within others. Particularly important in
this respect is the nearest-neighbor similarity between fibulae of Werner’s classes I C, I D,
I F, and I G found in Mazuria, but the same is true also for specimens of Werner’s classes
IT A, II B, II C, and II D found in the Middle Dnieper region and in the Crimea. A
relatively large number of intra-regional, first-rank links strongly suggests that the process
of imitation was more intense in some regions than in others. Coupled with the notion of
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Fig. 21. The distribution of “Slavic” bow fibulae in East-Central, Southeastern and Eastern Europe. Num-
bers refer to the list of finds.

>

Fig. 22. The distribution of “Slavic” bow fibulae in Eastern Europe. Numbers refer to the list of finds.
The rectangle bottom left marks the upper right corner of fig. 21.
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long-distance contacts responsible for the transmission of design and ornamental patterns
involved in imitation, this conclusion delineates some possible solutions for the questions
regarding the origin of the “Slavic” bow fibulae and the direction in which their fashion
has spread. A high number of first-rank links within one and the same region certainly
indicates a local production of fibulae, but this fact alone is no indication of whether the
region in question first produced that type of fibulae, or was only involved in the imitation
of fibulae produced elsewhere. The question therefore is, what was the direction of imita-
tion on those north-south or east-west axes revealed by the plotting of nearest-neighbor
similarity? Were certain classes first “invented” in Mazuria and then imitated in the Lower
Danube region, or vice-versa? Are the fibulae found in the Middle Dnieper region the
inspiration for the fibulae found in the Crimea, or their imitations? Where were the work-
shops in which such fibulae — either the original models or their imitations — were pro-

duced?

Production

Some have pointed to the Lower Danube region as the area where fibulae originated which
were later imitated in the Middle Dnieper region, together with other artifacts®. Others
have argued that fibulae of Werner’s class I C with one pair of bird-heads may have been
first produced in Mazuria, and then imitated in the Lower Danube region®®. Because of its
decoration, sometimes incorporating a cross-like pattern on the foot-plate, fibulae of Wer-
ner’s class I D (Katsougiannopoulou’s Edessa type) are believed to have originated in By-
zantine workshops in the Crimea®®. Parallels with the decoration of certain types of so-
called Byzantine buckles have prompted some to suggest that Werner’s class I G was first
produced in the Byzantine Empire or in Avar workshops under Byzantine influence®.

All those ideas are ultimately based on the assumption that once created in a given re-
gion, a particular type of fibula was then rendered popular in other regions by means of a
direct contact between manufacturers and customers (or wearers). In other words, the un-
derlying idea is that responsible for the dissemination of brooch forms and ornamental de-
tails were itinerant specialists working on commission®. Such craftsmen supposedly carried
with them durable bronze or lead models of fibulae. They would let their customers choose
among the various models, and then produce replicas of the chosen model(s), as needed.
This theory is primarily based on the existence among “Slavic” bow fibulae of specimens
without catch-pins, which have been hastily interpreted as (forming) models®”. The speci-
mens from Bucharest-Tei, Felnac, and an unknown location in the Iron Gates region may
have been such models®®. Two forming models for fibulae of Werner’s class II C are

52 Gatkina 2011, 15. — I have in turn suggested 54 Karsoucannorourou 1999, 52. — Katsougian-

that the decoration with S-spirals of fibulae of nopoulou also suggested that fibulae of Werner’s

Werner’s class II A was directly inspired by the class I H (her Suceava type) were manufactured

scrollwork decoration of head-plates of late fifth- in early Byzantine forts along the Danube (Kat-

century fibulae in the Lower Danube region SOUGIANNOPOULOU 0p. cit., 45).

(Curta 2010a, 153). 55 IBID., 42, building on an earlier idea of IsLer
53 Karsouciannorourou 1999, 38. — By contrast, 1992, 144-145.

fibulae of Werner’s class I C with two pairs of 56 WernEr 1970.

bird-heads may have been produced in the Car- 57 Karsouciannorourou 1997, 321 with n. 22.

pathian Basin as an imitation of specimens with 58 SHasraviNa/ Szmoniewskr 2006, 521; Curta

one pair of bird-heads (Curta 2011b, 70). 2008b, 67. — On the basis of the forming model
from Bucharest-Tei, Katsougiannopoulou has
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known from the Koziivka and Nova Odessa hoards, and another from an unknown loca-
tion in the Middle Dnieper region®”. The model from Nova Odessa was associated with an
actual fibula made from that same model®. It has been noted that the forming models
from the Koziivka and Nova Odessa hoards were made of alloys different from those em-
ployed for the manufacture of most other items in those two collections®'. Fibulae of Wer-
ner’s class II C linked to the examples from Koziivka and Nova Odessa, for example those
from Budi and Koloskovo, may thus have been manufactured in the Middle Dnieper re-
gion®’. Because of the forming models, which were found only in the Middle Dnieper
region, it is likely that the production and fashion of II C fibulae originated from that area.
Unfortunately, the small number of forming models (if indeed that is what they are) and
of matching fibulae of other classes makes it impossible to establish areas in which such
fibulae may have first been produced and worn.

But how were “Slavic” bow fibulae actually produced from forming models? Trasological
studies of some of the fibulae from the Middle Dnieper region have indicated the existence
of radial ridges on the back of the foot-plate and smaller ridges on the head-plate knobs®.
Such details suggest that the fibulae in question have been cast in clay moulds, the purpose
of the ridges being to increase the resistivity and rigidity of the fibula. Ekaterina Shablavina
has in fact conducted an archacological experiment to illustrate the technological proce-
dure. Using a wooden template, she obtained a ceroplastic work which she then used to
produce a bar of clay tempered with 40 to 60 percent crushed shards and sand. The bar
was first dried and then fired at a temperature between 800° and 900° centigrade, as a
result of which the wax melted and a “negative” brooch was thus obtained. Next, molten
metal was poured into the hollow clay bar and when the metal became cold the bar was
broken and the decoration of the brooch could be further refined or gilded®. The emission
spectrum analysis of the fibulae from the Trubchevsk hoard showed that most were made
of a copper-alloy with a concentration of between 20 and 32 percent zinc®. In Late Anti-
quity, metallurgists made alloys by mixing scrap bronze with brass that had been newly
produced by the cementation process. The new brass had a typically high concentration of
zinc®. It is therefore likely that the craftsmen responsible for the production of the Trub-
chevsk fibulae were capable of obtaining brass by heating a mixture of copper and calamine
(zinc ore) to a high temperature for several hours, in order to allow the zinc vapors to
permeate the copper. That such craftsmen relied on collections of scrap metal is well illu-

advanced the idea of a production workshop ©2 They may be regarded as local imitations of fibu-
within the territory of the present-day capital city lae of the Aquileia type, with which they have

of Romania. She pointed out that the specimen many morphological and ornamental elements in
of Werner’s class I F from Bineasa (on the north- common (Curra 2009b, 65).

ern outskirts of the city) is a miscast, which rein- 63 Gavrrrukain/ Osromskn 1996, 310; Curra
forces the idea of a local production (Karsou- 2009b, 65.

GIANNOPOULOU 1999, 54 and 58). 64 SpasLaviNa 2001, 312—314; SHasrLavina 2004,

59 KorzukHINA 1996, 634 fig. 44,1.4; SHABLAVINA 245-246; HemricH-Tamaska 2008, 242—243.
2004, 244245 and 251 fig. 8. — A fourth form- ¢ Ecor’xov/ SHcHEGLovA 2001, 287; 304; 306.
ing model from the Middle Dnieper region is of 66 Coorer 2000, 44. — The maximum zinc content

a different type of bow fibula (SHaBLAVINA/ of brass produced by the cementation process at

SzmoniEwskl 2006). a temperature of 1,000 centigrades is 28 percent.
60 KorzukHINa 1996, 634 fig. 44,2. Even when brass containing 40 percent zinc is
61 EGcor’kov/ SHCHEGLOVA 2006. — The difference used instead of copper during the cementation

consists in the absence of any traces of arsenic, process, the result is still a brass with no more

bismuth, and cobalt (Ecor’xov/ SHCHEGLOVA than 28 percent zinc (CoopER op. cit., 57).

op. cit., 24).
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strated by the Velyki Budky assemblage, in which a pair of fibulae of Werner’s class I C
was associated with a fragment of another fibula with scrollwork decoration, fragments of
bracelets, torcs, earrings, and various bits of scrap silver and lead”. However, the two fibu-
lae in the Velyki Budky hoard were not made of brass, but of bronze with a high concen-
tration of tin (70 and 71 percent, respectively)®®.

Several “Slavic” bow fibulaec were made of silver, and some of them were also gilded:
Artek, Bucharest-Bineasa, Chyhyryn, Cosovenii de Jos, grave 30 and 74 in Kielary, Kruje,
Martynivka, Medvedevka, Pastyrs’ke, Pietroasele, Prahovo, Rome, Sirata Monteoru, graves
33 and 375 in Szatyméz-Fehértd, grave 30 in Tumiany, and grave 16 in Waplewo®. Even
the specimen from Bucharest-Tei believed to be a forming model is made of silver”®. The
diversity of materials suggests that various technologies were employed for different fibulae
depending, most likely, on the availability of the raw material. On one hand, the use of
models presupposes the use of the “lost-wax” technique, in which negatives for the wax
model were obtained simply by pressing the forming model into a lump of clay”'. On the
other hand, bow fibulae may have also been produced by means of the two-piece casting
technique, without the use of any models. A soapstone mould for bow fibulae has in fact
been found together with other moulds and smelting implements in a sunken-floored
building in Bernashivka, near Mohyliv-Podils’kyi, in Ukraine’>. The mould has a funnel-
shaped casting tube and airing vents, which clearly indicate that it was used for the two-
piece casting procedure. A second mould with only the deep marks for the spring base has
a casting tube in a position exactly corresponding to that of the other piece’. No fibula
that could have been produced with the two-piece mould was found in Bernashivka, and
there is so far no matching specimen. However, it is important to note that the mould was
found in a sunken-floored building, together with hand- and wheel-made pottery, includ-
ing fragments of Late Roman amphorae. This strongly suggests a household production of
copper-alloy artifacts, with no separate workshops or special facilities, such as furnaces. The
individual working with the mould(s) found in Bernashivka was not an itinerant specialist.

67 Goriunova 1992; Szmoniewskr 2008, 278— been found not just next to the Danube frontier
280. of the Empire (Cosovenii de Jos and Sirata Mon-

68 Goriunova/ Ropinkova 1999, 217. — There is teoru), but also in the Middle Dnieper region
as much as 29 percent lead in the alloy from (Martynivka) and in Mazuria (Tumiany). No de-
which the two “Slavic” bow fibulae from Velyki tailed study of any of those fibulae has so far
Budky were made. By comparison, none of the been carried out to determine which procedure
nine fibulae from the Trubchevsk hoard has for gilding was applied in each case.

more than 5.5 percent lead. Most appropriate for 70 Roserti 1934, 207-207; 207 fig. 1,4.
casting are alloys with a higher concentration of 7! HemricH-Tamaska 2008, 243.
lead, because the addition of at least 14 percent 72 Vynokur/ MeGer 1992; Vynokur 1994; Vyno-

lead to the alloy brings down the melting point KUR 1997. — The bow fibula mould was one of
and allows for better casting (HemricH-TamAskA 68 moulds found in the building which appear
2008, 247-248). to have been used for the casting of a large vari-
© Gilding was achieved in the early Middle Ages ety of artifacts. That actual casting did take place
by one of two methods: either applying a paste- in the building is indicated by a ladle used to
like mixture of gold-amalgam with liquid quick- pour the molten metal. Some have even argued
silver, or applying first clear quicksilver and then that the stone mould could not be used for the
a gold sheet on top (HemricH-Tamaska 2008, casting of artifacts of silver or bronze, but only of
251-252). Fire-gilding thus involved the use of a tin-lead alloy such as that used for the artifacts
quicksilver, which must have been relatively diffi- in the Velyki Budky hoard (Fiepier 2010, 239).

cult to obtain outside the Empire. Nonetheless, 73 Vynokur 1997, 57 fig. 18.
gilded specimens of “Slavic” bow fibulae have
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Despite claims to the contrary, nothing indicates that the supposedly burial assemblage in
Felnac was the grave of an itinerant craftsman’.

Moreover, the analysis of near-neighbor similarity has revealed that more often than not
linked specimens have been found on sites at a great distance from each other, either in a
north-south or an east-west direction. Wherever particular classes of “Slavic” bow fibulae
may have been “invented”, the fashion spread very quickly from multiple points and in
multiple directions. This could hardly be explained by means of itinerant specialists or the
transmission of models by some other means (e. g. trade). It is in fact hardly possible for
itinerant craftsmen to have moved on a regular basis between Mazuria and the Lower Da-
nube, or between the Middle Dnieper region and the Crimea. The general lack of links
between neighboring sites, especially on the periphery of the distribution maps, is an even
stronger argument against the idea of perambulatory specialists. Furthermore, there is no
chain of communication between the four major clusters of finds (Lower Danube, Mazu-
ria, Middle Dnieper, Crimea). No areas seem to have mediated the transfer of design or
ornamental patterns between those regions. In fact, vast areas of East Central and Eastern
Europe, especially to the north and to the northeast of the Carpathian Mountains pro-
duced no finds at all. Those were most definitely areas of relatively dense population, as
indicated by several settlement sites excavated in western Ukraine, southern and central Po-
land, as well as Belarus”. If itinerant craftsmen could not have possibly been responsible
for the spread of design and ornamental patterns, it is equally improbable therefore that
such patterns passed from one community to the next in a chain of dissemination, given
that outside Mazuria and the Middle Dnieper region fibulae found on neighboring sites
are rarely, if ever, linked. On the other hand, the dissemination of the design and orna-
mental patterns of various classes of “Slavic” bow fibulae most likely indicates long-distance
contacts between south and north and between east and west. Did those contacts coincide
in time? In which direction did ornamental patterns begin to move first, and where did the
fashion with “Slavic” bow fibulae survive longer?

Chronology

A significant number of fibulae are now known from well-dated assemblages, particularly
in the Crimea and the Carpathian Basin. While no scholar is currently taking seriously
Werner’s initial idea of a blanket dating to the seventh century of all his classes, there is
still much discussion about whether the chronology of at least some of those classes may
be extended into the sixth century, and if so, how early. Moreover, I have argued on var-
ious occasions that a blanket dating cannot be accepted for any individual class”. The real
game-changer in recent years have been the almost concomitant publication of two key

74 The idea was first put forward by Jézsef Hampel, 7¢ For I B, see Curta 2005a, 108—117. For I C,

75

but still lurks in the recent literature (HampEL
1905, 747; Tropor 1996, 31 and 33). The rea-
son for Hampel’s interpretation may have been
the presence of the horse bones (skeleton?) sug-
gesting the burial of a horseman. For a re-evalua-
tion of the assemblage found in Felnac, see now
Tanase 2004-2005.

Parczewskr 2000; Sumipt 2000; GAVRITUKHIN
et al. 2004; Kosyriskr 2005; Viarger 2005; Ko-
TIGOROSHKO 2008.
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see Curta 2011b, 66—68. For I D, see CurTa
2006b, 437-446. For I F, see Curra 2008a,
474-475, 477, 480—481, and 484. For I G, see
Curta 20062, 96-98. For I H, see Curta 2004,
67-70. For 1 ], see Curta 2009a, 127-129. For
IT A, see Curta 2010a, 150—152. For II B, see
Curta 2009b, 58-61. For II C, see Curra
2011c, 159—-164. For II D, see Curta 2012,
37-39, 41-48.
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cemeteries excavated in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century in Eastern Prussia
(Daumen / Tumiany and Kellaren / Kielary), on one hand, and of the sixth- to seventh-
century cemetery excavated in Bratei, without any doubt the most important site of its
kind in the archaeology of the Middle Ages in Transylvania”. It is therefore worth examin-
ing the new evidence for the chronology of individual classes.

The crossbow brooch with which the I C fibula in grave 8 in Kielary was associated is a
specimen of Rudnicki’s class IIA7%, dated to the period E2a (c. 525—c¢. 570)7. Grave 8 also
produced a spectacle-shaped pendant very similar to that in grave 80a of the same ceme-
tery®, in which it was associated to a crossbow brooch of Rudnicki’s class IVA, which is
also dated to the period E2a. The crossbow brooches of class IIA typically appear in Kielary
together with envelope-shaped mounts (grave 27), spearhead-shaped strap ends (graves 27
and 51), and belt buckles with cross-shaped tongue (graves 27, 51, 56, and 80a), all of
which may be dated to the second half of the sixth century®'. Grave 8 is therefore to be
dated to the second half of the sixth century, possibly to its third quarter. A similar date
may be advanced for the assemblages in graves 13, 30, and 44, which have also produced
fibulae of Werner’s class I C. The jingling ornament with horseshoe-pendant with which
the fibula in grave 13 was associated has a good analogy in the assemblage of grave 33 in
Tumiany®, in which it was found together with a crossbow brooch of Rudnicki’s class
II A®. The best analogy for the kidney-shaped pendant in grave 13 in Kielary is that from
grave 14 in Leleszki, which was found together with an imitation of a Miilhofen-type fibu-
la that cannot be dated before the second half of the sixth century®. In grave 30 of the
Kielary cemetery, the I C fibula was associated with a belt buckle with rectangular plate
and embossed decoration®, the best analogies for which are those found in graves 7 and
79 in Tumiany in the company of crossbow brooches of Rudnicki’s classes IVA and IIA,
respectively®. On the other hand, a spearhead-shaped strap end similar to that in grave 30
of the Kielary cemetery was found in grave 34 together with a crossbow brooch of Rud-
nicki’s class IIA and a buckle with rectangular plate and open-work ornament, which may
be dated to the late sixth and early seventh century®”. The finger-ring with middle rib with
which the I C fibula in grave 33 was associated has a good analogy in grave 79 in Tu-

miany®®, which was found together with a crossbow brooch of Rudnicki’s class IIB dated

77 JakossoN 2009; Birzu 2010; see also Curra Mahndorf type dated to the late sixth and early

2011b, 64. seventh century (HiserG 2009, 280—284).
78 Jakosson 2009, 214 pl. 113a. 82 Jakosson 2009, 220 pl. 119e.
79 Rupnickr 2008, 296 fig. 12; 297 fig. 13. 83 Ismp., 121 pl. 20a.1; b.
80 Jakosson 2009, 214 pl. 113h. 84 Kielary: Isp., 220 pl. 119f; Leleszki: Rupnick

81 Curta 2011b, 68. — Such a date seems to be 2009b, 425-426; 427 fig.5; Hiserc 2009,
confirmed by the examination of the 15 glass 264-265; 266. — Three of the five kidney-
beads found in grave 8. One of them (Jakosson shaped pendants with which the I C fibula from
2009, 215 pl. 114 / n. 14) was a segmented bead grave 22 in Waplewo was found (Hiserc 2009,
of blue-gray color, very similar to that from grave 500 fig. 10.46; Rupnickr 2009b, 422 fig. 1,8)
102a in Tumiany (Jakosson 2009, 163 pl. 62 / have two good analogies in grave 14 of the same

g.1-5), which was associated with a spectacle- cemetery in which they were found together with
shaped pendant like that found in grave 8 in Kie- a crossbow brooch of Rudnicki’s class IIA that
lary. Together with the beads and the spectacle- cannot be dated later than the third quarter of
shaped pendant, grave 102a in Tumiany pro- the sixth century (Rupnicki 2009b, 426 fig. 4,1).

duced a crossbow brooch with rings on both 8 Jakosson 2009, 236 pl. 135c.

bow and foot, a good analogy for which has been 8 Isip., 103 pl. 2a.1; 2; 150 pl. 49a; b.

found in grave 57 of that same cemetery together 87 Iip., 239 pl. 138a—d; HiiserG 2009, 266; 268.
with an imitation of a fibula of the Bremen- 88 Jaxosson 2009, pl. 49h.
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to the period E2a*. By contrast, the specimen of Werner’s class I C from grave 74 in
Kielary may be of a later date. The spearhead-shaped strap end with which it was associated
has a good analogy in grave 37°°, in which it was found together with a crossbow brooch
of Rudnicki’s class IVB dated to the period E3 (600—-650/675)°". The assemblage in grave
74 may therefore be dated to the first half of the seventh century, possibly to its first dec-
ades.

Of a similar date is the I C fibula from grave 68 in Tumiany, which was associated with
an envelope-shaped mount with open-work ornament, the best analogy for which was
found in grave 87 together with other belt mounts and a buckle with open-work orna-
ment, but also with a crossbow brooch of Rudnicki’s class IVB?2. The association between
a belt mount with open-work ornament and a “Slavic” bow fibula of Werner’s class I C is
also documented for grave 21 in Waplewo”, which may therefore be also dated to the first
half of, or the early seventh century. A similar, if not slightly later dating may be advanced
for grave 130 in Bratei, which besides a I C fibula produced an earring with spiral end”. A
good analogy for that earring was found in grave 8 in Unirea together with a strap end
with interwoven ornamental pattern most typical for the late Early and the Middle Avar
age, c. 630-650".

Of a late sixth- or early seventh-century date are also three fibulae of Werner’s class I D
found in Bratei, Kielary, and Piecki. The Bratei specimen was found in grave 262 together
with eye-beads most typical for the Early Avar age®®, while the spearhead-shaped strap end
with which a I D fibula was found in grave 85 in Kielary has a good analogy in grave 79
of that same cemetery, where it was associated with belt mounts with open-work ornament
most typical for the late sixth and the early seventh century””. The I D fibula from grave 1
in Piecki was found together with a ceramic chalice with good analogies in Kosewo, Wys-
zembork, and Tumiany, all of which may be dated to the late sixth and early seventh
century”®.

The same date may be advanced for the assemblage in grave 93 in Tumiany which
produced a fibula of Werner’s class I G and an ear-cleaner pendant with good analogies in
grave 78 in Kielary, where they were found together with a late sixth- or early seventh-
century helmet crest turned into a fibula®. Similarly, the gag (Knebelverschluss) with
which a I G fibula was associated in grave 167 in Bratei may be dated to the late sixth or
early seventh century'®. Somewhat earlier is the assemblage in grave 74 in Tumiany, in
which a I G fibula was associated with a spectacle-shaped pendant with good analogies
found in graves 8 and 80a'”', together with crossbow brooches of Rudnicki’s classes IIA

and IVA dated to the period E2a'%*.

89 Isip., 150 pl. 49a. 97 Jakosson 2009, 271 pl. 170d; 267 pl. 166¢.2.

% Ipip., 202 pl. 161c2. 98 Piecki: Rupnickr 2004, 273 pl. 19. — on Kosewo,

o1 Ipip., 241 pl. 140e. — The assemblage in grave 37 Wyszembork, and Tumiany: Oxuuicz 1988,
also contained a belt mount with open-work or- 108; Nowakowskr 1989, 106, 108—109; 134 pl.

nament dated to the late sixth and first half of ITa; 137 pl. Vb; 140 pl. VIIIa.
the seventh century (Jakosson op.cit, 92 Tumiany: Jakosson 2009, 159 pl. 58¢; Kielary:

241 pl. 140a; £; Hiserg 2009, 266; 268). JakoBSON op. cit., 266 pl. 165q; 265 pl. 164b;
92 JakossoN 2009, 144 pl. 43e; 155 pl. 54f; a. Hiisera 2009, 196-198; 201; 203.
93 HiLserG 2009, 499 fig. 10,45. 100 Barzu 2010, 305 pl. 27.8; ScHuLze-DORRLAMM
94 Barzu 2010, 301 pl. 23,6. 2002, 574-575.
% Roska 1934, 126 fig. 3A, 1.4.8; Hemwice-Ta- 101 Jakosson 2009, 146 pl. 45c.

MAska 2006, 527; 528 tab. 1. 102 Tgip., 214 pl. 113a, h; Iip., 268 pl. 167a; d.

9% Barzu 2010, 92; 321 pl. 43,1.11.
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Of an equally early date is the I H fibula from grave 113 of the Bratei cemetery'®. It
was found together with a belt buckle of the Sucidava type (Schulze-Dérrlamm’s class D1)
dated between c. 540 and c. 600'%*. The I J fibula in grave 6 of the Kielary cemetery was
found together with a crossbow brooch of Rudnicki’s class IVB dated to the periods E2b
and E3, i.e. between c. 570 and 640/675'. The assemblage also produced a belt buckle
and belt mounts with open-work ornament, which must be dated to the late sixth and
early seventh century'®. However, the most recent component of the assemblage may well
be a strap end of Zdbojnik’s class 65, which is typical for the Middle Avar age (c. 630 to
c. 650)'7.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that the bronze chain found in grave 14 in Szigetszent-
miklés-Héros together with a “Slavic” bow fibula of Werner’s class II C has S-shaped links,
much like the chain found in the Horgesti hoard'®®. The latest coin in that collection is a
follis struck in Constantinople in 596/597'%. This suggests a terminus post quem of c. 600
for the Early Avar assemblage in grave 14 of the Szigetszentmiklés-Hdaros cemetery.

That year has a particular significance for the dating of all “Slavic” bow fibulae. More
than ten years ago, I have suggested that all classes were in fashion around AD 600, though
“they certainly enjoyed different popularity rates”'°. The careful examination of 60 well-
dated assemblages containing such fibulae now seems to confirm that suggestion, as over
78 percent of them (47) were in existence shortly before or after that year (b. 1). It is
important to note that three out of the four earliest assemblages with “Slavic” bow fibulae
have been found in Mazuria. Two of them are of Werner’s class I C, which raises the
possibility of a Mazurian origin for this type of fibulae'''. Most assemblages containing I C
fibulae, each with one pair of bird-heads, are of late sixth- and early seventh-century
date''?. By contrast, none of those containing I C fibulae with two pairs of bird-heads may
be dated before 600 or later than 700. This substantiates Fiedler’s suggestion that I C
fibulae with one pair of bird-heads were the source of inspiration for those with two pairs
of bird-heads'">. Two of the latest assemblages with “Slavic” bow fibulae produced speci-
mens of class I F, one of which (Kamenovo) has nearest neighbors in Walachia (Desa) and
Mazuria (Bogdany). It is likely that the specimens from Kamenovo were already old when
included in the hoard collection, and one is left with the impression that the fragment
found in house 8 in Semenki was also treated as an heirloom'"*. Two other assemblages
with fibulae of class I F are dated to the late sixth and early seventh century'*.

103 Barzu 2010, 297 pl. 19.2. 112 Such a date may now be also accepted for some
104 Scrurze-DorrLamMm 20022, 149. fibulae without any archaeological context. That
105 Jakosson 2009, 211 pl. 110a. found in Pagcani, for example, is a second-rank
106 Igip., 211 pl. 110d; h.1; h.4. neighbor of the fibula from grave 44 in Kielary.
107 ZagojNik 1991, 234. 113 Freprer 2010, 237.
108 Nagy 1998, 110 pl. 102.M13.6. 114 Curta 2008a, 477; 480. — The ceramic assem-
109 Carrranu 1971, 255 and fig. 2. blage from Semenki includes ten fragments of
110 Curta 20014, 269. Gray Ware with burnished decoration, the pro-
11 This possibility has already been suggested by duction of which cannot be dated before ca.
Katsouciannorourou 1999, 36. As suggested 700 (Komar 2007).
by the second-rank similarity ties between the 115 This date may now also be accepted for the fi-
fibulae from grave 30 in Kielary and grave 131 bulae from Davideni and Tumiany (stray find),
in Bratei, the earliest imitations of the Mazurian which are first-rank neighbors of those from
specimens may have been those of Transylvania. grave 33 in Szatymdz-Fehérté and from grave

20 in Tumiany, respectively.
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No assemblage with a I H or II B fibula may be dated after c. 625, and all datable
specimens seem to cluster within the second half of the sixth century and the first few
decades of the seventh century''®. Similarly, no assemblage with a fibula of Werner’s classes
IG I],II A,II C, or II D can be dated later than c. 650, and most such assemblages are
also of a late sixth- and early seventh-century date. The fact that three early specimens are
all from the same cemetery in Mazuria (Tumiany) strongly suggests a Mazurian origin for
class I G'7. By contrast, the II A, II C, and II D fibulae may have originated in the Mid-
dle Dnieper region''®. Fibulae of Werner’s class I G from Transylvania (Bratei) and the
Crimea (Luchistoe), and of class II C from Hungary (Szigeszentmiklés-Hdéros) and the
Crimea (Suuk Su) are of a somewhat later date within the first half (perhaps second quar-
ter) of the seventh century''”. This may also be true for the fibula of Werner’s class II A
from Eski Kermen, which was found together with a pendant made out of a coin struck in
629/630. A date after the middle of the seventh century may be advanced for the I D
fibulae from Luchistoe, even though all other assemblages with such fibulae are dated to
the late sixth and early seventh century. At least some of the I D fibulae were probably
produced in Mazuria as well, as demonstrated by the first-rank links between the speci-
mens from graves 1 and 8 in Piecki'*°.

“Slavic” bow fibulae of most classes were thus in fashion at about the same time, shortly
before and shortly after AD 600. This general conclusion has great implications for the
various attempts to distinguish separate phases of the so-called Prague culture attributed to
the early Slavs, and to assign them to clear-cut chronological divisions. The Ukrainian ar-
chaeologist Volodymyr Baran, who excavated the settlement at Rashkiv, believed that
house 76 there, which had produced handmade pottery, had to be dated to the second
half, if not even to the last decades of the seventh century, because of the associated fibula
of Werner’s class I H'?'. While initially advancing a blanket dating of all “Slavic” bow
fibulae to the seventh century, Gavritukhin has recently argued that the handmade pottery
of the Prague type found in a sunken-floored building in Bernashivka together with a
mould for “Slavic” bow fibulae must be dated to the late sixth and / or early seventh cen-
tury'?2. Nonetheless, according to him, settlement assemblages with handmade pottery and
“Slavic” bow fibulae, such as those from Hansca, Rashkiv, Suceava, Gorosheve, Demianiv,
Chernivka, Velyka Sloboda, and Iasi must be dated to the seventh century'?’. However,
the evidence of well-dated assemblages strongly suggests that the date of at least some of

116 Given that it is a second-rank neighbor of the I The second-rank neighbor of the fibula from
H fibula from grave 59 in Seliste, the fibula Szigeszentmiklés-Héros is one of the fibulae
from Socu — a stray find — may also be dated to from the Koloskovo hoard, just as one of the
the late sixth or early seventh century. fibulae from Kurilovka is a second-rank neigh-

117 Tt is important to note in this respect that the bor of that from the grave discovered on Pan-
fibula from grave 84 in Tumiany is a first-rank nonhalma Street in Budapest.
neighbor of two other Mazurian specimens of 120 However, judging by the second-rank links be-
uncertain date, namely those found in grave 15 tween the fibulae from Ciscioarele and grave
in Bartolty Wielkie and in Wiska. 262 in Bratei, imitations were also produced

118 Currta 2010a, 153; Curta 2011c, 173; 175; outside Mazuria.

Curta 2012, 50. — The II D fibula from grave 12! Baran 2004, 38. — He had previously dated the
154 in Suuk Su is a first-rank neighbor of that assemblage with a I G fibulae from Demianiv
from Volos’ke. between the sixth and the seventh, then to the

119 This is most likely true also for the I G fibula seventh century only (Baran 1968, 586-587;
from Sarmizegetusa and for the II C fibula from Baran 1990, 66).

Draxini, which are the first-rank neighbors of 122 Gavrrrukain 1997; GavritukaiN 2005, 515.
those from Luchistoe and Suuk Su, respectively. 123 GavrrrukHin 1997, 48.
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Assemblage Fibula 500 525 550 575 600 625 650 675 700
Kielary 8 IC ' ' : : ' ' . .
Tumiany 74 IG
Waplewo 22 IC
Piatra Frecatei IH

B42

Bratei 113 IH

Gaponovo A

Kielary 44 IC

Koloskovo 1Ic

Luchistoc 38 11C,1ID:

Martynivka ITA

Martynivka hoard II B :

Suuk Su 28 ICID:

Trubchevsk ID,ITA - -
Kielary 13 I1C -
Tumiany 84 IG —
Krivina IH ' ' ' '

Tumiany 20 IF
Tumiany 30 ID
Luchistoe 46a/4 11 B

Bratei 130 I1C

Bratei 262 ID
Csdkberény 349 11 C
Kielary 85 ID
Kiskoros 2 I1G
Kurilovka 11D
Luchistoe 36/14 11 B
Nyzhniaia 1IB
Syrovatka

Piecki 1 ID

Seliste 59 IH :
Suuk Su 86 ITAIIC
Szatymaz IF '
Fehért6 33

Tumiany 93 I1G
Waplewo 21 IC

Kielary 30 IC
Bratei 255 ID
Caric¢in Grad nc
Koziivka 11D
Bakla 11 Inc
Budapest nc
Pannonhalma 2
Ofsldesk 1]

SuukSul54  IGIID:
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Assemblage Fibula 500 525 550 575 600 625 650 675 700

Szakély IB
Oreghcgy 12
Szigetszentmiklés 11 C
Hairos 14

Suuk Su 55 IID
Kielary 74 IC

Tumiany 68 IC
Nea Anchialos I B

Cornesti I1C
Bashtanovka ID
Edessa ID
Kruje 28 IC
Luchistoe 10/17 1D
Bratei 167 1G

Eski Kermen 257 1T A
Luchistoe 10/4 1G

Kiclary 6 1] é é é é é é —

Gambas 111 IC : : : : : : :

Semenki 8 IF

Cosovenii de Jos 1B —_—

Kamenovo IF

Table 1. The chronology of ”Slavic” bow fibulae.

the I C, I D, I F, and I G fibulae found on settlement sites may be pushed back into the
last decades of the sixth century. Whatever the exact dates chosen for those artifacts within
the span of fifty to sixty years on both sides of the year 600, there are good reasons to
believe that many of those assemblages with fibulae coincided in time. Indeed, the fibulae
from Budureasca and Hansca are nearest neighbors, and the former has second-rank ties to
the fibula from Iasi'**. Even more significant is the nearest-neighbor similarity between the
fibulae from Demianiv and Kiskoros, because the latter is without any doubt an Early
Avar-age assemblage that cannot be dated after c. 630. It is also important to keep in mind
that “Slavic” bow fibulae have also been found together with sixth-century wheel-made
pottery, including fine wares and vessels with stamped decoration, in Bakla, Bratei, Skalis-

toe, Suuk Su, and Tulcea'®.

124 The fibula from Suceava has only second-rank 255.4; 325 pl. 47.G. 277.7; VEIMARN / AiBABIN
links with that from Gorosheve, much like that 1993, 54 fig. 34,1-7.10.13; Reenikov 1907,
from the settlement in Bratei with the fibula 117; Stmion 2009, 411 and 412 fig. 1,1. — A un-
from Igren’-Podkovka. ique association between a I F fibula and a

125 AmasiN/ IurocHkiN 1995, 226 fig. 21.1; Barzu handled jug thrown on a slow-moving wheel is
1994-1995, 269; Barzu 2010, 281 pl. 3. documented for grave 33 in Szatymdz-Fehért6
G11.1; 297pl.19.G. 113.3; 305 pl. 27.G. (CsaLLAny 1961, 228 and pl. 232.11). There is
167.9; 307 pl.29.G.174.3, 4; 320 pl. 42.G. no mention of this vessel in Vipa 1999.
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A fragment of a handmade pot with out-flared rim is known from the ceramic assem-
blage in house 5 from Chornivka, which has also produced a I C fibula'*. There was also a
fragment of a clay pan, a ceramic category associated with the consumption of special cer-
eal-based foods, such as flat loaves of bread, possibly in special ceremonies'”. The associated
fibula of Werner’s class I C has only one pair of bird-heads, and although it has no nearest-
neighbor links to any other specimen of that class, it may be dated to the late sixth and
early seventh century. This nicely dovetails with the chronology of the other remains of the
handmade pottery found in house 5 from Chornivka. Three rim fragments belong to Stan-
ciu’s types 623 and 624 (Parczewski’s types Cd2 and Fg4), which are said to be typical for
the second phase of the so-called Prague culture dated to the first third of the seventh
century'?®. On the basis of the associated fibula of Werner’s class I C, a date within some
fifty years on both sides of AD 600 may also be advanced for the assemblage in house 19 in
Poian'?’. Although remains of pottery thrown on a slowly turning wheel are mentioned, the
ceramic assemblage consists primarily of handmade pottery. One of the reconstructed pots
fits very well into Stanciu’s type 1.2, which also includes a pot found in house 36 in Berna-
shivka together with the mould for “Slavic” bow fibulae, and may thus be dated to the late
sixth century'°. Right above the shoulder, the pot is decorated with a row of cross-in-circle,
stamped ornaments'?'. Although no exact analogy is known so far for this ornamental pat-
tern, handmade stamped pottery is also known from sites in Ukraine, Slovakia, and Bohe-
mia'??. A second, much smaller tulip-shaped pot is decorated with an irregular row of reed
impressions and a cross. In addition, there is also a barrel-shaped pot of Prykhodniuk’s type
I, which is regarded as the hallmark of the so-called Pen’kivka culture'®®. The assemblage
has been dated to the mid-seventh century, at the eatliest, or even to the second half of that
century'**. Nearest neighbors for the associated fibula of Werner’s class I C are missing, but
there is no reason to date this specimen with one pair of bird-heads later than other such
fibulae found in assemblages of the late sixth or early seventh century.

Only one pot in the assemblage with a fibula of Werner’s class I D from house 14 of
the settlement excavated in Hansca fits into the shape repertoire of the so-called Prague
culture, specifically into Stanciu’s type 4.3 dated to the first third of the seventh century'*.
In addition, there was a wheel-made pot in the assemblage, as well as a fragment of an
amphora, possibly of a globular specimen of the Late Roman 2 type, which remained in
use until the early seventh century'®®. A rim fragment is from a barrel-shaped, handmade

pot of Prykhodniuk’s type I, while a second handmade pot belongs to Prykhodniuk’s type

126 TimostcHuck / Rusanova/ MykHayiyna 1981, 133 Szexery 1992, 267 fig. 16,3;  PRYKHODNIUK
91 and figs. 7-8. 1998, 33 pl. 21.1.

127 Curta 2001a, 295-307. 134 Tropor/ Stanciu 2009, 137-138; Curra

128 Parczewski 1993, 51 fig. 13; 53 fig. 15; Stan- 2008, 678—-679.
cu 2011, 298; 236fig. 124; 291 fig. 162; 135 Raratovicu 1968, 97; 100; 96 fig. 29,2;
295 fig. 166. 98 fig. 30,8; RararovicH 1972b, 32, 66-67,

129 Szexery 1992, 263; 266; 268; 266 fig. 15; 196-197; 140-141; 32fig.2; 33fig. 3,1;
267 fig. 16 37 fig. 7,9; 38 fig. 8,8; 68 fig. 14; 135 fig. 21,3;

130 Tpip., 267 fig. 16,1;  Stanciu 2011, 207; 136 fig. 22,2—4; Stancwu 2011, 193, 209-210;
208 fig, 84 298; 210 fig, 88.

131 Szgxery 1992, 266 fig. 15,3. 136 JakoBsoN 1979, 14; MackeNseN 1992, 241. —

132 Baran 1972, 173-176 and fig. 53.1; HromaDA According to Orart 1984, 316, the late date is
1991, 277-278; 281 figs. 1 and 2,4; Hroma- indicated by the horizontal, as opposed to wavy
pa/ Koinik 1991, 258-261; 272 pl. 1I15.9; combed decoration.

Fusex 1994, 213; 336 pl. XXII 9.15; 337 pl.
XXIIT 2
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VI, which is believed to appear more frequently on sites in the Lower Danube region'?’.
Although a few fibulae of Werner’s class I D may be dated even after c. 650, it is more
likely that the date of the specimen in Hansca falls within the same interval — sixth to early
seventh century — as most other fibulae of that class, and that does not contradict the
conclusions drawn from the analysis of the pottery. The nearest neighbor of the Hansca
fibula is that from Budureasca, which has second-rank links with a fibula found in a par-
tially destroyed sunken-floored building in Iasi together with fragments of handmade pot-
tery'?®. A tulip-shaped, reconstructed pot from that building belongs to Prykhodniuk’s type
IV, believed to have been the hallmark of the Kolochin culture in the Upper Dnieper
region'*. Four other rim fragments may be classified as Stanciu’s types 100, 421, and 623
(Parczewski’s types Ga2, Fk2, and Cd4), all of which are believed to be typical for the later
phase of the Prague culture dated to the early seventh century'*.

A fragment of a I F fibula was found together with hand- and wheel-made pottery, in
addition to pottery thrown on a slowly moving wheel, in house 12 of the Bucharest-Soldat
Ghivan site'". Among the ceramic remains was a fragment with an incised cross, a decora-
tion often found on the handmade pottery from late sixth- and early seventh-century sites
in the Lower Danube region and in Transylvania'®>. Even though its fragmentary state of
preservation prevented the I F fibula from Bucharest-Soldat Ghivan from being considered
for cluster analysis, it is at least possible to date it shortly before or after AD 600, like most
other specimens of that class. Be as it may, the handmade pot found together with the
fibula — a tall vessel with out-flared rim, perhaps a specimen of Teodor’s morphological
group 20A'? — does not appear in the ceramic repertoire believed to be typical for the
Prague culture'*.

137 PrykHODNIUK 1998, 33-34 pl. 21,1.9; RiaBcEvA the pot with which a pair of II C fibulae in grave
2005, 362. — This is in fact Teodor’s type 24A, a 280 in Dinceni was associated (RaraLovicH
good example of which is known from Buchar- 1986, pl. XIV.5). A pot decorated with notches
est-Straulesti (heep://www.esteo.ro/ TTW/Vol_3/ on the rim has been found together with an I G
v3_s3/pl48.htm, accessed March 29, 2015). Ac- fibula in grave 2 of the Kiskords cemetery, but
cording to GavriTukHIN 2005, 453, there are no illustration has been published and the pot
many more fragments of handmade pottery in has not been taken into consideration in Vipa
the assemblage. 1999 (CsarLany 1961, 230). Similarly, a rim

138 Tropor 1971, 1205 127 fig. 3,2; 128 fig. 4,1-3., fragment decorated with notches on the lip was
5-6.11-12.15. GavrrrukHIN 2005, 453 raises found in grave 7 in Kuz’minki, but no cross sec-
doubts about the association of pottery and fi- tion has been published (Seicyn 1901, 88). Ac-
bula. cording to GavritukHiN 2005, 451, fragments

139 PrykHopnNiuk 1998, 34 pl. 21,6; Stanciu 2011, of handmade pottery “of the Prague type” have
217 fig. 97. been found together with the I C fibula from

140 Stanciu 2011, 294; 232 fig. 1215 233 fig. 122; Velyka Sloboda, but none has been published.
236 fig. 124; 284 fig. 155; 285 fig. 156; Parc- 141 Dorinescu-FercHE / CONSTANTINIU 1981,
zewskt 1993, 51 fig. 13; 53 fig. 15; 54 fig. 16. — 293-294; 297; 311; 313; 324; 296fig. 3,5;
Another tulip-shaped, but much smaller pot 298 fig. 4,7; 314 fig. 12; 323 fig. 20.
was found together with a fibula of Werner's 142 Tropor/ Stanciu 2009, 136; Stanciu 2011,
class I D in grave 149 in Bratei. This very sim- 245.

ple pot may be classified as Parczewski’s type 143 Teopor 2005, 218 fig. 7.
10.6, but analogies are also known from sites at- 144 The only analogies mentioned in Teopor 2001

tributed to the Pen’kivka culture, and are classi- are from Budureasca (http://www.esteo.ro/
fied as Prykhodniuk’s type IX (Parczewski TTW/Vol_3/v3_s3/pl44.htm, accessed March
1993, 42fig. 12; PrykHobpNiuk 1998, 35; 29, 2015).

pl. 21,14). As a matter of fact, its best analogy is
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A rim fragment of Stanciu’s type 624 is known from the ceramic assemblage in house
58 in Davideni, which was associated with a rim fragment of a wheel-made jug or am-
phora, and a I G fibula'®. Since I G fibulae cannot be dated later than the mid-seventh
century, it is likely that the date of the assemblage in Davideni may be placed shortly
before or after the year 600'.

A T H fibula was found together with a few remains of handmade pottery in house 76
in Rashkiv'?’. Judging by the cross-section of its surviving part, one pot appears to belong
to Parczewski’s type 3.1 (Stanciu’s type 2.1) dated to the earliest phase of the Prague cul-
ture, i. e. to the middle and second half of the sixth century'*. Although no nearest neigh-
bor is known so far for the Rashkiv fibula, the assemblage in which it was found is most
likely of a later date, c. 600, given that most specimens of its class may be dated to the late
sixth and early seventh century. If a similar date may be accepted for the I C fibula from
Sicuieni, there is no match in the ceramic repertoire of the Prague culture for the hand-
made pot found in that burial assemblage. Following Nicolae Chidiosan and Zoltdn Ndn4-
si, loan Stanciu believes that the best analogies may be found in the ceramic repertoire of
Early Avar-age sites, but there are no exact matches for this pot in Tivadar Vida’s elaborate
typology of the Early Avar-age handmade pottery'®. Actually, a much better analogy is the
pot from house 5 in Seliste, an assemblage which has also produced a fragment of a I H
fibula'®. More than 135 fragments of handmade pottery have been recovered from the
house, but none of them has been illustrated. However, two are said to be decorated with
finger impressions on the rim, a kind of ceramic decoration that became popular only after
c. 600"'. A discrepancy between the dates assigned to the handmade pottery and the asso-
ciated fibula, respectively, appears in the case of the assemblage from a destroyed sunken-
floored building in Suceava'?. To be sure, two rim fragments may be classified as Stanciu’s
types 323 and 423", however, a reconstructed pot of quasi-globular form belongs to Pry-
khodniuk’s type VII, which is believed to be particularly common on sites dated to the
second phase of the Pen’kivka culture, namely to the fifth century and to the early decades
of the sixth century’. This, however, is contradicted not just by the chronology of I H
fibulae, none of which could be dated earlier than the second quarter of the sixth century,
but also by one of the three spindle whorls in the assemblage. The disc-shaped whorl was
fashioned out of a recycled fragment of a third- to fourth-century pot. Spindle whorls made
out of recycled potsherds represent a typically Early Avar cultural phenomenon'>. More-
over, a good analogy for the bifurcated antler awl from Suceava has recently been found in
the filling of a house of the early Byzantine fortified site at Capidava, on the Danube, and
cannot therefore be dated earlier than the mid-sixth century or later than c. 620'°.

145 Mrtrea 2001, 99-100; 304 fig. 44,4; 49 Cumiosan/ Nanast 1968; Vipa 1999; Stanciu

329 fig. 68,4; 381 fig. 120,6; 382 fig. 121,4.5. 2011, 81-82.
146 If the I G fibula from Demianiv was indeed as- 150 Raratovice 1972a, 135; 137; 133 fig. 10,14;
sociated with three rim fragments, as claimed by 136 fig. 11; 137 fig. 12,2.

GavriTuktiN 2005, 451 and 431 fig. 21,2—4, it 15! Curta 2001a, 291.
is worth mentioning that all three belong to 152 Mater 1962, 151-158; 152 fig. 2; 156 fig. 4-5;
Stanciu’s type 623. 157 fig. 6.

147 Baran 1988, 116; 143 pl. XVIIL7G; 157 pl. 155 Staxcw 2011, 232 fig. 121; 233 fig. 122.
LVI4-6; 21 fig. 12,1. — According to Gavriru- 154 Pryknopniuk 1998, 34 and 46; 49 tab. VI
kHIN 2005, 452, the association has not been pl. 21,10.
confirmed. 155 Curta 2004, 69.

148 Parczewskr 1993, 36fig. 6; Stanciu 2011, 156 Covacer 1995-1996, 106 pl. V 3.

207; 298; 209 fig, 85.
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Assemblage Fibula “Prague” types “Pen’kivka” types Other Other
(after Stanciu) (after Prykhodniuk) techniques forms

Rashkov 76 IH 2.1

lasi ID 100, 421, 623 v

Suceava 2 IH 323, 423 VII

Poian 19 IC 1.2 I tournette

Hansca 14 ID 4.3 I, VI wheel-made

Davideni 58 IG 624 wheel-made

Chornivka 5 I1C 623, 624 pans

Davideni 41 IIB 100, 323, 422, 623 pans

Bratei 149 ID X

Dinceni 280 IIc IX

Soldat Ghivan 12 IF Teodor 20A

Volos'ke 1D Teodor 12A

Table 2. Hand- and wheel-made pottery associated with ”Slavic” bow fibulae.

The ceramic assemblage in house 41 in Davideni, the filling of which produced a “Sla-
vic” bow fibula of Werner’s class II B, contained both wheel- and handmade pottery'™”.
The latter includes rim fragments of Stanciu’s types 100, 323, 422, and 623, which are
also believed to be typical for the first third of the seventh century'®. Two fragments of
clay pans add to the diversity of the ceramic assemblage in house 41 of the Davideni settle-
ment. There are no analogies in the ceramic repertoire of the Pen’kivka culture for the pot
with out-flared rim found together with a II D fibula in a house excavated in Volos’ke, on
the Lower Dnieper. Instead, this appears to be Teodor’s morphological group 12A, with a
good analogy from the site excavated on Soldat Ghivan Street in Bucharest'*.

Assuming for a moment that there was such a thing as the Prague-type pottery, at a
closer examination it becomes evident that out of twelve ceramic assemblages with “Slavic”
bow fibulae, three (Rashkiv, Chornivka, and house 41 in Davideni) have only forms attrib-
uted to the Prague culture (zzb. 2)'°. Moreover, the clay pans found in two of them are an
altogether rare form in assemblages with Prague-type pottery known from Slovakia, north-
western Romania, or Poland'®'. More often than not, the Prague forms most typically asso-
ciated with “Slavic” bow fibulae have either straight and almost outright (Stanciu’s type
100), or everted rims (Stanciu’s types 4.3, 623, and 624), which are said to characterize
the second, later phase of the Prague culture dated to the first third of the seventh century.
However, such forms cannot be treated as an exclusive feature of the Prague culture, be-
cause they also appear in assemblages attributed to the Pen’kivka culture in the forest-

157 Mrrrea 2001, 81-83; 296 fig. 36,1; 297 fig. 37; 159 Rutkiv’ska 1974, 38; 35 figs. 4.6—13; TropOR

322 fig. 62,16; 329 fig. 68,2; 335 fig. 74,1; 2005, 219 fig. 8; htep://www.esteo.ro/ TTW/
338 fig. 77,2; 336 fig. 75,3; 372fig. 111,4-5; Vol_3/v3_s3/pl37.htm, accessed March 29,
373 fig. 112,1-2.4.9.15; 375 fig. 114,14-15. 2015.

158 Stanciu 2011, 298; 232 fig. 121; 233 fig. 122; 160 For a critique of the concept of Prague-type pot-
230 fig. 124; 284 fig. 155; 285 fig. 156. tery, see Curta 2001b.

161 Stancru 2011, 221.
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steppe region of present-day Moldova and Ukraine’®. As a matter of fact, “Slavic” bow
fibulae are more often associated with Pen’kivka than with (exclusively) Prague forms'®. In
two cases (Bratei and Danceni) “Slavic” bow fibulae appear together with one and the same
form of the Pen’kivka repertoire — Prykhodniuk’s type IX. In two other cases (Hansca and
Poian) wheel-made wares were associated with Pen’kivka forms. The conclusion seems in-
escapable: despite claims to the contrary’®, most assemblages in which “Slavic” bow fibulae
appear together with handmade pottery cannot be classified as of the Prague type attribu-
ted to the Slavs.

To be sure, such fibulae have also been found with urn cremations in Mazuria (north-
eastern Poland). Most of those from Kielary are pots with apertures larger than the bot-
toms, often with tall necks and out-flared rims. In spite of contrary claims, none of these
handmade pots matches any form attributed to the Prague culture'®. The pottery com-
monly attributed to the Prague culture is typically devoid of any ornamentation'*®. By con-
trast, every one of the eight urns found in Kielary together with “Slavic” bow fibulae was
decorated, often in a quite elaborate manner. Particularly common is the combination of
several sets of two or three horizontal lines separated by zigzag patterns of triple lines'®’.
This ornament was most likely produced with a comb-like instrument and is believed to
be typical for a presumed first phase of the cemetery'*®. However, a correspondence analy-
sis of the Kielary cemetery has demonstrated that the graves with urns and “Slavic” bow
fibulae belong to a large group dated to the late sixth and early seventh century'®.

The examination of the ceramic assemblages with which some “Slavic” fibulae were asso-
ciated shows considerable cultural variability in each one of the four major areas identified
by means of cluster analysis. This becomes even more evident when one considers that
such fibulae were found with both inhumations (the Crimea, Carpathian Basin, central
Russia) and cremations (Lower Danube, Mazuria, Oka region). “Slavic” bow fibulae appear
inside the early Byzantine Empire — in the Balkans and the Crimea, but also in Asia Minor

162 For examples see PrykHoDNIUK 1998, 94 fig. 125; see also Baranowskir 1998, 285). How-
23,10; 101 fig. 30,4; 110 fig. 39,13; 120 fig. ever, more recent studies have demonstrated
49,16; 122fig. 51,2; 124 fig. 53,14; 125 fig. that no influence of the so-called “Slavic” pot-
54,15.16; 127 fig. 57,10 tery may be detected in Mazuria before the

163 The assemblages in Bucharest-Soldat Ghivan eighth century (Nowaxiewicz/ WROBLEWSKI
and Volos’ke produced forms that do not appear 2003, 178).
either in the Prague or in the Pen’kivka reper- 166 Parczewski 1993, 60—62; Fusex 1994, 58—63;
toire. Stanciu 2011, 240.

164 GavrrTukHIN 2005, 430; 434. 167 Very similar in this respect is the decoration of

165 Claims to the contrary: Okuricz 1988; KowaLs- the urns found in grave 8 in Kielary and 56 in
ki 1991, 82—83. — A particularly good example Tumiany together with fibulae of Werner’s
of a handmade pot not matching any form at- classes I C and I ], respectively (Jakosson 2009,
tributed to the Prague culture is the tall urn in 139 pl. 38d; 215 pl. 114p). This same ornamen-
grave 74 with an aperture slightly smaller than tal pattern is doubled on the urns from graves 6
the bottom and the maximum diameter around and 74 in Kielary, which have also produced fi-
the middle (Jakosson 2009, 262 pl. 161f). bulae of Werner’s classes I C and I ], respectively
Equally foreign to the ceramic repertoire of the (Jaxosson 2009, 212pl 111r; 262 pl. 161f).
Prague culture is the chalice found in Piecki in The idea that this ornamental pattern originated
grave 1 (Rupnicki 2009a, 607 fig. 8.9). Accord- in the Slavic world has no basis in the existing
ing to Jerzy Okulicz, the influence of the Pra- evidence (Moszczyxskr 2004).
gue-type culture on the local pottery production 168 Baranowski/ MoszczyNskr 2004,  173-174
in Mazuria may be dated to the late sixth and with tab. 6.

early seventh century (Oxuricz 1988, 115 and  1© Curta 2011b, 68; 101 pl. 14.
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— as well as beyond its northern borders, in barbaricum. Although individual fibulae may
have first- or second-rank links to each other, they have been found in very different cul-
tural environments. If the extraordinary similarity revealed by such links cannot be ex-
plained either in terms of itinerant specialists, or as a movement of ornamental patterns
and ideas from one community to the other by means of chains of transmission, the cul-
tural diversity precludes any explanation based on the idea of migration. As we have seen,
not all classes of “Slavic” bow fibulae originated from the same region, and every region
lacks some classes. For example, there are no fibulae of Werner’s class I G, II A, II B, or
II D in the Lower Danube region, while the classes I H, II A, and II B do not appear in
Mazuria. The Carpathian Basin is devoid of any finds of I H and II A fibulae, the Crimea
has produced no I C or I F fibulae, and class I B is absent from the Middle Dnieper
region. Moreover, nearest-neighbor links between specimens of the same class are in a
north-south direction in some cases, while in others they follow an east-west axis. Nor can
an area of origin for all types be postulated at the intersection of those axes, because that is
precisely the region of Eastern Europe devoid of any “Slavic” fibula finds. Furthermore, the
idea of a migration in all directions at the same time from some location in the middle of
the distribution map of all known fibulae is neither supported by other categories of evi-
dence, nor indeed in tone with the current understanding of how migrations worked in
the past'”®. Despite Werner’s claims to the contrary, therefore, there is no reason whatso-
ever to link the “Slavic” fibulae to any migration, especially not to that of the Slavs'”'. If
the fashion with “Slavic” fibulae did not spread across large sections of East Central and
Eastern Europe by means of itinerant specialists, diffusion, or migration, how can then one
explain the long-distance links revealed by the analysis of nearest-neighbor similarity?
Could the purpose of those artifacts have anything to do with their extraordinary popular-
ity? Did their social meaning contribute to the regional patterning of their distribution?

Function

Most scholars assume that the “Slavic” bow fibulae were accessories of female dress,
although the remains of persons buried together with such accessories have generally not
been properly sexed, except in two cases'’?. In several other cases, the size and even poor
state of preservation of the skeletal remains indicate children or adolescents (Bratei, Luchis-
toe, Shokshino)!'”?. The main purpose of the fibula was to fasten the dress, but there is no
agreement as to the nature of the dress and the particular ways in which fibulae were
attached to it. In the Crimea, where “Slavic” bow fibulae are typically found in pairs, often
in the company of a large buckle with an eagle-headed plate, the general interpretation is
that such accessories were used to fasten a peplos-like dress open at the front'7“. This dress
is commonly regarded as a kind of “uniform” of aristocratic women, all of whom wore a

170 Lee 1966; NEeusturny 1982; AnTHONY 1990; Nickr 2009a, 602). According to KHAREDINOVA
Braukamrer 1992; Hirke 1998; KLein 1999. 2000, 109 skeleton 4 in the burial chamber 46a
171 \XX/ErNER 1950, 172; SEpOV 1992, 36; Kazanski excavated in Luchistoe was that of an old wo-
2000, 27; FiepLer 2010, 240-241. man, but there is no reference to an anthropolo-
172 'The woman buried in Mokhnach with a pair of gical report.
IIC fibulae died at a relatively young age, be- 173 Of those, only for the skeleton in grave 174 has
tween 25 and 30, while the woman whose cre- age been properly established — between 6 and
mated remains were buried in grave 8 in Piecki 8 years (BArzu 2010, 225).

was between 35 and 55 old at the time of her 174 Kuairepinova 2007, 22.
death (Axsenov/ Basenko 1998, 111; Rub-
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Site Main Position Additional Position
fibula fibula

Adamclisi Inc r. shoulder

Bratei 262 ID 1. side of skull

Seliste 59 IH r. side of skull

Shokshino 913 IC on the neck

Suuk Su 55 D 1. shoulder

Syatzmdy-Fehére6 375 IC 1. shoulder

Bratei 174 IC r. collar bone IC 1. collar bone

Danceni 280 Inc r. shoulder nc 1. shoulder

Luchistoe 10/4 ID under r. collar bone IG under 1. collar bone

Luchistoe 38/9 Inc r. collar bone D L. collar bone

Suuk Su 28 Ic r. shoulder 11D 1. shoulder

Suuk Su 154 nc r. collar bone oD 1. collar bone

Syatzmdy-Fehérté 33 IF r. side of chest IF 1. shoulder

Bratei 277 IH 1. side of chest

Sicuieni IC chest

Luchistoe 36/ 14 IITA r. chest IIB 1. chest

Eski Kermen 257 ITA r. chest Inc l. chest

Gémbag 11T IC r. chest IC 1. chest

Luchistoe 10/17 ID r. chest ID I. chest

Piatra Frecitei B42 IH r. chest IH 1. chest

Suuk Su 86 IA r. chest IIB 1. chest

Suuk Su 87 1B r. chest 1IB 1. chest

Kiskoros 2 IG by the . hand

Bakla nc pelvis

Podbolot’e 220 II'B r. side of pelvis

Szigetszentmiklés-Héros 14 Ic r. side of pelvis

Table 3. The position of "Slavic” bow fibulae in graves (shading indicates burials in which the fibula does
not seem to have been included as a dress fastener.)

pair of brooches on the shoulders and a large belt buckle at the waist'”>. Indeed, when
recorded, the position of fibulae in graves seems to correspond with the idea of two fasten-
ers attached at the shoulders (726. 3). Most pairs found on the shoulders or on the chest
consist of fibulae of the same class, but there are also combinations of ID, IG, II A, II D,

175 Suchukin/ Furas’ev 2007, 77. — The general buried as dressed when reaching the end of their

assumption is that each and every one of the
women was buried in the dress that she had
worn during her lifetime, as suggested by traces
of wear on brooches, fibulae, or earrings (Kxarr-
ebiNova 2000, 109). No author dealing with this
question seems to have taken into consideration
the unlikelihood of aristocratic women being

lives. There is an obvious tendency to treat the
archaeological evidence as remains of the living
culture, with no notion of burial as a ceremony
involving long preparations and staged displays
of dress accessories, some of which were at-
tached to the body, while others were deposited
next to it.
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and II C fibulae. According to Elzara Khairedinova, in the Crimea fibulae found in pairs
on female skeletons are typically of different size, with the smaller one on the left and the
larger one on the right. Only burials of young girls produced fibulae of the same size'”°.
This is definitely true for the skeleton no. 6 in the burial chamber 257 of the Eski Kermen
cemetery and for that in grave 28 in Suuk Su'”’. However, the child buried in the burial
chamber 38 in Luchistoe, possibly a girl, had a shorter, II C fibula on the left, and a longer
one of Werner’s class II D on the right side. Moreover, the II B fibula found on the left
side of the child skeleton no. 14 in the burial chamber 36 of that same cemetery was larger
than the II A fibula on the right side'”®.

It is unlikely that such large fibulae were actually worn by those children during their
lifetime, which implies that their addition to the burial dress must be interpreted in sym-
bolic terms. By contrast, a single fibula on one shoulder, next to the skull, on the neck, or
on the chest of the skeleton may have been a true fastener either for a mantle or for the
shroud in which the deceased was wrapped. In principle, this was also true for the few cases
in which the fibula was found on the pelvis, as in Bakla, Podbolot’e, or Szigetszentmiklds-
Hiros. A dress opened at the front may, in such cases, have been fastened with a single
fibula doubled perhaps with a belt'””. However, it is possible that in all three cases the
fibula was attached to the belt, as in burial assemblages of the Merovingian or Early Avar
age'®. The presence of the buckle is confirmed in Bakla and Szigetszentmiklds-Héros,
while the silver belt mounts and strap end found in grave 220 in Podbolot’e indicate a belt
perhaps tied around the waist without a buckle'®'. Much more problematic is the interpre-
tation of the I G fibula in grave 2 of the Kiskords cemetery. There was no buckle in the
assemblage, and no traces of a belt have been found. Moreover, next to the fibula, which
was found by the wrist of the left hand, was a bone needle case and a knife. This collection
of items strongly suggests the existence of a purse attached to the left hand of the deceased
or simply deposited next to it in the grave. At any rate, no indication exists that the Kis-
kords fibula was used as a fastener, which begs the question of the symbolic value of its
deposition in the grave.

For his ethnic interpretation of the “Slavic” bow fibulae, Werner has placed a consider-
able emphasis on the alleged difference between the Germanic costume with two fibulae
and the Slavic costume with only one fibula. According to him, when found singly, “Sla-
vic” bow fibulae are a sure indication of Slavic ethnicity. Occasional pairs found in such
assemblages as grave III in GAmbas are to be explained as the result of “Germanic influ-
ence”'®2. However, “Slavic” bow fibulae appear both singly and in pairs with cremations in
very different cultural environments, such as the cemeteries in Mazuria and in Sirata Mon-
teoru. In Mazuria, such fibulae sometimes appear in combination with disc-shaped or
crossbow fibulae (Kielary), while in the Crimea they are paired with bow fibulae of the
Dnieper type (Luchistoe, Suuk Su)'®®. There is, therefore, no one-to-one connection be-
tween a particular cultural profile and the preference for dress with either one or two “Sla-
vic” fibulae. Moreover, most fibulae are associated with buckles in assemblages associated
with both cremations and inhumations (#26. 4). These may be simple buckles with no
plates and with oval or rectangular loops (Bratei, Gatér, Kosewo, Luchistoe, Migtkie,

176 Knarepinova 2007, 21. 181 Goropcov 1914, 133.

177 Curta 2011c, 164. 182 \¥/erNER 1950, 1625 1705 172.

178 Curra 2009b, 61 with fig. 19; Curra 2012, 52 183 For disc-shaped fibulae, see Rupnickr 2007. For
with n. 23; 42 fig. 15 crossbow fibulae, see Rupnicki 2008. For bow

179 Crauss 1987, 536 and fig. 40. fibulae of the Dnieper type, see SzmONIEWSKI

180 Vipa 2004, 438—439. 2004, Ropinkova 2006, and Skysa 2011.
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Site

Csdkberény
Cornegti
Oféldedk
Seliste 59
Tumiany 3
Tumiany 58
Bratei 174
Bratei 262
Kosewo 202
Mietkie 587
Mietkie 424
Kielary 9
Mietkie 579
Kosewo 172
Luchistoe 36/9
Eski Kermen 257

Bartolty Wielkie 15

Shokshino 913
Balakliia
Danceni 280
Suuk Su 87
Bratei 277

Kiskorss 2
KuzZminskoe 7
Gambas III
Cosovenii de Jos
Szatymdz-Fehért6 33
Bratei 130

Kruje 28

Vidrpalota 212
Luchistoe 46a/ 4

Tiszabura

Mietkie 462

Bratei 113
Gatér 238
Kielary 85

Kielary 100

Main

fibula
Inc
IC
1)
IH
IF
I1G
IC
1D
IC
IC
ID
IC
IF
IID
IIc
IIA

IG

IC
IIc
IIc
IIB
I'H

IG
IID
IC
IB
IF
IC
IC

IIc
IIB

IIc
IC

IH
IIB
ID

IC

Additional
fibula(e)

IC
ID
IC
IC
IF
IC
IF
oD
D
nc

rectangular
plate

D
nc
IIB

IC

IF
IC
IC

nc
Dnieper
type

IC

Neck

beads
beads
beads
beads, pendant
beads
beads
beads
beads
beads
beads
beads
beads, pendant
beads, pendants
beads, pendants
beads, pendants

beads, pendants,
cross

torc

pendants

beads

beads

beads, pendants
beads

beads

beads, pendants
beads

torc

beads

beads

beads

beads
beads, pendants

beads
beads, pendants

Hands Head

bracelet

bracelet

bracelet

bracelets earring
diadem,
earring
earring
earrings
earrings
earrings
earrings
lock ring
earrings
earrings
earrings

bracelet earrings

fingerring

Table 4. Accessories of female dress with "Slavic” bow fibulae.

Waist

buckle
buckle
buckle,

belt mounts
strap end
buckle

buckle
buckle,

belt mounts
buckle
buckle
buckle,

strap end,
belt mount

buckle
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Site Main  Additional Neck Hands Head Waist
fibula fibula(e)
Kosewo 548 I1C buckle
Leleszki “b” 1D buckle
Mietkie 84 I1C buckle,
strap ends,
belt mounts
Nea Anchialos IB buckle
Tumiany 56 1] buckle,
strap end
Bashtanovka ID ID buckle
Edessa ID 1D buckle
Kielary 43 I1C 1C buckle
Kosewo 366 1G 1G, buckle
Dattenberg
type
Bakla 11 IIC Dnieper buckle
type
Kielary 30 IC disc-shaped buckle,
strap ends,
belt mounts
Kielary 6 1] disc-shaped, buckle,
strap ends,
belt mounts
crossbow
Tumiany 30 ID beads, pendants strap ends,
belt mounts
Tumiany 68 1C beads buckle,
belt mounts
Skalistoe 279/ 1 ID beads buckle
Tumiany 74 I1G beads, pendants belt mounts
Tumiany 93 I1G pendant buckle
Waplewo 22 1C torc, beads, pendants buckle,
strap end
Budapest-
Pannonhalmi 2 IIC beads buckle
Kosewo 553a IF IF beads buckle,
strap ends,
belt mounts
Suuk Su 154 Inc IID beads buckle
Migtkie 579 IF IF beads, pendants buckle
Kielary 13 1C 1C beads, pendants buckle,
strap ends,
belt mounts
Kielary 8 1C 1C, beads, pendants belt mounts
crossbow
Kielary 74 I1C 1C beads belt buckle,
strap ends,
belt mounts
Luchistoe 10/17 ID 1D beads, pendants belt buckle

Table 4 (cont.)
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Site Main  Additional Neck Hands Head Waist

fibula fibula(e)

Tumiany 84 1G 1G beads, pendant buckle,
strap end,
belt mounts

Waplewo 21 IC IC beads buckle,
strap end,
belt mounts

Kosewo 529 1C 1C beads, torc buckle,
strap ends,
belt mounts

Boki I11/23 11D bracelet

Kielary 44 IC fingerring

Tumiany 2 fingerring strap end

Tumiany 20 I1F fingerring buckle,
strap ends,
belt mounts

Piatra Frecitei B42 IH IH bracelets earring

Luchistoe 10/ 4 1D I1G bracelets earrings buckle

Podbolot’e 220 IIB bracelets diadems, belt mounts

earrings

Bratei 11 IH earrings

Bratei 167 1G lock ring

Lezhé 36 IB earring

Sza’kaly—Oreghegy 12 1B I1C earring buckle

Szatymdz-Fehérté 375 1C beads bracelets earrings buckle

Szigetszentmiklds- IIc beads, pendants bracelets, earrings buckle

Hiros 14 fingerring

Suuk Su 28 IIC 1D beads bracelets earring buckle

Suuk Su 86 ITA Inc beads, pendants bracelets earrings buckle

Mokhnach IIc Inc torc, beads, bracelet, diadem, buckle

pendants ﬁngerring earrings,
lock rings

Suuk Su 55 D Dnieper beads bracelets earrings buckle

type

Table 4 (cont.)

Mokhnach, Szatymdz-Fehértd, Szigetszentmiklés-Hdros, Tiszabura, Tumiany), with rectan-
gular (Migtkie, Kielary, Kosewo, Tumiany, Waplewo) or oval plates (Tumiany), or more
elaborate specimens: “Byzantine” buckles of the Sucidava (Bratei), Corinth (Kruje), Syra-
cuse (Bakla, Edessa), or Trebizond classes (Luchistoe)'®4. In Mazuria, “Slavic” bow fibulae
are sometimes found together with belt buckles and belt mounts with elaborate open-work
ornament (Kielary, Leleszki), while in the Crimea they are commonly associated with silver
buckles with eagle-headed plates (Bashtanovka, Luchistoe, Suuk Su)'®.

184 For the Sucidava, Syracuse, and Trebizond 185 For belt buckles with eagle-headed plates, see
classes, see ScHULzZE-DorrRLAMM 2002a, 146— Z.ASECKAIA 2005.
151; 177—-179; 184—186. For the Corinth class,
see ScHuLzE-DorrRLAMM 2009, 19-24.
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The latter never appear in burials of children, and it has been suggested that, since some
women were buried without such buckles or without fibulae, those dress accessories may
have served as symbols of social status, perhaps as badges of aristocratic rank'®. Even in
the absence of belt buckles with eagle-headed plates, the fashion of connecting the two
fibulae across the chest by means of a necklace of glass beads and metal pendants seems to
have been restricted to members of the elite. The fashion is ultimately of Scandinavian
origin and may have reached the Crimea through the intermediary of the elites in the Mid-
dle Dnieper region'®. The combination of glass beads, metal pendants, and pairs of “Sla-
vic” bow fibulae also appears in Mazuria (Kielary, Kosewo, Migtkie, Tumiany)'®s. How-
ever, there is no way to know whether necklaces of beads and metal pendants were meant
to connect the associated fibulae, as in the Crimea. Moreover, in Mazuria beads and metal
pendants also appear in burial assemblages with single “Slavic” bow fibulae (Tumiany and
Waplewo). A closer examination of the beads found in association with “Slavic” bow fibu-
lae reveals a few interesting patterns (zzb. 5). The largest necklaces are those from two sites
in the Middle Dnieper region (Balakliia and Mokhnach), and they include the largest
number of amber beads'®. Such beads also appear in relatively smaller numbers in burial
assemblages in the Crimea (Eski Kermen, Luchistoe, and Suuk Su), but only sporadically
elsewhere (Bratei, Kosewo, Seliste). The only beads of chalcedony, carnelian, or rock crystal
associated with “Slavic” bow fibulae are known from Crimean assemblages. Just as fibulae
of Werner’s classes I C or I F do not appear in the Crimea, there are no eye-beads in
assemblages from that region. By contrast, most eye-beads have been found together with
“Slavic” bow fibulae on sites in Hungary and Transylvania, and in smaller numbers on sites
in Mazuria'”®. The smallest number of beads per assemblage is that from Mazuria, and half
of all assemblages that produced only glass beads (but no millefiori beads) are from that
same region. A certain pattern is also apparent when examining the colors of the beads
found in Mazurian graves. Out of 104 beads collected from grave 8 in Kielary, 89 were
yellow, just like seven out the 15 beads from grave 30 in Tumiany''. All 44 beads from
grave 579 in Migtkie were also yellow, and the same is true for the five beads from grave
74 in Tumiany, the three beads from grave 21 in Waplewo, or the two beads in grave 424
in Migtkie'?. It is perhaps no accident that besides 34 yellow specimens, the necklaces
with 81 beads from grave 9 in Kielary also contained three gilded pieces, which may have
created a sharp contrast to the other beads of brown or dark green color'®. That this may
well have been a Mazurian fashion results from the combination in three different burial
assemblages (grave 8 in Kielary, and graves 30 and 74 in Tumiany) of yellow beads, dou-
ble-spiral wire pendants, and “Slavic” bow fibulae'“. It is also worth mentioning that most

186 Knairepinova 2000, 109; Kuarepivova 2007, 190 For eye-beads in Early Avar assemblages from

22. Hungary, see PAszror 2008, 313—-314.
187 Curta 2009b, 63; Curta 2010a, 153; Curta 191 Jakosson 2009, 40 and 70.
2011c, 172; Curta 2012, 52. 192 HiserG 2009, 448; 450; Jakosson 2009, 40.

188 The pendants found in graves 84 in Tumiany, 9 193 Jaxosson 2009, 70-71.
in Kielary, 579 in Migtkie, and 172 in Kosewo 194 The only other assemblage with “Slavic” bow fi-

are all spirals made of bronze wire (JakoBson bulae from Eastern Europe that includes plain
2009, 51 and 70; HiLsera 2009, 360 and 450). yellow beads is grave III in Gimbas (HorepT
Necklaces found with cremations in Mazuria 1958, 98). However, there were three separate
also included bronze sheet, trapeze-shaped and necklaces in that assemblage, none of which had
double-spiral (“spectacle”) wire pendants. pendants.

189 For amber beads in Eastern Europe during the
sixth and seventh centuries, see Curta 2007a.
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Assemblage Total Eye- Amber Chalcedony Carne- Rock  Mille-  Metal
number  beads lian  crystal fiori

Balakliia ca. 300 30

Gambas I11 194 47 11

Mokhnach 164 116 3

Dinceni 280 156

Cornesti 141 1

Eski Kermen 257 104 5 1 11

Kielary 8 104

Skalistoe 279 86

Kosewo 553a 84

Kielary 9 81 5

Szatymdz-

Fehérto 375 77 7

Suuk Su 55 55 30 6

Waplewo 22 55

Csakberény 45 11

Luchistoe 46a/4 45 some

Mietkie 579 44

Tiszabura 42 40?

Suuk Su 86 33 6 1 2

Suuk Su 28 29 20

Suuk Su 87 29 13

Bratei 262 26 21 1

Migtkie 587 25 some

Luchistoe 10/17 23 11 10 1

Szatymdz-Fehértd 33 23

Budapest-

Pannonhalmi 2 17 162

Suuk Su 154 17 11 5

Tumiany 30 15

Virpalota 212 13

Kosewo 172 12 4

Ofoldedk 12 3

Szigetszentmiklés-

Héros 14 12 12

Kosewo 202 10

Bratei 130 9 1

Tumiany 68 6 2

Tumiany 74 5

Bratei 174 3

Kruje 28 3

Seliste 59 3 1 1

Tumiany 3 3 3

Waplewo 21 3

Mietkie 424 2

Tumiany 58 2

Tumiany 84 1

Table 5. Beads found in assemblages with "Slavic” bow fibulae (shading indicates assemblages which con-
tain a few simple glass beads.)
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finger-rings associated with “Slavic” bow fibulae appear in Mazurian assemblages (z2b. 4).
Those are either spiral wire finger-rings (Migtkie, Tumiany) or finger-rings with middle rib
(Kielary), both specific to local fashions'*.

Conspicuously absent from the Mazurian fashions are earrings and bracelets. Both dress
accessories frequently appear however in the Carpathian Basin and in the Crimea. The
Crimean earrings are either simple links (Luchistoe, Suuk Su) or earrings with polyhaedral
or pear-shaped pendant (Suuk Su). By contrast, most earrings found in Early Avar assem-
blages in Hungary have bead pendants'”®. Most remarkable is the similarity between the
silver earrings with spiral end found in two graves in Bratei (130 and 167) and the six
bronze lock rings from Mokhnach. This parallel mirrors the second-rank links established
between a I H fibula from Bratei and the same region of Left-Bank Ukraine along the Orel
and Samara rivers. Another analogy between Bratei and Mokhnach points in the same
direction, namely the use of diadems. That from grave 277 in Bratei, which has also pro-
duced a I H fibula, has good analogies within the same cemetery'”’, but such imitations of
early Byzantine head-dresses made of solid metal bands are known from Mokhnach and
Gaponovo, both in Left-Bank Ukraine'”®. Early Avar-age diadems were made of separate
plates attached to a piece of leather, not of solid metal bands'”. Similarly, both diadems

found in grave 220 in Podbolot’e together with a “Slavic” bow fibulae were made of plates,
not of solid metal band*®.

Meaning

The Middle Dnieper region plays a key role in understanding the meaning behind the
dress with “Slavic” bow fibulae. On several sites in that region (Gaponovo, Koloskovo,
Koziivka, Kurilovka, Martynivka, Nova Odessa, Nyzhniaia Syrovatka, Sudzha, Trubchevsk,
Ugly, and Velyki Budky) fibulae have been found not in settlements or burials, but in
hoards*'. The combination of “Slavic” bow fibulae, bracelets, earrings, beads, and metal
pendants, which is illustrated by burial assemblages in the region such as Mokhnach, is also
amply documented in hoards. Although some of them contained broken objects, there are
no tools, and no metalworking residues. They were therefore neither collections of “hack-
silver” nor bullion in the possession of some craftsmen specializing in the production of
dress accessories. Instead, they were hoards of a rather different nature**>. The artifacts in
the Khats’ky and Gaponovo hoards were carefully wrapped in silk and linen, respectively,
and several collections seem to have been intentionally deposited next to water and in
marshy areas, which strongly suggests votive deposition®”. On closer examination, the

195 Kurakov 1997. the environs of Bratei and the hoards in the
196 The pair of golden earrings from grave 14 in Middle Dnieper region, see Bororrka 2003.
Szigetszentmikl6s-Hdros belong to the Tészeg 199 Garam 2005, 169-170.
type, for which see OrMANDY 1995, 159—161. 200 Tuknrina 1997, 1125 113 fig. 1,2.3.
Simple links are known from Tiszabura, Szé- 201 The only hoard with “Slavic” bow fibulae found

kaly-Oreghegy, and Szatyméz-Fehérté. outside the Middle Dnieper region is Kamenovo
197 Barzu 2010, 312 pl. 34.G.195.1. (northern Bulgaria), a collection with many
198 ShcHeGLOVA 1999, 298-299. — An early By- links to assemblages in Left-Bank Ukraine (Pr-

zantine specimen made of gold is known from sAROVA 1997).

the Varna hoard, for which see Divmitrov 1964, 202 For a good example of a contemporary hoard

73 fig. 12; 74 fig. 13. For another, slightly ear- belonging to a craftsman, see Ostanma 2007.

lier metal head-band from Transylvania, see 203 Bosrinskn 1901, 147; GavrRITUKHIN/ OBLOMS-

Ferenczt 1960. For additional links between ki 1995, 135; Gavrrrukain/ Osromskn 2009,
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
A 34 32 1 1 19 4 17 6 6
B 10 3 2 3
C 2 168 50 1 8 9 5 1 2
D 8 45 1 33 2 4 4 2 5 4 10 6 2 10 1
E 15 12 8 7 46 29 2 1 21 6 2 3 6 3 27 11 4 1
F 1 7 7 12 2 12 2 17 28 6 4 4
G 7 8 86 2 1 3 11 10 4 14 181 6 10 40 3
H 8 6 2 2 17 2 12 7 4 44 22

Table 6. Artifact categories in late sixth- to early seventh-century hoards of silver and bronze. Hoards:

A Nova Odessa; B Nyzhniaia Syrovatka; C Koloskove; D Kurilovka; E Koziivka; F Sudzha; G Gaponovos;

H Trubchevsk. — Artifact categories: 1 bell-shaped pendants; 2 lead mounts; 3 rectangular pendants;

4 chains; 5 beads; 6 armbands; 7 rings; 8 fibulac with bent stem; 9 trapeze-shaped pendants; 10 torcs;

11 double-spiral wire pendants; 12 bow fibulae, Dnieper type; 13 “Slavic” bow fibulae; 14 hat-shaped

pendants; 15 tubular ornaments; 16 strap ends; 17 earrings; 18 pseudo-buckles; 19 belt mounts;
20 buckles.

composition of those hoards appears to be the result of careful selection (zz6. 6). It has long
been noted that most artifacts present in hoards are accessories of female dress, and at-
tempts have been made to reconstruct that dress on the basis of comparisons with burial
assemblages in the Middle Dnieper region and the Crimea***. Some have recently sug-
gested that the concentration of hoards in the Middle Dnieper region indicates the exis-
tence of one or many centers of political power, but others have instead argued that hoards
were collections not of prestige objects, but of common artifacts produced in multiple co-
pies, only some of which ended up in hoards*”>. However, it is clear that metal dress acces-
sories were not available to everyone, since few turned up in excavated settlements and
cremation cemeteries’®. Given that scrap metal itself was hoarded (as demonstrated by the
Velyki Budky hoard), any collection of copper-alloy and silver artifacts must have repre-
sented valuable assets, especially when considering their skillful execution and elaborate
decoration. That some of those collections were hidden in locations from which items
could not be recovered is a further indication of the premium placed on those hoards.

All of these hoards include “Slavic” bow fibulae and some kind of metal pendants, and
most have produced bead necklaces as well. This suggests that the fashion represented in
hoards is not different from that documented in burials of females, either in the Crimea or
in the Middle Dnieper region. I have demonstrated elsewhere that later hoards which in-
clude artifacts pointing to a date within the second half of the seventh century have some
connections with rich graves interpreted as burials of men because of the presence of weap-

309; Curta 2007b, 41 with n. 34; Currta in question was most likely ceremonial, and not

2010a, 151-152. — The artifacts in the Velyki that of everyday life (SHcHEGLOVA 2004, 121).

Budky hoard, mostly scrap metal, were also 205 Kazanski 2011a, 522; SucHEGLOVA 1999, 2905

found wrapped in linen (Goriunova 1992, Komar 2006, 27.

128). 206 The majority of the artifacts published by Kor-
204 SpcHecrova 20005 Ropmkova 2007. — Ol'ga ZUKHINA 1996, some of which have analogies in

Shcheglova has repeatedly insisted that the dress hoards, are stray finds, with no archaeological

context.
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ons and horse gear*””. No high-status female burials are known for the period in which this
later group of hoards may have been hidden, which suggests that the previously prominent
position of female funerary displays was abandoned in favor of new forms of power repre-
sentation. The presence of Byzantine silverware in the Martynivka hoard, and the fact that,
with few exceptions, most items appear in pairs or in more than two specimens, suggests a
type of conspicuous consumption known to anthropologists as “potlatch”. In times of so-
cial and political stress, such consumption may have served a number of functions, such as
celebrating rites of passage or succession to office. This may well have been the privilege of
several aristocratic groups in competition with each other for relative status and prestige.
Initially, female dress accessories were common currency for this type of social behavior,
just as women must have been for displaying the status of their male kin (for example
through burial ritual). Contemporary male burials (with or without horse skeletons) are
comparatively much poorer than the hoard collections. By contrast, during the second half
of the seventh century men assumed that role for themselves, and extremely rich burials
(Malo Pereshchepyne, Zachepylivka, Voznesens’ke, and Kelegeia) with a vast array of gold
rather than silver artifacts dwarfed all displays of hoarded metal*®®.

The combination of artifacts in hoards must therefore be regarded as symbolic**. But
what did “Slavic” bow fibulae actually symbolize? The presence of many such fibulae in
settlement contexts, often in the company of hand- or wheel-made pottery, strongly sug-
gests that these were not artifacts produced only to be attached to the funerary dress upon
burial. If worn during lifetime, either singly or in pairs, some of these dress accessories,
especially the large ones of Werner’s second group, must have been not only clearly visible,
but perhaps the most visible of all dress accessories of a woman. On the other hand, chil-
dren were buried in the Crimea with fibulae that were too large to have been possibly worn
during lifetime. In such cases, the meaning of the fibula seems to have been tied to the
social position of an adult female, most likely of aristocratic rank. Furthermore, if the sym-
bolism attached to fibulae in hoard collections has anything to do with their meaning in
daily life, those accessories were not just symbols of social status or gender, but badges of
power. Access to and manipulation of such artifacts may have been strategies for gaining
admission into elite groups, such as those engaging in “potlatch” competitions involving
collections of jewels associated with the female dress.

The idea that women buried with “Slavic” bow fibulae were of elevated social rank is
substantiated by cases of privileged inhumation. For example, the I B fibula from Nea
Anchialos was found with a skeleton (presumably that of a woman) in a burial chamber on
the southern side of an early Byzantine basilica®’®. Burial in vaulted tombs inside or close
to the church was a practice reserved in sixth-century Greece for important persons, either
the clergy or wealthy donors®!!. On the other hand, within one and the same cemetery in
Mazuria or the Crimea some women were buried with silver or gilded silver, others with

207
208
209
210

211

Curta 2007b, 39—-41.

Curta 2001a, 222-223.

Szmoniewskr 2010, 81.

Sorriou 1939, 62; KaATSOUGIANNOPOULOU
2009, 222 with fig, 6.

The burial in Nea Anchialos may therefore be
compared with one of the two vaulted tombs in
Stamata (Attica), which was built inside a three-
aisled, fifth- to sixth-century basilica. The tomb
has large murals depicting Latin crosses, a bird,

BERICHT RGK 93, 2012

and a fish, as well as an inscription. Inside the
tomb were a pair of gold earrings and a gold
clasp, in addition to bronze and silver spatulas
and a lekythos, all dated to the sixth century
and betraying a female burial (Gxini-TsorHo-
rouLou 1990; ToucHars et al. 1996, 1130; Las-
karis 2000, 78—79). Female donors are men-
tioned in contemporary inscriptions (Curra
2011a, 27).
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copper-alloy fibulae, while still others had no dress accessories whatsoever. High social sta-
tus is also implied by the rune on the back of the fibula from grave 548 in Kosewo, or the
Greek inscription on the back of the fibula from Bil’sk, both most likely representing prop-
erty signs.

Furthermore, several “Slavic” bow fibulae have been found in settlement, not burial as-
semblages, often on the house’s floor (Chornivka®'?, house 58 in Davideni, Filiag, Hansca?'?,
Krivina, Suceava) or in its filling (house 41 in Davideni, Rashkiv, Velyka Sloboda)*'“. Most
known specimens are preserved entirely, with no signs of damage, and in archaeological
contexts that show no traces of catastrophic destruction such as fire*">. House 58 in Davi-
deni, for example, was on the southern edge of the settlement within a group of sunken-
floored buildings arranged in a semi-circle around an open space with a free-standing oven
in the middle. Those buildings produced artifacts that may at least be viewed as rare or
exotic, if not indicative of high social status: a strainer in house 52, a cast fibula with bent
stem in house 51, and a pectoral cross in house 16. Much like the fibula in house 58, the
pectoral cross and the cast fibula with bent stem were also found on the floor by the
oven®'®. There is no pair of “Slavic” bow fibulae found on any settlement site, although, as
we have seen, such fibulae were worn in pairs, not just singly. Moreover, the artifacts with
which single “Slavic” bow brooches were commonly associated in settlement assemblages
(spindle whorls, awls, needles, strap ends, pendants, bracelets, and combs) were also found
singly®'”. There is nothing to suggest that the houses in which those artifacts (including
“Slavic” bow fibulae) were found have been evacuated in a hurry before destruction, nor is
there any evidence that they were abandoned because of deterioration. Single finds of “Sla-
vic” bow fibulae are therefore unlikely to have been “lost” or accidentally left behind?'®. It
is therefore possible that before evacuation, perhaps on the occasion of the death of the
household head, houses were “marked” with bow fibulae, a ritual practice that may have
also accompanied repair and changes in the internal organization of the structure®*’.

212 There is no mention in TiMosHcHUK/ Rusano- nothing is known about their precise location
va/ MyxHayrLyna 1981, 91 of the exact location within the archaeological contexts, and it may
of the fibula inside the sunken-floored building well be that they were actually found in a sec-
5 in Chornivka, but according to GAVRITUKHIN ondary position (e. g. in the filling of the house).
2005, 453 it was found on the floor. I have eatlier suggested that the fragment of a II

213 There is nothing in Rararovica 1972, 32-33 C fibula from Zvonets’ke was a piece of scrap
about the position of the fibula inside house 14 metal to be re-used for the local production of
in Hansca, but according to GAVRITUKHIN other pieces of jewelry (Curta 2011, 175 and
2005, 453, it was found on the floor. n. 25). There is no evidence of metalworking in

214 That the I C fibula in house 63 excavated in the vicinity of any of the other buildings in
Velyka Sloboda was found on the floor is speci- which fragments of "Slavic” bow fibulae have
fically mentioned in GavrrrukHin 2005, 451. — been found.

“Slavic” bow fibulae were also found in two 216 Curra 2006a, 101-102.
houses inside early Byzantine fortified settle- 217 Curta 2004, 72. — Needles and spindle whorls

ments in the northern Balkans, one in Carevec, appear singly even without “Slavic” bow fibulae

the other in Cari¢in Grad. Nothing is known, (Curta 2009b, 67).

however, about their exact location inside those 218 This is particularly true for the fibulae from

houses. Cari¢in Grad and Voloske, which were too
215 To be sure, a number of fibulae found in settle- large and most likely shiny to have been lost

ment assemblages are fragmentary: house 12 in and never recovered.

Bucharest-Soldat Ghivan Street, Bucharest-Di- 219 For the material culture correlates of house

miroaia (MorinTz/ RoserTi 1959, 33); house abandonment, see Cameron 1991; Stanciu

VII in Semenki; and Zvonets’ke. However, 2011, 307—308. — This is confirmed at least in
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Whatever the meaning of “Slavic” bow fibulae left behind in abandoned houses, they
were clearly symbols of social status. As we have seen, the dress with bow fibulae may have
been constructed with different elements in different places, but within each one of the
four major regions of East Central and Eastern Europe (the Crimea, Mazuria, the Lower
Danube region, and the Middle Dnieper region) that dress had a distinct referent and
transmitted a clear message to a defined target population (the members of the local com-
munities, but perhaps also outside visitors) about conscious affiliation and identity. That
more than one woman was buried either in Mazuria or in the Crimea with the same dress
accessories, and most likely wearing a similar dress, suggests that the social meaning at-
tached to “Slavic” bow fibulac was one of group identity. In other words, the fashions
involving “Slavic” bow fibulae identified at various points in this article at a regional and
even cross-regional level may have actually been a particular kind of “emblemic style”, a
form of non-verbal communication through which doing something in a certain way con-
veys information about relative identity**°.

Could that identity have been ethnic? And if so, could that ethnic identity have been
“Slavic”? In other words, were “Slavic” fibulae truly Slavic, a symbol of ethnic identity?
Certainly both fashions and styles are now recognized as the key categories for the archae-
ological exploration of past social identities**'. Some have rejected the link between materi-
al culture styles and ethnicity on the grounds that ethnic symbols are entirely arbitrary and
situational — a purely emic category???. However, material culture is not a passive reflection
of ethnic identity, but an active element in its negotiation. While ethnic boundaries are
often built out of a few cultural elements, those elements are never arbitrarily chosen, to
the extent that they are meant to mark the boundaries of the ethnic group as visibly as
possible for outsiders to acknowledge the existence of that group?’. Moreover, emblemic
styles commonly appear at critical junctures in the regional political economy when chan-
ging social relations would impel displays of group identity. Extensive relations with far-
away communities could serve to deliver rare and foreign objects linked symbolically to
universal forces. At a regional level, emblemic styles based on such objects may become
important to legitimize and “naturalize” the inherent inequality that exists in such societies,
despite stylistic variability which may continue to exist between local communities in cloth-
ing and display items***. There is therefore a strong possibility that some ethnic identity
was indeed represented through the dress with “Slavic” bow fibulae, in the same way, for

the case of house 12 in Bucharest-Soldat Ghi- 222 Bratner 2002, 172; Brather 2004, 570; 577.

van. Its oven was repaired at least once during — A somewhat milder version of that agnostic
the occupation of the structure, and the frag- approach claims that although styles may be
ment of the I F fibula found inside it may have identified in the material culture, their precise
marked one of those changes in the internal or- social interpretation is not so easy, because they
ganization of the house (Curra 2008a, 489). may refer to different identities and / or groups,

220 \¥iessNEr 1983; 1989; 1990. — I have in fact and choosing between those referents in the ab-
argued elsewhere that shortly before and after sence of the cultural context is impossible
AD 600 in the Lower Danube region long-dis- (BrathER 2011, 169).

tance contacts with other regions of Eastern 223 Lucy 2005, 96-97.
Europe, such as Mazuria, may have contributed =~ 224 Earte 1990; Curta 2007, 173; Haxenseck

to the rise of an emblemic style “which existed 2007, 24. — As Pauica/ Teopor 2009, 163
only in the repetitions and contrasts created by have noted, “Slavic” bow fibulae found in
the replication of ornamental patterns or forms” southern or eastern Romania are remarkably si-
(Curta 2001, 274). milar to those from sites located at a consider-
221 BURMEISTER 1997; MiLinkovic 2004, 194—195; able distance in Mazuria, the Middle Dnieper
HemricH-Tamaska 2005, 298. region, or the Crimea. At the same time, how-
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example, as the “Avar costume” was manipulated to mark ethnic boundaries in ninth- and
tenth-century Bulgaria®”®. But was that ethnic identity specifically Slavic? The question is
particularly relevant in this context because, despite numerous caveats, many scholars, par-
ticularly in the Balkans, continue to treat “Slavic” bow fibulae not only as badges of Slavic
identity, but also as index-fossils for the presence of the Slavs in certain regions***. Such an
interpretation is absurd for at least two reasons. First, it is based on the idea that objects
have intrinsic properties (such as ethnic attributes) that are independent from their produ-
cers or users. In other words, the assumption is that those who wore “Slavic” fibulae were
Slavs, whether they knew it or not, or whether they wanted it or not*””. Second, the dis-
tribution of “Slavic” bow fibulae shows significant clusters in at least two regions that are
not mentioned in relation to the Slavs in any medieval sources — Mazuria and the Crimea.
If the dress with “Slavic” fibulae was about emblemic styles which may have marked ethnic
boundaries, several identities were possibly signaled by such means that were most ob-
viously not Slavic. Whatever ethnic labels one chooses to employ for the groups whose
women wore “Slavic” bow fibulae, there must have been more than one group (ethnic)
identity signaled by such means. Could any one of them have been Slavic after all? It has
rightly been observed that in order for “Slavic” bow fibulae to be Slavic, they did not need
to be produced by Slavs alone. Instead, it was sufficient for them to fulfill the specific social
needs within Slavic communities®*®. During the second half of the sixth century, the mili-
tary posturing, which is otherwise poorly documented archaeologically®, must have been
a major component of the social relations in the Lower Danube region at a time of intense
social competition, a period which witnessed the rise of leaders whose basis of power was
warfare”. By 560, the unknown author of a collection of questions and answers known as
Erotapokriseis wrote of Slavs killing their leaders “sometimes at feasts, sometimes on tra-
vel“*!. By 590, the equally unknown author of a military treatise entitled Strategikon knew

ever, there are no such connections in terms of and II C are all typically Antian (Sepov 1999,
pottery morphology. Fibulae obviously reflect a 255; 258). Some believe that the decoration of
higher social level than pottery, the production certain classes is inspired by Slavic mythology:
of which remains more localized, with little or the fibulae of Werner’s class I C from Gambas,
no interest for long-distance connections. Tiszaftired, Kruje, and Vinic¢ani are thus asso-
225 SimeoNova 2011. ciated with the cult of a fertility goddess with
226 Porovi¢ 1994, 135; WEerrHMANN 1994, 100— legs in the form of bird-heads (Crausipis 2005,
101; Fiepier 1996, 202; Towmicic 1996, 152; 440; 450).
DznHorpzHIEVSKA 1997, 68; Mitrea 1997, 180; 227 Moreover, no “Slavic” bow fibulae have so far
Jankovic 2004, 40-41; Droerjar/ Storz been found in assemblages of the so-called Pra-
2005, 527; Riasceva 2005, 368; Fieprer 2010, gue culture that archaeologists commonly as-
240; GracaniN 2010, 146; Ropinkova 2010b, sociate with the Slavs. The few fibulae known
266. — According to Cosma/ Gupea 2008, from sixth- and early seventh-century Poland,
217, the I B fibulae belonged to the social and for example, are all of different types, with no
political elite of the Slavs under Avar rule. relations to the “Slavic” bow fibulae (HiserG
Others have gone as far as to assign various 2009, 293).

groups in Werner’s classification of “Slavic” bow 228 Pavica/ Teopor 2009, 160—161.
fibulae to different tribal groups known from 229 But see Kazanski 1995-1996, 2005-2009,

the written sources. Fibulae of Werner’s class I 2009, and 2011b.

B have been attributed to the Serbs, and the I C 230 Curta 2005b, 198-202. — For the problems
fibulae to the Berzetes, while the Sagudates are associated with the archaeological identification
to be recognized by means of I D fibulae (Jan- of centers of power (“central places”) in the
kovic 2007, 155; Basic 1997, 15; 18). Mean- Lower Danube region, see MAGureanu 2010.

while, fibulae of Werner’s classes I C, II B, I C, 23! RiepiNGeR 1969, 302; BenepicTy 1964, 50.
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that there were many Slavic reges who could even accept temporarily a paramount “king“*2.

When Slavic raids resumed in the 570s, several chiefs’ names begin to appear in the written
sources: Dauritas, Ardagastus, Peiragastus, and Musocius*’. The rise of local leaders thus
coincides in time with the dissemination of the fashionable dress with “Slavic” bow fibulae,
which may have well been worn by women associated with elite groups. Their option for
such a dress may have mirrored the social aspirations of their kinsmen and husbands. This
is remarkably similar to the situation in the late third century, when so-called “monstrous
brooches” (Almgren’s classes 216 and 217) and iron combs with perforated handles sud-
denly appear on a number of burial sites in eastern Romania and the Republic of Moldova
as clear references to a female aristocratic dress of Scandinavian origin***. Like the “mon-
strous brooches,” the “Slavic” bow fibulae point to relations with distant communities,
from which a few specimens may have been procured that were later imitated in local
production. But how were those few specimens procured in the first place? The long-dis-
tance connections revealed by the analysis of the ornamental linkage cannot be explained
by means of itinerant specialists or migration. How then are the remarkable nearest-neigh-
bor similarities between specimens found at a great distance from each other to be ex-

plained?

Distribution

Initially, “Slavic” bow fibulae may have been sufficiently exotic to produce prestige. Soon
after that, however, a transferred “model” was copied in less sophisticated forms, apparently
in response to an exclusively local demand. Brooch forms borrowed from other cultural
settings were authenticated culturally, and an emblemic style emerged®. The dissemina-
tion of ornamental patterns is therefore likely to signal the rise of individuals having the
ability to employ craftsmen experienced enough to replicate ornamental patterns and
brooch designs, which may have been borrowed from distant locations. A large-scale imita-
tion such as that indicated by the cluster analysis of the nearest-neighbor similarity be-
speaks strong ties between local elites and those in the regions from which models that
were being imitated originated in the first place. As soon as a new group emerged, linked
specimens spread rapidly over wide distances. Analogies for the Mazurian specimens of
Werner’s class I F, for example, have all been found at a distance between 1,000 and
2,000 km from the Mazurian Lakes in northeastern Poland?3*°. Extensive contacts with dis-
tant groups served to deliver rare and foreign objects that became fundamental components
of status display. However, the network of linked fibulae shows that the movement of
ornamental patterns was not unidirectional, but a two-way transfer. Some brooch forms
and ornamental patterns traveled in a north-south (or south-north) direction, others from
the east to the west. On the other hand, the plotting of nearest-neighbor similarities for
different classes of fibulae shows mutually exclusive networks for the distribution of differ-
ent types of bow fibulae. For example, although I D fibulae from both Mazuria and the
Middle Dnieper region are linked to specimens from the Lower Danube region, they have
no mutual links (fig. 6). The II B fibulae from Staasdorf (Austria) and Podbolot’e (Russia)

are both linked to specimens from the Dnieper region, but not to each other, and the same

232 Strategikon X1 4.30; Curta 1999. 235 Curra 20053, 131-132.
233 Curta 2001a, 325-332. 236 Curta 2008a, 484 with n. 40.
234 \WerNErR 1988, 247-250 and 254-256;

SHcHERBAKOVA / SHCHUKIN 1991; TLkjaEr 1998.
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is true for the II D fibulae from Kosewo (Mazuria) and Kuz’minki (Russia)?*”. The chron-

ology of assemblages with “Slavic” bow fibulae strongly suggests that contacts between
north and south, or east and west signaled by linked fibulae were all in place at about the
same time. The coincidence in time of assemblages with very similar fibulae found at a
considerable distance from each other in at least four regions of Eastern Europe (Mazuria,
the Lower Danube region, the Middle Dnieper region, and the Crimea) points to the
existence of an exchange network between communities in each one of those regions. What
kind of exchange could be responsible for such a rapid dissemination of brooch forms and
ornamental patterns? Werner has proposed that since the presence of “Slavic” bow fibulae
in Mazuria cannot be explained by means of migration, then it should be attributed to
long-distance trade relations between that region and the Lower Danube area, along the
so-called Amber Trail**®. In other words, the “Slavic” bow fibulae from the south were
exchanged for the amber of the north?**. However, while such fibulae are relatively numer-
ous on sites in Mazuria, there are no remains of amber — either raw, or in the form of
beads — on any of the equally numerous and well researched sites in the Lower Danube
region of present-day Romania, Moldova and Ukraine in which “Slavic” bow fibulae were
most certainly produced®”. Even in Mazuria, the evidence for late sixth-century amber is
meager, especially when compared with the very large quantity of amber finds from Lama-
ta, a small region in southwestern Lithuania (between the present-day towns of Silute,
Priekulé, and Svéksna), from which no “Slavic” bow fibulae are known?#!. Nor is there any
evidence of market places (either in Mazuria or at any point between that region and the
Lower Danube) in which amber could have possibly been exchanged for fibulae or any
other goods. Moreover, a commercial network for the distribution of such fibulae would
have produced a much more dispersed distribution**?. Instead, as we have seen, vast areas
of Eastern Europe to the north and northeast of the Carpathian Mountains produced few,
if any finds of “Slavic” bow fibulae. The dissemination of brooch forms and ornamental
patterns seems to have worked by great leaps, bypassing large areas of settlement and focus-
ing only on a few regions — Mazuria, the Lower Danube region, the Middle Dnieper re-
gion, and the Crimea. The cluster of finds of “Slavic” bow fibulae in those regions may
have something to do with the local conditions, as all four regions were characterized by
forms of society in which valuables of foreign origin (or imitations thereof) played a major
role in defining social hierarchies. “Slavic” bow fibulae seem to have been in fashion in
areas with particularly marked social differentiation, which suggests that a number of re-
gions with similar social systems that depended upon the supply and consumption of pres-
tige goods that were only available (at least initially) through contact with elites elsewhere

237 Curta 2009b, 65; Curta 2012, 54. influence from the Middle and Lower Danube

238
239

240

241

WERNER 1950, 167.

Werner 1984. — Werner initially dated all
classes of “Slavic” bow fibulae after c. 600, while
at the same time blaming the Slavs and the
Avars for the interruption of the supposed trade
relations between the Danube and the Baltic re-
gion along the Amber Trail.

For the distribution of sixth- to seventh-century
amber in Eastern Europe as the result of non-
commercial exchanges, see Curta 2007a.
Briujiene 2011, 258-267. Mazuria certainly
was the intermediary through which the cultural

reached Eastern Lithuania (Curta 2009a, 12).
However, while communities in Mazuria may
have mediated contacts of the Danube region
with communities of the East Lithuanian Bar-
row Culture, they had no contacts with the
neighboring territories in western Lithuania or
eastern Belarus. If Werner’s “amber lords” in
Mazuria acted as middlemen between the amber
region in Lamata and the Lower Danube, it re-
mains to be explained why no beads from La-
mata have so far been found in Mazuria.

242 ReNrREW 1977.
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came to be connected by means of a network of an inter-elite exchange**®. This was most
likely a form of gift exchange, which had already been established in the late fifth or early
sixth century, as indicated by artifacts produced in the Carpathian Basin that appear in
burial assemblages as far to the north as eastern Lithuania***. Contacts between the north
and the south continued into the late sixth and early seventh century, but appear to have
been severed shortly after that. The gifts may have been exchanged as part of matrimonial
alliances which were intended to bolster the newly established position of local elites in
each region. In other words, the “amber lords” of the North did not exchange fibulae for
amber. Instead, they seem to have sent both to the south in exchange for regional alliances.
In doing so, they were certainly not alone. Elites in the Lower Danube and the Middle
Dhnieper region, as well in the Crimea, established contacts with each other and with Ma-
zuria, in an attempt to solidify regional alliances and consolidate their power over local
populations.

243 Curta 2004, 314. 244 Briupient: / Curta 2011. — For a distinction be-
tween commercial transaction and gift ex-
change, see also HEpEAGER 1994.
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A List of “Slavic” Bow Fibulae in Eastern Europe

Adamclisi (Constanta district, Romania); IIC, found in an inhumation burial; copper-
alloy; L=10.8; Paruc 1987, 207; 209-210; 208 fig. la—b; Tropor 1992, 138 (where
L-11.2); 150 fig. 9,1.

Adimesti, in Alexandria (Romania); IF, stray find; copper-alloy; L=8.1; Seiru 1970,
531 fig. 1; Teopor 1992, 138; 148 fig. 7,8.

Alushta (Crimea, Ukraine); IH, stray find; copper-alloy; Korzuxmma 1996, 422;
697 pl. 107,10.

Artek (Yalta district, Crimea, Ukraine); IIC, silver; Repnikov 1906, pl. VI,8; WERNER
1950, 161 pl. 39,21.

Atintis (Mures district, Romania); IB, stray find; copper-alloy; fragment; L=9.5; Cosma/
Gupea 2008, 213-214; 222 pl. 1,1.

Babichi (Cherkasy district, Ukraine); IH, stray find; copper-alloy; Korzuknma 1996,
358; 595 pl. 3,1; Gavrrrukain/ Osromskir 1996, 287 fig. 102,1.

Backo Petrovo Selo (near Bedej, Vojvodina, Serbia); ID, burial find; Brukner 1968,
171 pl. 58,1; Porovic 1997, 105 fig.

Bakla (Bakhchesaray district, Crimea, Ukraine); IIC, found in grave 11, together with a
belt buckle of the Syracuse class and a bow fibula of the Dnieper class; Arsasin/ IurROCH-
KIN 1995, 128; 227 fig. 22,1.

Balakliia (Cherkasy district, Ukraine); found in an inhumation burial, together with a
copper-alloy bracelet, 30 amber beads, 250 glass beads, and a copper-alloy tube; 9. TIC,
copper-alloy; Bosrinski 1901, 148-149 pl. 1,9; Rysakov 1953, 58 fig. 9,3; PrykHOD-
Niuk 1980, 127; 70 fig. 47,3; KorzukHina 1996, 374; 613 pl. 23,1. — 10. IID, copper-
alloy; RyBakov 1953, 58 fig. 9,3; KorzukHina 1996, 374; 613 pl. 23,2.

Bileni-Roméani (Dambovita district, Romania); ID, settlement find; copper-alloy; L=5.5;
Teopor 1992, 137 no. 1.

Bilteni (Vaslui district, Romania); IIC, stray find; gilt copper-alloy; L=15.8; Maxim-Aral-
BA 1981, 459-461; Tropor 1984, 262; 263 fig. 1,3; Teopor 1992, 138; 151 fig. 10,1.
Bartolty Wielkie (former Gross-Bartelsdorf, Olsztyn district, Poland); IG, found in grave
15; copper-alloy; L=6.1; Kunun 1981, 149 no. 198 pl. 32,198; Hiserc 2009, 398;
592 pl. 16,119.

Bashtanovka (Bakhchesaray district, Crimea, Ukraine); ID, found in a burial chamber
together with an eagle-headed buckle and a bell pendant; Pioro 1990, 135; 111 fig. 31;
Ausasin 1990, 199 fig. 20,3.

Berestovka (Krasnohrad district, Ukraine); IIA, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; WEer-
NER 1950, 160 pl. 36,2; Korzuktina 1996, 420; 697 pl. 107,6.

Bergama (Pergamon, Turkey); 17. IC, copper-alloy; L=7.0; Werner 1950, 153 pl. 29,20. —
18. ID, stray find; Kunn 1956, 93-94 pls. 33,11.35.

Bil'sk (Poltava district, Ukraine); IID, copper-alloy; fragment with Greek inscription
(YPKM); Suramko 1980, 76 fig. 3,9; 77 fig. 4,1.2; Prykropniuk 1997, 507 fig. 6,7.
Bogaczewo (district Gizycko, Poland); 20. IC, stray find; copper alloy; L=5.36; HiLserG
2009, 365; 581 pl. 5,29. — 21. IC, stray find; copper alloy; L=5.4; Hierc 2009, 365.
— 22. IC, stray find; copper alloy; L=5.45; Hiserc 2009, 365. — 23. IC, stray find;
copper alloy; L=5.5; HiLserG 2009, 365.

Bogdany (Braniewo district, Poland); IF, stray find; copper-alloy; Hicserg 2009, 493;
610 pl. 34,307.

Bojnd (district of Nitra, Slovakia); IG, stray find; copper alloy, fragment; Piera 2008,
472; 469 fig. 6.
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49.
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Boki (Jekabpils district, Latvia); found in mound III, grave 23, together with a dagger
with bronze-covered handle, a bracelet with widened ends, a battle axe, and tweezers;
L=14; VankiNa 1985, 45; Sepov 1994, 129; 128 fig. 2,1; Sepov 1995, 174; Korzuksr-
Na 1996, 414; Arcazis 2001, 286 fig. 199,1; Cicuis 2001, 53; 58 fig. 7,2.

Bratei (Sibiu district, Romania); 27-28. IC, found in grave 130, together with an earring
with twisted end, and glass beads (including specimens with eye-shaped inlays); copper-
alloy; Barzu 2010, 208; 301 pl. 23,G130,2; 5; 340 pl. 62,G130,2; 5. — 29. IC, found in
grave 131; copper-alloy; Barzu 2010, 208; 301 pl. 23,G131,1; 340 pl. 62,G131,1. —
30-31. IC, found in grave 174, together with glass beads; copper-alloy; Barzu 2010,
225; 307 pl. 29,G174,1. — 32. ID, found in grave 149, together with glass beads; cop-
per-alloy; Barzu 2010, 214-215; 302 pl. 24,G149,1; 341 pl. 63,G149,1. — 33. ID,
found in grave 211; copper-alloy; L=6.5; Teopor 1992, 137; Barzu 2010, 239;
313 pl. 35,G211,2. — 34-35. ID, found in grave 255 of, together with glass beads (in-
cluding specimens with eye-shaped inlays), and a fragment of a silver reliquary; copper-
alloy; L=6.1; Teobor 1992, 137; Barzu 2010, 254; 320 pl. 42,G255,1; 353 pl. 75,
G255,1; 2. — 36. ID, found in grave 262, together with a bell-shaped pendant and glass
beads with eye-shaped inlays (“Augenperlen”); Barzu 2010, 257; 321 pl. 43,G262,10. —
37. IG, found in grave 167, together with a silver earring with twisted end and a bronze
gag (“Knebelverschluss”); copper-alloy; L=5.6; Tropor 1992, 138 (where L=5.5); Barzu
2010, 221; 305 pl. 27,G167,2. — 38. TH, found in the rubbish pit no. 33, together with
wheel-made pottery; fragment; Barzu 1994-1995, 269; 290 fig. 16,16. — 39. TH, settle-
ment find; copper-alloy; L=4.7; Barzu 1994-1995, 290 fig. 16,15. — 40. IH, found in
grave 11, together with a wheel-made pot with stamped decoration; Barzu 2010, 175;
281 pl. 3.G11.2; 331 pl. 53.G11.2. — 41. IH, found in grave 113, together with a belt
buckle of the Sucidava class; Barzu 2010, 201; 297 pl. 19,G113,1; 338 pl. 60,G113,1. —
42. TH, found in grave 277, together with a silver diadem and a bronze earring with
pointed ends; Barzu 2010, 264; 325 pl. 47,G277,4.

Brebeni (Olt district, Romania); ID, stray find; copper-alloy; L=6.7; Buror 1970,
434-435 fig. 1; Tropor 1992, 137 no. 3; 145 fig. 4,4.

Bucharest-Bineasa (Romania); IF, settlement find; silver, fragment; L=3.3; CoNsTANTINIU
1965, 77-78; 92 fig. 18; ConstanTinu 1966, 667 fig. 2,2; Teopor 1992, 138 (where
the fibula is of copper-alloy, L=4); 149 fig. 8,5.

Bucharest-Didmairoaia (Romania); ID, found in a sunken building, together with wheel-
and handmade pottery; copper-alloy, fragment; L=3.3; Rosertt 1934, 21-22; 27 fig. 1,9;
WerNER 1950, 155 fig. 3; Morintz/ Rosertt 1959, 33—34 pl. 31,6; TeopORESCU 1972,
74; 78 fig. 2,4; Tropor 1992, 137; 146 fig. 5,4.

Bucharest-Soldat Ghivan Street (Romania); IF, found in the sunken building no. 12,
together with wheel- and hand-made pottery; copper-alloy, fragment; L=3.25; Constan-
TINIU 1966, 667 fig. 2,1; Dormescu-FercHe / Constantiniu 1981, 324; 323 fig. 20;
Teoporescu 1972, 79 fig. 3; Teopor 1992, 138 (where L=3.8); 149 fig. 8,8.

Budakaldsz (Pest district, Hungary); 1ID, found in grave 439; copper-alloy; Peter Stadler,
personal communication.

Budapest-Pannonhalmi Street (Hungary); IIC, found in grave 2, together with a bronze
buckle and glass beads with eye-shaped inlays; copper-alloy; Nacy 1998, 93; 95
pls. 82,4; 158,4.

Budapest-Pusztadombi Street (Hungary); ID, stray find; copper-alloy; Nacy 1993, 361;
393 pl. XI,2a—b; Nacy 1998, 32 pls. 36,3; 144,5.
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Budesti (Vaslui district, Romania); IIA, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; Treopor
1969, 266; 268 fig. 9,2; Teopor 1973, 206 fig. 3,7; Tropor 1980, 29 fig. 14,1; Coman
1980, 99; 368 fig. 158,6; Teopor 1992, 138; 149 fig. 8,2.

Budi (Okhtyrka district, Ukraine); IIC, copper-alloy; Korzuknma 1996, 402;
649 pl. 59,2.

Budureasca (Prahova district, Romania); 1D, settlement find; copper-alloy; L=4.95; TEo-
porescu/ Penes 1984, 47 fig. 22,2; Tropor 1992, 138; 147 fig. 6,3.

Bukrin (Kaniv district, Ukraine); IIA, stray find; L=17.3; Rysakov 1953, 57 fig. 8,4;
Korzuknma 1996, 353; 671 pl. 81,1; Gavrrrukain/ Osrowmskir 1996, 228 fig. 49,10.
Butimanu (Dambovita district, Romania); IH, stray find; copper-alloy; L=3.2; Curta
2001, 252 fig. 41,7.

Butrint (Albania); IC, settlement find; copper-alloy (?); fragment; Guest et al. 2004,
294-295; 294 fig. 16,3.

Buzhin (Cherkasy district, Ukraine); ID, stray find; copper-alloy; KorzukHma 1996,
371; 684 pl. 94,10.

Ciprioara (Tulcea district, Romania); IC, stray find; copper-alloy; L=9.5; Trobor/ Cir-
1ac 20052006, 241; 249 fig. 2.

Carevec, in Veliko Tarnovo (Bulgaria); IIC, found in the sunken building IX/2, together
with a cast fibula with bent stem; copper-alloy; FiepLer 1992, 100—101; KHarALAMBIEVA
1993, 25; 26 fig. 1,1.

Cari¢in Grad (Lebane district, Serbia); 59. IG, stray find; copper-alloy; Mano-Zisi
1954-1955, 178 fig. 38; Vinski 1958, 28 pl. 18,3; Nestor 1961, 445 fig. 4,3; Corovic-
Ljusinkovic 1972, 47 fig. 1,2; Porovic 1984, 174; 175 fig. 187; Ercecovic-Paviovic/
Kostic 1988, 47. — 60. IIC, found in a house built in the western portico of the colon-
naded street, together with three arrow heads, an earring with basket-shaped pendant, a
cast fibula with bent stem, and two buckles; copper-alloy; Mano-Zisi 1958-1959,
312-313; 327 fig. 39; Vinski 1958, 28 pl. 18,4; Porovic 1984, 175; 176 fig. 188; Erce-
Govic-Paviovic/ Kostic 1988, 47.

Ciscioarele (Calidrasi district, Romania); ID, stray find; copper-alloy; L=6.5; Comsa/ Io-
NEscu 1960, 419-420 fig. 1; Teoporescu 1972, 86fig.7,2; Teopbor 1992, 137;
146 fig. 5,2.

Cizinesti (Valcea district, Romania); ID, stray find; copper-alloy; L=6.5; Perre-Govora
1967, 185-186 fig. 1; Teopor 1992, 137; 145 fig. 4,5.

Cherkasy (Ukraine); IIA, stray find; Prykrobpniuk 1980, 140; 70 fig. 47,6.

Cherkesskii Bishkin’ (Zmiiv district, Ukraine); IH, stray find; Gavriruksain 1991, 130;
142 pl. 1,8; Korzuktina 1996, 420; 697 pl. 107,9.

Chernin (Tarashcha district, Ukraine); IIC, stray find; copper-alloy; Korzukrmna 1996,
368; 672 pl. 82,4.

Chersonesus (near Sevastopil’, Crimea, Ukraine); ID, stray find; Amasin 1990,
199 fig. 20,7; Aasin 1999, 159 fig. 68,5; Korzuknina 1996, 425; 700 pl. 110,4.
Chornivka (Chernivtsi district, Ukraine); IC, found in the sunken building no. 5, to-
gether with hand-made pottery (including clay pans); copper-alloy; L=5.6; TmmosHcHuk /
Rusanova/ Myknaviyna 1981, 91 fig. 7; Treopor 1992, 137; 144 pl. 3,9; Corman 1998,
43; 243 fig. 50,2.

Chufut Kale (Bakhchesaray district, Crimea, Ukraine); IIC, found in the burial chamber
no. 98, together with a silver belt buckle and belt mounts with open-work ornament;
copper-alloy, fragment; Krororkin 1965, 110; 111 fig. 44,7.

Chyhyryn (Cherkasy district, Ukraine); IF, stray find; silver; Prykaopniuk 1980, 1405
70 fig. 48.
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Cornesti (Cluj district, Romania); IC, found in an inhumation burial, together with
141 glass-beads, including one with eye-shaped inlays (“Augenperle”); copper-alloy;
L=9.6; Parko 1972, 677-678 pl. 1,5; Tropor 1992, 137; 143 fig. 2,6.

Cosovenii de Jos (Dolj district, Romania); IB, found (in a grave?) together with two
silver earrings with star-shaped pendant and a silver torc; gilt silver; L=19.6; Nestor/
Nicoraescu-Prorsor 1938, 3335 pl. 7; Berciu 1939, 231-232; 231 fig. 288; WERNER
1950, 152 pl. 28,14; Tropor 1992, 137 (where L=19.5); 142 fig. 1,5.

Csakbéreny (Fejér district, Hungary); IIC, found grave 349, together with a reliquary
and glass beads; Sos 1963, 315; 314 fig. 5¢; Vipa 1995, 246; 248 fig. 21A,7.

Dailidés (Molétai district, Lithuania); IJ, stray find; copper-alloy; Tautavicius 1972,
145; 146 fig. 16.

Dinceni (Strageni district, Republic of Moldova); IIC, found in grave 280 (female
burial), together with glass beads (including one with eye-shaped inlays, an “Augen-
petle”), a copper-alloy bracelet, and a handmade pot; copper-alloy; L=14.3; RararovicH
1986, 25-26 pl. 14,1.2; WEerNer 1988, 260-262; 262 fig. 13,1.2; Teopor 1992, 138;
151 fig. 10,3.4; Pryknobonwk 1997, 507 fig. 6,9.10; Corman 1998, 84-88;
273 fig. 84,1.2.

Davideni (Neamt district, Romania); 76. IF, settlement find; copper-alloy; L=8.6; M-
TREA 2001, 162-163; 329 fig. 68,3. — 77. IG, found in the sunken building no. 58,
together with handmade pottery; copper-alloy; L=6.8; Mitrea 1994-1995, 446 fig. 1;
Mirrea 1995, 128-129; 126 fig. 2,2; Mitrea 2001, 100; 329 fig. 68,4. — 78. IIB, found
in the sunken building no. 41, together with wheel- and hand-made pottery (including
clay pans), a bone needle, and a double-sided comb; copper-alloy; L=9.3; Mitrea 1994,
307; 326 fig. 26,1; Mitrea 1995, 127-128; 126 fig. 1; Mitrea 2001, 160; 329 fig. 68,2.
Demetrias (Thessaly, Greece); IB, stray find; copper-alloy; Aurerr 1976, 646;
652 fig. 144; Erwancer 1981, pl. 1.

Demianiv (Ivano-Frankivs’ke district, Ukraine); IG, settlement find; Baran 1972,
161-162 and 52 fig. 18,9; Dovzrenok / KucHera/ SmiLenko 1975, 1295 133 fig. 33,3.
Dervent (Constanta district, Romania); IIA, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; Diaconu
1962, 447-448; 447 fig. 1; Tropor 1992, 138; 149 fig. 8,3.

Desa (Dolj district, Romania); IF, stray find; copper-alloy; L=6.6; Porescu 1941-1944,
505; 504 fig. 11,121; Nicoraescu-Prorsor 1945-1947, 310-311; Werner 1950,
155 fig. 3; Nestor 1961, fig. 5,1a—b; Teopor 1992, 138 (where 1L=6.7); 148 fig. 7,3.
Dion (Thessaly, Greece); IB, stray find; copper-alloy; Gounaris 1984, 53; 56 fig. 1g;
Katsouciannorourou 1991, 523; Karsouciannorourou 1997, 315; 316 fig. 2.

Donji Stenjevec (Zagreb district, Croatia); IJ, stray find; copper-alloy; Vinski 1954,
79 pl. 50; Werner 1960, 118; Vinski 1958, 28 pl. 17,9; Kubracek 1964, 42 pl. 5.2; St
Mont 1981, 156 fig. 2.

Drabivtsi (Cherkasy district, Ukraine); ID, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; Korzukmr
NA 1996, 369.

Drianic (Dolj district, Romania); IC, stray find, copper-alloy; L=5.5; Tororu/ Cruca/
Voicu 1976, 97-98; 99 fig. 3,8; Ciuca 1978, 47 fig. 1; Tropor 1992, 137; 144 fig. 3,10.
Draxini (Botosani district, Romania); IIC, stray find; copper-alloy; L=13.5; Rata 1965,
379-381; 380 fig. 1; Tropor 1974, 107 fig. 4,5; Tropor 1978, 41 fig. 13,4; 15,5; Tro-
por 1979, 821 fig. 3,6; Paunescu/ Sapurscrr 1989, 346; 354 fig. 1; Tropor 1992, 139
(where L=13.4); 150 fig. 9,6; Gavrrruksin/ Osromsku 1996, 229 fig. 50,1.

Drevi¢ (Rakovnik district, Czech Republic); 88. IC, stray find; copper-alloy; L=3.5; Dro-
BERjAR/ STOLZ 2005, 526; 527 fig. 6,2; Fieprer 2010, 233 fig. 4,1b. — 89. IF, copper-al-
loy; fragment; L=3.4; Droserjar/ Storz 2005, 526; 527 fig. 6,1.
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Drobeta Turnu-Severin (Mehedinti district, Romania); ID, stray finds; L=5.0, 3.7; Davi-
pescu 1980, 218; 217 fig. ¢; Tropor 1992, 137, 146 fig. 5,7; 148 fig. 7,5.

Dubovac (Bela Crkva district, Serbia); IB, stray find; Werner 1950, 152 pl. 28,13; Kor-
osec 1954, 10 fig. 2; Vinskr 1958, 28 pl. 17,7; Csarrany 1961, 195 pl. 172,4; Divrrrye-
vic 1969, 88 fig. 1.

Dudari (Kaniv district, Ukraine); 93. IF, stray find; copper-alloy; Korzuxkrma 1996,
354; 684 pl. 94,11. — 94. 1IB, stray find; Werner 1950, 160 pl. 37,13; Rysakov 1953,
57 n. 1; 58 fig. 9; Artamonov 1969, 6 fig. 4 a; Korzuktina 1996, 354; 675 pl. 85,4.
Dulceanca (Teleorman district, Romania); IF, settlement find; fragment; Dotinescu-
Ferche 1992, 152.

Edessa (Macedonia, Greece); found in an inhumation burial, together with a buckle of
the Syracuse class, and a knife; Persas 1969, 307 fig. 320 em; Porovic 1980, 237;
235 fig. 1; Parras 1981, 298 fig. 4; Gounaris 1984, 52; 55 fig. 1.

Ellgszéllds (Fejér district, Hungary); IB, burial find; Sos 1963, 315; 314 fig. 5b.

Eski Kermen (Bakhchesaray district, Crimea, Ukraine); found in the burial chamber
no. 257, on skeleton 6, together with an eagle-headed buckle, a cross pendant, and a
solidus struck for Emperor Heraclius (629/630-641); 99. IIA, copper-alloy; Amasin
1982, 184-187; Knamrebmova 2007, 38 fig. 11,7. — 100. IIC, copper-alloy; L=12.9;
AisaBiN 1982, 184—187; AmasiN 1990, 197 fig. 18,1.

Fadeeva, in Dnipropetrovs’ke (Ukraine); IIC, stray find; copper alloy; Korzukhina
1996, 421; 698 pl. 108,11.

Farcasu de Sus (Olt district, Romania); ID, stray find; L=6.5; Nica 1970, 327-329 fig. 1;
Teopor 1992, 137; 146 fig. 5,1.

Ferigile (Valcea district, Romania); IB, stray find; copper-alloy; L=10; PerrRe-Govora/
Stoica 1976, 115-118 fig. 1a; Birzu 1979, 66 fig. 13,4; Teopor 1992, 137 (where
L=9.9); 142 fig. 1,4.

Filias (Harghita district, Romania); IF, found in the sunken building no. 20, together
with a copper-alloy earring with twisted end; copper-alloy, fragment; L=3.9; Szexery
1971a, 147-148; 156fig.5,1; Szexery 1971b, 131; 133 fig. 3,2—2a; SzekeLy
1974-1975, 39 pl. 9,10.10a; Teopor 1992, 138; 149 fig. 8,6.

Gambas, in Aiud (Alba district, Romania); IC, found in grave III, together with four
ear-rings with star-shaped pendant, 47 glass beads with eye-shaped inlays (“Augenper-
len”), several hoops and the handle of a wooden bucket, an iron knife, 136 glass beads of
different colors and forms, and several silver beads; copper-alloy; 1=9.2; Nestor/ Nico-
Laescu-Propsor 1938, 37 fig. 2; Werner 1950, 153 pl. 29,15; Horepr 1958, 97-98;
79 fig. 15,8.9; Horept 1986, 93 fig. 44,1; Tropor 1992, 137; 143 fig. 2,1.4.

Gaponovo (Kursk district, Russia); IIA, found in a hoard, together with copper-alloy
torcs, spectacle- and hat-shaped pendants, a brooch with bent stem, amber, coral, and
glass beads, and silver strap ends and belt mounts with open-work ornament; Gavrrru-
kuiN/ Osromskr 1995, 139 fig. 3,1; 140 fig. 4,1;  GavrrrukaiN/ Osromskir - 1996,
199 fig. 24,1.2; 200 fig. 25,2.3.

Garvan (Tulcea district, Romania); ID, found in the early Byzantine fort; copper-alloy,
fragment; L=7.3; Steran et al. 1960, 632-633; 633fig.7; Nestor 1961, 440;
444 fig. 3,1a—b; Tropor 1992, 138 (where L=7.1); 145 fig. 4,8.

Gatér (Csongrad district, Hungary); 1IB, found in grave 238, together with a knife, a
fragment of an iron chain, and an iron buckle; copper-alloy; L=16.6; Kapa 1906, 221;
220 fig.; Werner 1950, 160 pl. 37,11; Csarrany 1961, 231 pl. 219,11; GAvRITUKHIN/
Osrowmskir 1996, 228 fig. 49,5.
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Geoagiu de Sus (Alba district, Romania); IB, stray find; copper-alloy; L=13.2; Rusroru/
Dairamus 2005, 484; 487 fig. 1,4; 490 pl. 1,4.

Gorosheve (Ternopyl district, Ukraine); IH, settlement find; copper-alloy; L=5.0; Bar-
AN/ Pacrrova 1975, 87; 94 fig. 8; Tropor 1992, 20; 29 fig. 6,7; Corman 1998, 42;
243 fig. 50,3.

Hamarnia (Cherkasy district, Ukraine); IIC, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; Korzu-
KHINA 1996, 358; 676 pl. 86,3.

Hansca (laloveni district, Republic of Moldova); ID, found in the sunken building
no. 14, together with hand-made pottery; copper-alloy; L=5.4; Rixman/Rararovice/
Hancu 1971, 65; 64fig.9,1; Raratovicn 1972b, 32-33, 196-197; 32fig. 2;
33 fig. 3,1; Hancu/ Raratovich 1973, 164 fig. 1,1; Teobor 1992, 328 (where L=5.9);
147 fig. 6,2; Corman 1998, 42; 243 fig. 50,4.

Horga (Vaslui district, Romania); IC, stray find; copper-alloy; L=4.9; fragment; TEODOR
1978, 41 fig. 13,1; Coman 1979, 203; 200 fig. 9,7; Coman 1980, 131; 368 fig. 158,2;
Teopor 1980, 29, 51 n. 177 fig. 13,1; Teopor 1984, 263 fig. 1,2; Teopor 1992, 137
(where L=5.0); 144 fig. 3,1.

Hradyz’ke (Poltava district, Ukraine); stray finds; 118. IIC, copper-alloy; fragment; Lev-
cHENKO 2001, 28; 27fig. 10,18. — 119. IID, copper-alloy; GavrirukHin 2001,
30 fig. 1,2. — 120-121. IID, copper-alloy; fragments; Krakaro 2001, 85; 86 fig. 1,1;
Levchenko 2001, 26; 27 fig. 1,19.

Hrihoryvka (Kaniv district, Ukraine); IIA, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; KorzukHi-
NA 1996, 354; 676 pl. 86,2; GavritukHiN/ Osromskir 1996, 228 fig. 49,4.

Iambol (Bulgaria); IB, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment L=4.9; Werner 1950,
152 pl. 28,10 (where L=6); Miknawov 1961, 43; 41 fig. 3,2; Mikuaov 1977, 43;
41 fig. 3,2.

Iasi (Romania); ID, found in the sunken building no. 1, together with hand-made pot-
tery and a bone awl; copper-alloy; L=7.3; Teopor 1969b, 268 fig. 9,1; Teopor 1969a,
202 fig. 16,5; Teopor 1971, 1205 127 fig. 3,2; Teopor 1972, 38 fig. 6,5; Teopor 1973,
fig. 3,2; Tropor 1978, 41, fig. 13,5; fig. 15,4; Tropor 1979, 817; 821 fig. 3,2; Trobor
1992, 138; 146 ﬁg. 5,8.

Igren’ (Dnipropetrovs’ke district, Ukraine); 125. IH, settlement find; GavRITUKHIN
1991, 130; 142 pl. 1,7. — 126. IID, stray find; copper-alloy; Korzukxina 1996, 421;
699 pl. 109,2.

Ivan’ki (Vinnytsia district, Ukraine); IID, stray find; copper alloy; Ropinkova 2010b,
262; 271 fig. 2,1,

Izvoarele (Mehedinti district, Romania); 128. ID, stray find; copper-alloy; L=6.4; Davi-
pescu 1980, 218; 217 fig. b; Teopor 1992, 138 no. 11; 145 fig. 4,6. — 129. ID, found
during the excavation of a fourth-century basilica on the bank of the Danube River;
copper-alloy; fragment; Stinca 2007, 179 fig. 4,4.

Jdgala Joessu, near Tallinn (Estonia); IID, copper-alloy; Jaanirs et al. 1982, 295;
231 fig. 158,1; SeLiranD 1983, 29; Korzuknina 1996, 414; 686 pl. 96,4.

Kamenovo (Razgrad district, Bulgaria); found in a hoard, together with four human-
shaped figurines, a cast strap end with open-work ornament, and two bronze mounts;
131-132. IC; copper-alloy; Pisarova 1997, 286; 294 fig. 1,7.8; Rasuev 2000,
189 pl. 83,13.14. — 133—134. IF; copper-alloy; Pisarova 1997, 286-287; 294 fig. 1,6.9;
Rasuev 2000, 189 pl. 83,12.15.

Kaniv (Cherkasy district, Ukraine); 135-136. 1D, stray finds; Werner 1950,
155 fig. 31,54; Korzukamna 1996, 369; 669 pl. 79,13; 670 pl. 80,7. — 137. IH, stray
find; copper-alloy, fragment; Korzukeina 1996, 370; 669 pl. 79,9.
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Kerch’ (Crimea, Ukraine); IID, stray find; copper-alloy; Arsasin 1990, 23 fig. 18,3.
Keszthely-Dobogé (Zala district, Hungary); IF, stray find; copper-alloy; fragment, 1L=6.8;
Werner 1950, 154 pl. 30,33.

Khmilna (Kaniv district, Ukraine); IIC, stray find; copper-alloy; Kavrrinsknr 1928,
pl. 37,56; WernEr 1950, 161 pl. 39,22; Rysakov 1953, 58 fig. 1,4; KorzukHmna 1996,
357; 676 pl. 86,4,5; Gavrrrukain/ Osromski 1996, 229 fig. 50,7.

Kielary (former Kellaren, Olsztyn district, Poland); 142. IC, found in grave 2; L=4.55;
Jakosson 2009, 68; 207 pl. 106 Grab 2. — 143-144. IC, found in grave 8, together with
a crossbow brooch, three spearhead-shaped strap-ends, five belt mounts with embossed
decoration, a spectacle-shaped pendant, tweezers, and segmented glass beads; 1L.=4.3, 4.5;
Kunn 1981, 177 no. 237 and pl. 38,237; Jakosson 2009, 70; 214 pl. 113b. — 145-146.
I C, found in grave 9, together with glass beads with eye-shaped inlays; L=4.4, 4.5; Kunn
1981, 179 no.238 pl. 39,238; Jakosson 2009, 70; 216 pl. 115a.1. — 147-148. IC,
found in grave 13, together with a silver kidney-shaped pendant, and two glass-beads with
eye-shaped inlays; copper-alloy; L=4.5; Kunun 1981, 177 no. 239 pl. 39,39; Jakosson
2009, 71; 220 pl. 119a.1. — 149. I C, found in grave 30, together with a belt buckle with
rectangular plate and a spearhead-shaped strap end; silver; L=3.4; Konn 1956, 91 pl. 22,
[1.13; Konn 1981, 179 no. 243 pl. 39,243; Jakosson 2009, 75; 236 pl. 135 Grab 30. —
150-151. I C, found in grave 43; copper-alloy; L=4.0; Koun 1981, 180 no.
248 pl. 39,248; JaxkossoN 2009, 77; 245 pl. 144a.1. — 152. I C, found in grave 44, to-
gether with a finger-ring and copper-alloy tweezers; copper-alloy; L=5.0; Kunn 1981,
180 no. 249 pl. 39,249; Jakosson 2009, 78; 246 pl. 145 Grab 44. — 153. I C, found in
grave 68; copper-alloy; L=4.1; Kunn 1956, 92 pl. 22,11.22; Konux 1981, 181 no.
252 pl. 40,252; Jakosson 2009, 82; 262 pl. 161 Grab 68. — 154. IC, found in grave 74,
together with two spearhead-shaped strap ends; silver; L=4.3; Kunn 1956, 93 pl. 23,11.34;
Kunn 1981, 181 no. 254 pl. 40,254; Jakosson 2009, 83; 262 pl. 161a. — 155. IC, found
in grave 100, together with a buckle and a knife; copper-alloy; L=5.2; Kunun 1956,
92 pl. 23.11.24; Kuun 1981, 184-185 no. 263 pl. 41,263; Jakosson 2009, 88;
283 pl. 182a. — 156. ID, found in grave XVII; L=5.8; Kunn 1956, 90 pl. 22,11.36; Kunn
1981, 185 no. 264 pl. 42,264; Jakosson 2009, 95; 307 pl. 206 Grab XVII. — 157. ID,
found in grave 85, together with a belt buckle with embossed decoration, a belt mount
with open-work ornament, and a spearhead-shaped strap-end; copper-alloy; L=6.9; Kunn
1956, 90pl.22,11.9; Kun~n 1981, 183 no. 259 pl. 41,259; Jaxkosson 2009, 85;
271 pl. 170a. — 158. 1], found in grave 6, together with a silver crossbow brooch, silver
belt buckles and mounts with open-work ornament, 3 bronze spurs, and a scramasax with
scabbard silver mounts; copper-alloy; L=5.0; Werner 1950, 154 pl. 30,46; Kunun 1956,
101 pl. 27,VIL.3; Kunn 1981, 185 no. 265 pl. 42,265; Jakosson 2009, 69; 211 pl. 110b,1.
Kiskoros (Bdcs-Kiskun district, Hungary); IG, found in grave 2, together with fragments
of an iron bracelet (to which it was stuck), two silver earrings, glass beads, two bone
needle cases, a spindle-whorl, a knife, and two gilded mounts; copper-alloy; L=5.5; Hor-
vATH 1935, 35 pl. XXII1,3; Csarrany 1961, 230 pl. 272,8.

Kiev (Ukraine); 160 IC, stray find; copper-alloy; L=5.0; Korzukuina 1996, 352;
684 pl. 94,2. — 161 1IB, settlement find; copper-alloy, fragment; Borovs'kvi 1984,
22 fig. 2.

Kletsk (Miensk district, Belarus); IC, settlement find; copper-alloy, fragment; N. a. 1999,
25 fig. 18.

Koloberda (Pereiaslav-Khmel'nyts’kyi district, Ukraine); IID, copper-alloy, fragment;
Korzuknma 1996, 409; 672 pl. 82,5.
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Koloskovo (Belgorod district, Russia); IIC, found in a hoard, together with other silver
dress accessories; copper-alloy; Rysakov 1953, 66; 58 fig. 9,8; 65 fig. 12; LiapusHkIN
1961, 186—187; 185 fig. 87; Korzukima 1996, 418; 689 pl. 99,1-3; 690 pl. 100,1.2.
Korbovo (Negotin district, Serbia); IC, settlement find; copper-alloy, fragment; Jankovic
1981, 250 pl. XVI,15.

Kosewo (former Alt-Kossewen, Mragowo district, Poland); 170-171. I C, found in
grave 202; copper-alloy; L=4.5; Konn 1981, 57 no. 10pl. 2,10; Kurakov 1989,
236 fig. 20,2; Huserc 2009, 3515 577 pl. 1,2. — 172-173. 1 C, found in grave 529;
L=4.65; Kunn 1981, 59 no. 21 pl. 4,21; Kurakov 1989, 183; 236 fig. 20,5; Hirsera
2009, 354-355; 578 pl. 2,14. — 174-175. IC, found in grave 542; Kurakov 1989,
183. — 176. IC, found in grave 548; copper-alloy; L=4.7; Runic sign (fehu) on the back
of the headplate; Kunn 1981, 59 no. 22 pl. 4,22; Kurakov 1989, 184; 236 fig. 20,6;
Hicserg 2009, 355; 579 pl. 3,15. — 177. IF, found in grave 501; copper-alloy; L=6.3;
Kunn 1956, 95 pl. 24,111.12; Kunn 1981, 59 pl. 3,18; Kurakov 1989, 183, 216 fig. 4a;
236 fig. 20,4; Hiserc 2009, 353—354; 578 pl. 2,11. — 178-179. IF, found in grave
553b; copper-alloy; L=6.4, 6.43; Kunux 1956, 95 pl. 24,111.7; Konn 1981, 60 pl. 5,23;
Kurakov 1989, 184; Hirsera 2009, 358; 579 pl. 3,17a—b. — 180-181. IG, found in grave
366, together with a bow fibula of Kiihn’s Dattenberg class; Kunn 1981, 57 pl. 5,11;
Kutakov 1989, 183; Hitserg 2009, 3525 577 pl. 1,6. — 182-183. IID, found in grave
172, together with tweezers, as well as amber and glass beads; Ko~ 1981, 57 pl. 2,9;
Kurakov 1989, 183, 215 fig. 3a; 236 fig. 20,1; Hiserc 2009, 359-360; 579 pl. 3,21.
Koziivka (Bohodukhiv district, Ukraine); found in a hoard, together with spectacle- and
hat-shaped pendants, repoussé pendants, and strap ends and mounts with open-work
ornament; 184. IIC; Korzuknina 1996, 397; 637 pl. 47,15 GavrirukHiN/ OBLOMSKII
1996, 229 fig. 50,8. — 185-189. IID; ShcheGrova 1990, 198 fig. 7,11; KorzukHina
1996, 397; 637 pl. 47,2.3; 638 pl. 48,1-3.

Krivina (Ruse district, Bulgaria); IH, found in the sunken building 66/23N, together
with a sixth-century coin; copper-alloy; L=6.1; Herrmann 1974, 303 pl. 44b; Herrmann
1979, 114—115; 114 fig. 46a; WenpeL 1986, 78; 178-179.

Kruje (Durrés district, Albania); IC, found in grave 28, together with two silver earrings,
a copper-alloy buckle of the Corinth class, three glass beads, and two knives; silver;
L=9.0; AnamaLi/ Spaniu 1963, 16; 34-35; 57-58; 34 fig. 13; 58 pl. 12,2; ANamaLt/ Spa-
Hiu 1979-1980, 61-62 pls. 7,11.12; 11,1.

Kurilovka (Sudzha district, Russia); found in a hoard, together with two bow fibulae of
the Dnieper type, two bracelets with widened ends, bell, trapeze- and hat-shaped pen-
dants, glass and amber beads, strap ends and belt mounts with open-work decoration;
193-194. 1IC, copper-alloy; L=16.5; Robinkova 2010a, 85; 78 fig. 1,1-2. — 195-196.
I1ID, copper-alloy; L=14.3, 13.7; Robinkova 2010a, 85; 79 fig. 1,4-5.

Kuz'minki (Riazan’ district, Russia); IID, found in grave 7, together with two bracelets
with widened ends, two trapeze-shaped pendants and two spirals; copper-alloy; Sricyn
1901, 88 pl. XIV,8; Karrrinskir 1928, pl. 38,66; Werner 1950, 161 pl. 40,38; Smirnov
1952, 139 with n. 6; 149 pl. 35,6; Korzukuina 1996, 418; 697 pl. 107 4.

Liuni, in Alexandria (Teleorman district, Romania); IC, stray find; copper-alloy; L=5.5;
Sreiru 1970, 531 fig. 2; Tropor 1992, 137 no. 4; 144 fig. 3,8.

Leleszki (former Lehlesken, Olsztyn district, Poland); 199. ID, found in grave “b”, to-
gether with a buckle with open-work ornament on the plate; Kurakov 1989, 186. —
200. ID, stray find; copper-alloy; Kurakov 1989, 186; 240 fig. 24. — 201. IH, stray find;
copper-alloy; L=3.6; Konun 1956, 88 pl. 21,1.19; Kunn 1981, 201 no. 294 pl. 47,294;
Hicsere 2009, 428; 597 pl. 21,184.
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Lezhé (Albania); 202. IB, found in grave 36, together with a copper-alloy earring and an
arrow head; gilt, copper-alloy; Prexpr 1979-1980, 129; 166 pl. 20,3. — 203. IC, found
in grave 32, together with a copper-alloy finger-ring with engraved bezel, millefiori beads,
a rectangular buckle, and a semicircular pendant with open-work ornament; copper-alloy,
fragment; Prenpr 1979-1980, 129; 167 pl. 21,2.

Litenn (Beroun district, Czech Republic); IF, stray find; copper-alloy; fragment; Droser-
jar/ Storz 2005, 526; 527 fig. 6,4.

Liuliakovo (Burgas district, Bulgaria); IB, stray find; gilt, copper-alloy; L=12.5; MikHaL
Lov 1977, 317-318 pl. 7.

Liutari (Cherkasy district, Ukraine); IG, stray find; Gavriruknin 1991, 128; 143 pl. L,8;
Korzuknma 1996, 367-368; 669 pl. 79,7.

Lobertshoff, now in Polessk (Kaliningrad district, Russia); IC, burial find; L=4.55; Kunn
1981, 210 no. 320 pl. 50,320; Hirserc 2009, 436; 598 pl. 22,189.

Luchistoe (Bakhchesaray district, Crimea, Ukraine); 208-209. ID, found in the burial
chamber no. 10, on skeleton 17 (child burial), together with amber and glass beads, as
well as 7 trapeze-shaped pendants; copper-alloy; L=13.6; Amasin 1984, 240; 239 fig.;
Amasin 1990, 199 fig. 20,1; Amasin 1994-1995, 135; 162 fig. 17,1.2. — 210. ID,
found in the burial chamber no. 10, on skeleton no. 4, together with a bow fibula of
Werner’s class IG and a buckle of the Trebizond class; copper-alloy; L=5.2; AiBasiN
1990, 22; 199 fig. 20,6; AmasiNn 1994-1995, 133; 151 fig. 7,2. — 211. IG, found in the
burial chamber no. 10, on skeleton no. 4, together with a bow fibula of Werner’s class
I D and a buckle of the Trebizond class; copper-alloy; L=6.5; Amasin 1990, 22;
199 fig. 20,2; AmasiNn 1994-1995, 133; 151 fig. 7,1. — 212. IIA, found in the burial
chamber no. 36, on skeleton no. 14 (child), together with another fibula of Werner’s
class 1IB; copper-alloy; L=11.7; Aasin/ Knarepivova 2009, 134 pl. 117,8. — 213. 1IB,
found in the burial chamber no. 36, on skeleton no. 14, together with another bow
fibula of Werner’s class IIA; copper-alloy; L=15.0; Amasin 1990, 22; 196 fig. 17,3. —
214. IIB, found in the burial chamber no. 46a, on skeleton no. 4, together with a bow
fibula of Werner’s Dnieper class, and an eagle-headed buckle; copper-alloy; L=16.5; Ar-
BABIN 1990, 23; 198 fig. 19,2; Werner 1999, 135-136; 138 fig. 143. — 215. IIC, found
in the burial chamber 38, on skeleton no. 9, together with another bow fibula of Wer-
ner’s class IID, copper-alloy belt mounts, glass beads, bell- and hat-shaped pendants;
copper-alloy; L=10.1; AmsasiNn 1990, 22; 196 fig. 17,6; AmasiN/ Kuarepinova 2009,
137; 141 pl. 142,1. — 216. 1IC, found in burial chamber no. 54, on skeleton no. 20,
together with another bow fibula, two circular mounts, two silver earrings with polyhe-
dral pendant, five jingle bells, and several trapeze-shaped pendants; copper-alloy; L=10.9;
Amasin 1990, 196 fig. 17,5; 237 fig. 3,1; Amasin 1993, 165 fig. 5,2; AmasiN 1994,
151 fig. 61,2. — 217. 1ID, found in the burial chamber no. 36, on skeleton no.9, to-
gether with another bow fibula of Werner’s class 1IC, copper-alloy belt mounts, glass
beads, bell- and hat-shaped pendants; copper-alloy; Amsasin 1988, fig. 2. — 218. 1ID,
found in the burial chamber no.38, on skeleton no.9; copper-alloy; Amasin 1990,
22 fig. 17,4. — 219. 1ID, found in the burial chamber no. 54, on skeleton no. 16; cop-
per-alloy; Aisasin 1990, 25.

Lytvyntsi (Kaniv district, Ukraine); IB, stray find; copper-alloy; Korzukrmna 1996, 355;
684 pl. 94,3.

Mala Ribytsa (Sumy district, Ukraine); IIC, stray find; copper alloy; fragment; Gavrrru-
kHIN / Prumax 2001-2002, 91; 92 fig. 1.

Martynivka (Cherkasy district, Ukraine); 222. IIA, found in an inhumation burial, to-
gether with another bow fibula of Kithn’s class Gurzuf; Korzuxkuina 1996, 359;
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597 pl. 7,6; Kazanskt 1999, 100. — 223. 1IB, found in a hoard, together with silver strap
ends and belt mounts, spectacle-shaped pendants, two bow fibulae of Werner’s Dnieper
class, a silver chalice, a silver cup with control stamps, a silver plate, a silver spoon, silver
torcs with widened ends, ten anthropomorphic and zoomorphic mounts, two helmet
cheek-pieces, and sword scabbard fittings; gilt, silver; L=17; Sepov 1982, 24-25;
25 fig. 4; Prykuobniuk et al. 1991, fig. 4,6; Pexars’ka/ Kipp 1994, pl. 29,6; Korzuksr-
Na 1996, 361; 598 pl. 8,3.

Mazepyntsi (Vasyl’kiv district, Ukraine); I1IB, copper-alloy; Werner 1950, 160 pl. 38,16;
Korzuknma 1996, 353; 674 pl. 84,1; Gavrrrukain/ Osromski 1996, 228 fig. 49,2.
Medvedevka (Cherkasy district, Ukraine); IC, stray finds; silver, fragments; Robinkova
2009, 402 ﬁg. 1,1.2.

Mena (Chernihiv district, Ukraine); IIC, stray (burial?) find, together with three brace-
lets; copper-alloy; L=17.0; VinoGrapski/ Lav’iuk 1959, 98; 97 fig. 2,1; KorzukHiNA
1996, 408; 667 pl. 77,1.

Messini, Peloponnese (Greece); ID, stray find; copper-alloy; fragment; PouLou-Papapivi-
Triou 2002, 126; 135 fig. 1; TSIVIKIS 2012, 68-69; 69 fig. 10.

Migtkie (former Mingfen, Szczytno district, Poland); 229. IC, found in grave 84, together
with a belt buckle and two strap-ends; copper-alloy; L=3.7; Kuonux 1981, 219 no. 335
pl. 53,35; Kurakov 1989, 180; 224 fig. 8; Hirserg 2009, 442-443; 599 pl. 23,202. —
230-231. IC, found in grave 462, together with a belt-buckle, spiral ornaments with
trapeze-shaped pendants, a finger-ring, and glass beads; copper-alloy; L=4.25; Kunn
1981, 221 no. 346 pl. 54,46; Kurakov 1989, 182; 231 fig. 16; Hitserc 2009, 449;
601 pl. 25,213. — 232-233. IC, found in grave 587, together with glass-beads (including
specimens with eye-shaped inlays, “Augenperlen”); L=4.84, 4.96; Kunn 1981, 221-222
no. 348 pl. 54,348; Hitserg 2009, 450; 601 pl. 25,215. — 234. ID, found in grave 424,
together with a bow fibula of Werner’s class I F and an amber bead; copper-alloy; 1L=6.3;
Kunn 1956, 90 pl. 22,11.7; Kunn 1981, 229 no. 344 pl. 54,344; Kurakov 1989, 181;
230 fig. 14,1; Hiserc 2009, 448; 600 pl. 24,211. — 235. IF, found in grave 424, to-
gether with a bow fibula of Werner’s class I D and an amber bead; L=6.7; Kunn 1956,
95 pl. 24,111.8; Kunn 1981, 220-221 pl. 54,343; Kurakov 1989, 181; 230 ﬁg. 14,1;
Hiserg 2009, 448; 600 pl. 24,210. — 236-237. IF, found in grave 579, together with
a buckle and glass beads; copper-alloy; 1=6.2, 6.27; Kunn 1956, 95 pl. 24,111.9; Kunn
1981, 221 pl. 54,347; Kurakov 1989, 182; 232 fig. 16,3; Hiserc 2009, 449-450;
601 pl. 25,214.

Mikol'cy (Miensk district, Belarus); ID, settdlement find; copper-alloy; Zveruco 1989,
52 fig. 25,14.

Miroslovesti (Iasi district, Romania); ID, stray find; copper-alloy; L=6.0; Teobor 1992,
138; 145 fig. 4,3.

Mokhnach (Zmiiv district, Ukraine); IIC, found in an inhumation burial, together with
a fibula with bent stem, torcs, earrings with twisted end, trapeze- and hat-shaped pen-
dants, amber and glass beads, and cowrie shells; copper-alloy; L=13.4; Aksenov/ Basex-
ko 1998, 113; 114 fig. 3,1.2.

Muzhinovo (Briansk district, Russia); IIB, stray find; copper alloy; Stmaxov 1995,
103-104; 83fig. 1; GavrrrukaiN/ Osromskn 1996, 228 fig. 49,1; Pursko 1997,
149-153.

Nea Anchialos (Thessaly, Greece); IB, found in a burial chamber on the southern side of
basilica A, together with a copper-alloy double-sided buckle; Sotiriou 1939, 62-63;
63 fig. 12; Werner 1950, 150 pl. 27,1.

Negotin (Serbia); IJ, stray find; copper-alloy; L=5.0; CsaLLany 1961, 356 pl. 213,7.
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Negulesti (Bacau district, Romania); ID, stray find; copper-alloy; fragment; L=4.1; Mr
TREA 1986-1987, 261; 263 fig. 1; TropOR 1992, 138 (where L=4.2); 145 fig. 4,2.
Nikadzimava (Mohileu district, Belarus); settlement finds; 246. IH, copper-alloy; L=5.5;
Sebin 1995, 163 fig. 3; Sepbin 1997, 285 fig. 2,3; Sepin 2000, 38 fig. 4,3. — 247. 1IB,
stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; Sepin 1994; Sepiv 1997, 285 fig. 2,6; Sepin 2000,
38 fig. 4,6. — 248. 1IC; L=12; Sepin 1995, 163 fig. 3,2; Sepin 1997, 285 fig. 2,2; Sepin
2000, 38fig.4,2. — 249. II C; fragment; Sepin 1995, 163 fig. 3,2; Sepin 1997,
285 fig. 2,5; Sepin 2000, 38 fig. 4,3.

Nova Odessa (Bohodukhiv district, Ukraine); II C, found in a hoard, together with tra-
peze-shaped pendants and amber beads; Korzuxkuma 1996, 395; 634 pl. 44,1-3;
536 pl. 45,1-3.

Novi Banovci (Zemun district, Serbia); IJ, stray find; copper-alloy; L=5.0; Brunsmip
1905, 217-218; 213 ﬁg. 32,8; Csarrany 1961, 240 pl. 213,3; Kunn 1956, 101 pl. 27,
VIIL.2; Vinskr 1958, 28 pl. 17,8.

Novosely (Oster district, Ukraine); ID, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; KorzukHina
1996, 408; 684 pl. 94,8

Nowa Huta-Mogila (Cracow district, Poland); ID, settlement find; copper-alloy, fragment;
Hacnuiska-Lepwos 1964—1965, 217-218; Hachuiska-Lepwos 1971, 121 pl. 65,12;
Zak 1988, 68 fig. 2,1; Parczewskr 1993, 71-72; 71 fig. 20,9.

Nyzhniaia Syrovatka (Sumy district, Ukraine); found in a hoard, together with a trapeze-
shaped pendant; 259. IIB; Saun 1935, fig. 46; Kaurrinskn 1928, pl. 37,60; WERNER
1950, 160 pl. 37,7; KorzukuiNna 1996, 403; 651 pl. 61,1; GavritukHIN/ OBLOMSKII
1996, 228 fig. 49,3. — 260-261. IIC; Kaurrinsku 1928, pl. 37,59; Werner 1950,
161 pl. 39,24; KorzukHmNa 1996, 403; 651 pl. 61,2.3; GavrrrukHiN/ OsLomskn 1996,
229 fig. 50,16.

Ofsldedk (Csongrdd district, Hungary); IJ, found in an inhumation burial, together with
12 glass beads with eye-shaped inlays (“Augenperlen”); copper-alloy; L=5.1; CsaLLany
1961, 138 pl. 191,16; 259,1.

Otrlea (Olt district, Romania); 263. IC, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; L=1.6; Comsa
1961, 105 fig. 1; Teopor 1992, 137 no. 5; 144 fig. 3,7. — 264. 1IC, stray find; copper-
alloy; L=7.0; Nestor 1961, 438 no. 19; 445 fig. 4,1; Tupor 1978, 456; 460 fig. 149,4;
Teopor 1992, 139; 150 fig. 9,4.

Pdpa (Tolna district, Hungary); IIB, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; 1=9.6; WerNER
1950, 160 pl. 38,19; GavrrrukHiNn/ OsLomski 1996, 228 fig. 49,9.

Pastyrs’ke (Cherkasy district, Ukraine); 266—267. IC, stray finds; copper-alloy; frag-
ments; WERNER 1950, 153 pl. 29,17; Gavrrrukain 1991, 133; 143 pl. 2,25; PrykHOD-
Niuk 1994, 71 fig. 7,1; Korzukaina 1996, 379; 618 pl. 28,10.12. — 268-269. IC, stray
finds; Gavrrrukain 1991, 133; 143 pl. 2,30; Korzukrina 1996, 379; 618 pl. 28,15; Pry-
kHODNIUK 2005, 53; 170 fig. 65,1; Robinkova 2009, 404; 405 fig. 3,4. — 270-271. ID,
copper-alloy; Arerc 1919, 74 fig. 77; Kaurrinskun 1928, 290 pl. 36,50; Werner 1950,
153 pl. 29,26; Kuun 1956, 90 pl. 21,I1.5; Dovzuenok/ Kuchera/ SmiLenko 1975,
104 fig. 23,1; Pryknoboniuk 1994, 70 fig. 7,6; Korzuknina 1996, 378; 618 pl. 28,4. —
272. 1D, stray find; silver, fragment; Braveuevs'kyy 1951, 162; 161 fig. 46,10; Korzu-
kHINA 1996, 378; 618 pl. 28,14. — 273. IF, copper-alloy, fragment; Korzukrmna 1996,
379; 618 pl. 28,13. — 274-275. 1G, copper-alloy; Aserc 1919, 77; 75 fig. 82; WERNER
1950, 154 pl. 30,36; Kupracek 1964, 15 pl. 3,6; Prykrooniuk 1994, 71 fig. 7,5; Korzu-
kHINA 1996, 378; 618 pl. 28,2.3. — 276-278. IH; L=3.8, 4.4; Kaurrinsku 1928, 290
pls. 37,53; 39,80; Werner 1950, 154 pl. 30,42.43; Prvkroponiuk 1994, 71 fig. 7,3.4;
Korzuknina 1996, 379; 618 pl. 28,5-7; Kazanski 1999, 108. — 279. 1], copper-alloy;
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L=4.5; Kaurmskn 1928, 290 pl. 36,49; Werner 1950, 154 pl. 30,45; Konn 1956,
101 pl. 27,VIL.1; Korzuknina 1996, 378; 618 pl. 28,8. — 280. 1IA, stray find; copper-alloy,
fragment; Bosrinskir 1901, 29 pl. 1,11; Werner 1950, 160 pl. 36,1; Korzuktmna 1996,
381; 619 pl. 29,4; Gavrrrukain/ Osromskir 1996, 228 fig. 49,11. — 281-284. 11D, stray
finds; copper-alloy; Werner 1950, 161 pl. 40,33.39; Rysaxkov 1953, 58 fig. 9,5-7; Kor-
zukHINA 1996, 380; 619 pl. 29,2.3; 620 pl. 30,2.3; Kazanskr 1999, 111.

Pagcani (lasi district, Romania); IC, stray find; copper-alloy; L=4.3; Tropor 1984,
263 fig. 1,1; Brra 1985, 99 fig. 1; Teopor 1992, 137; 144 fig. 3,5.

Pekari (Cherkasy district, Ukraine); IG, stray find; Gavrrrukain 1991, 128; 143 pl. 1,9;
Korzuknma 1996, 356; 669 pl. 79,6.

Petrushky (Kaniv district, Ukraine); IIB, stray find; copper-alloy; KorzukHma 1996,
369; 675 pl. 85,2.

Piatra Frecatei (Briila district, Romania); IH, found in grave B 42, together with a cop-
per-alloy earring, three bracelets, a finger-ring, and a double-sided comb; copper-alloy;
L=4.9; Perre 1962b, 581 fig. 18,1; Perre 1962a, 226 fig. 12,1-b.1-2; Perre 1987,
77-78 pl. 141,233b; Tropor 1992, 138; 147 fig. 6,9-10.

Piecki (Mragowo district, Poland); 290-291. ID, found in grave 1, together with frag-
ments of a single-sided comb, a spindle whorl, and a ceramic chalice; copper-alloy;
L=6.1, 6.5; Rupnickr 2004, 266; 273 pl. 1,1.2. — 292. ID, found in grave 8; copper-
alloy; L=6.8; Rupnickr 2009a, 602 fig. 2.

Pietroasele (Buzdu district, Romania); IF, stray find; silver, fragment; L=4.4; Curta/
Duror 1994-1995, 217; 219 fig. 1.

Plenita (Dolj district, Romania); ID, stray find; copper-alloy; L=7.9; Prorsor 1925,
49-50 fig. 1; Berciu 1939, 232 fig. 289,1; Werner 1950, 153 pl. 29,25; Teopor 1992,
138 (where L=8.0); 145 fig. 4,1.

Plovdiv (Bulgaria); ID, stray find; copper-alloy; Kxararamsieva 1993, 29 fig. 4,4.
Podbolot’e (Murom district, Russia); IIB, found in grave 220, together with a diadem of
silver tubes, a cowrie shell, three bronze bells, two large silver earrings, and silver belt
mounts; Goropcov 1914, 133 with fig. 60; Rysakov 1953, 59 fig. 10,5; KorzukHina
1996, 418; 697 pl. 107,1; GavrrrukHin/ Osromski 1996, 228 fig. 49,6.

Pogrebi (Oster district, Ukraine); IIB, copper-alloy; Korzuxkumna 1996, 409;
674 pl. 84,3.

Poian (Covasna district, Romania); IC, found in the sunken building no. 19, together
with hand-made pottery, a bone needle and a spindle-whorl; copper-alloy; L=2.8; Székery
1970, 135 fig. 7,1 —1a; Szexery 1971a, 355 fig. 2,1; Szekery 1971b, 131; 133 fig. 3,1—1a;
Horepr 1986, 93 fig. 44,2; Szexery 1992, 263; 266 fig. 15,1a—b; Tropor 1992, 137;
144 fig. 3,6.

Potapivka (Bohodukhiv district, Ukraine); IIC, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; Pry-
KHODNIUK 1998, 147; 134 fig. 63,2.

Prahovo (Negotin district, Serbia); 300. IB, stray find; copper-alloy; Jankovic 1981,
250 pl. XVI,12. — 301. IC, stray find; silver-alloy, fragment; L=2.6; Jankovic 1981,
250 pl. XVI,16.

Pruneni (Buzdu district, Romania); found in an inhumation burial, together with a
comb; 303. ID, Comsa 1973, 210; Fiepter 1992, 100. — 304. IH, Cowmsa 1972, 15;
Cowmsa 1973, 210; Fieprer 1992, 100 n. 24.

Racari (Dolj district, Romania); IF, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; L=4.1; WErNER
1950, 154 pl. 30,34 (where the fibula was found in Banat); Csarrany 1961, 196 pl. 272,7;
Tupor 1964, 254 fig. 11,2; Tororu / Cruci/ Voicu 1976, 133; Teopor 1992, 138;
148 fig. 7,7.
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Rashkiv (Chernivtsi district, Ukraine); IH, found in the sunken building no. 76, together
with handmade pottery; copper-alloy; L=4.7; Baran 1988, 116; 157 pl. 56,4; Teopor
1992, 138; 147 fig. 6,5; Corman 1998, 42; 243 fig. 50,1.

Razboieni-Feldioara (Alba district, Romania); IB, stray find; pewter; fragment; N. A.
1955a, 675; 672 fig. 15,5; Horeor 1986, 93 fig. 44,5; Teopor 1992, 137; 142 fig. 1,6.
Rish Pass (Shumen district, Bulgaria); IC, stray find; Krararamsieva 1993, 29 fig. 4,1.
Rome (ltaly); stray find (now in the Crypta Balbi Museum, from the collection of the
Kircher Museum); IC, silver; L=8.5; Riccr 2001, 175 fig. 1,3.4.

Rossava (Myronivka district, Ukraine); 1IB, copper-alloy; L=16.95; Korzuktmna 1996,
353; 684 pl. 94,4; Gavrrrukain/ Osromski 1996, 229 fig. 50,15; Miskiewiczowa 1998,
159 no. 312.

Rzhevskoe (former Linkuhnen, Kaliningrad region, Russia); 310. IB, found in grave
201A; L=11.3; Werner 1950, 151-152pl. 27,8; Koun 1981, 209 no.319 (where
L=10) pl. 50,319; HiiserG 2009, 434; 598 pl. 22,188. — 311. IB, found in grave 5; frag-
ment, copper-alloy; Hisera 2009, 434; 598 pl. 22,186.

Sicuieni (Bihor district, Romania); IC, found in an inhumation burial together with a
hand-made pot; copper-alloy; L=4.6; Cuipiosan/ Nanast 1968, 517-520 fig. 2; Dumr-
TRASCU 1983, 89 no. 13 (where L=4.7); Tropor 1992, 138; 147 fig. 6,4.

Sakhnivka (Kaniv district, Ukraine); IIB, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; Korzuknina
1996, 369; 675 pl. 85,5.

Sirata Monteoru (Buzdu district, Romania); 314. IC, found in a cremation burial; gilt,
silver; L=4.2; NEestor/ ZaHaria 1959, 517 fig. 3 (where the brooch is made of copper-
alloy); Teopor 1972, 38fig. 6,10; Fieprer 1992, 83fig. 11,1; Teopor 1992, 137;
144 fig. 3,3. — 315. IC, probably found in grave 463a; copper-alloy, fragment; FiepLeEr
1992, 83 fig. 11,3; Teopor 1992, 137; 144 fig. 3,2. — 316. IC, found in grave 1185,
together with another fibula of Werner’s class IH; copper-alloy; L=4.1; NESTOR/ ZaHARIA
1960, 513; 511 fig. 1,7; Fieprer 1992, 83 fig. 11,2; Teopor 1992, 137; 144 fig. 3,4. —
317. ID, found in grave 140, together with a small brooch with three knobs; copper-
alloy; L=7.5; Teopor 1972, 38 fig. 6,8; Fieprer 1992, 81-82; Teopor 1992, 138;
148 fig. 7,2 (where 1=6.4). — 318. ID, found in grave 1160; copper-alloy, fragment;
L=3.1; Nestor/ Zanaria 1960, 511 fig. 1,3; Fieprer 1992, 83 fig. 11,12; Teopor 1992,
138; 147fig. 6,11. — 319. ID, copper-alloy; fragment; L=2.1; n.A. 1955b, 511;
510 fig. 11,3; Fieprer 1992, 83 fig. 11,10 (wrongly assigned to grave no. 710); Tropor
1992, 138 (where 1L.=2.8); 148 fig. 7,6. — 320. IH, found in grave 1185, together with a
bow fibula (Werner's class I C); copper-alloy; L=4.5; Nesror/Zanaria 1960,
511 fig. 1,2; FiepLer 1992, 82; 83 fig. 11,6; Teopor 1992, 138; 147 fig. 6,12. — 321.
IH, found in a cremation burial; copper-alloy; L=4.3; n.a. 1955b, 511; 510 fig. 11,2;
Teopor 1992, 138; 147 fig. 6,6. — 322. 1], found in grave 1321; copper-alloy; L=2.8;
Nestor 1961, 446; Fieprer 1992, 81; 83 fig. 11,9.

Sarmizegetusa (Hunedoara district, Romania); IG, copper-alloy; L=7.0; Tecras 1897,
288; Horeor 1956, 106; 107 fig. 2,2; Pora 1988, 46 fig. 6; Teopor 1992, 138;
146 pl. 5,6.

Seliste (Orhei district, Republic of Moldova); 324. IH, found in the sunken building
no. 5, together with handmade pottery; copper-alloy, fragment; Rararovic 1972a, 137;
133 fig. 10,14. — 325. IH, found in grave 59, together with two millefiori beads, an
amber bead, a spindle-whorl, and a bone needle; copper-alloy; L=5.0; Rararovicr/ La-
pusHNIAN 1973, 139; 131 fig. 9,2; Prykropniuk 1997, 507 fig. 6,5; Corman 1998, 91;
275 fig. 86,2.
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Semenki (Vinnytsia district, Ukraine); IF, found in the sunken building VIII, together
with wheel- and hand-made pottery (including clay pans) and an earring with twisted
end; copper-alloy, fragment; Kraviiuk 1974, 207; 202 fig. 11,2.

Sereitlaukis (former Schreitlauken, Silutés, Lithuania); IB, stray find; copper-alloy; frag-
ment; L=7.1; Werner 1950, 152 pl. 28,9; Koun 1981, 317 pl. 75,502; Hirserc 2009,
490; 610 pl. 34,302.

Shokshino (Vyksa district, Russia); IC, found in grave 913; copper-alloy; Surrov 1994,
162-164; 175 fig. 10,1; Sepov 1995, 89 fig. 31,8; Sepov 1999, 256 fig. 2,8.

Shumen (Bulgaria); IH, stray find; fragment; Krararamsieva/ Atanasov 1992,
110 pl. 13,7.

Skalistoe (Bakhchesaray district, Crimea, Ukraine); 330. ID, stray find; copper-alloy; VEi-
MARN / AiBaBIN 1993, 145 fig. 107,13. — 331. ID, found in the burial chamber 279, to-
gether with a buckle, a phylacterium, a silver cross with glass inlay and 86 glass beads;
copper-alloy; fragment; Amasin 1990, 199 fig. 20,5; VEmmarn/ AasiN 1993, 52-53;
51 fig. 31,28.

Slava Rusi (Tulcea district, Romania); IIA, settlement find; copper-alloy, fragment; L=4.5;
Oprarr 1990, 37-38; 48 fig. 19,37; Tropor 1992, 138 (where L=4.4); 149 fig. 8,4.
Sloboda Likhachevka (Bohodukhiv district, Ukraine); IID, copper-alloy, fragment; Kor-
zUKHINA 1996, 395; 633 pl. 43,6.

Smila (Cherkasy district, Ukraine); IF, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; L=6.1; Bo-
prinskir 1901, 28 pl. 1,8; Werner 1950, 154 pl. 30,32; Korzukaina 1996, 373;
669 pl. 79,12.

Smolanka (former Landskron, Bartoszyce district, Poland); ID, found in grave 66; cop-
per-alloy; L=6.3; Kuun 1956, 90 pl. 22,11.8; Kuun 1981, 194 pl. 45,281; Hiisera
2009, 423; 597 pl. 21,177.

Smorodino (Graivoron district, Russia); stray (burial?) find, together with repoussé cop-
per-alloy pendants; 336. IIB; Korzukuina 1996, 402; 650 pl. 60,1. — 337-338. 1I C;
Ryeakov 1953, 57 n. 1; 59 fig. 10,3; SHcHEGLOvA 1990, 199; Korzukhina 1996, 402;
650 pl. 60,12.13. — 339. IID; Rysakov 1953, 59 fig. 10,4; SHcHEGLOVA 1990, 199; Kor-
ZUKHINA 1996, 402; 650 pl. 60,3.

Socu (Gorj district, Romania); IH, stray find; L=4.8; Marivoiu/ Horroran 1999, 185;
186 fig. 1.

Somova (Tulcea district, Romania); IIA, stray finds; copper-alloy; fragments; L=11.2;
Smvion 2009, 414; 415 fig. 2,1-2; 416 fig. 3.

Sparta (Lakonia, Greece); IB, stray find; L=9.5; Werner 1950, 151 no. 4 pl. 27,4.
Staasdorf, in Vienna (Austria); IIB, copper-alloy; L=16.5; Werner 1950, 160 pl. 38,15.
Stirmen (Ruse district, Bulgaria); IH, stray find; Krararamsieva 1993, 30; 31 fig. 6,8.
Striki (former Warwen, Ventspils district, Latvia); ID, stray find; copper-alloy; L=7.7;
Werner 1950, 154 pl. 30,31; Konn 1956, 91 pl. 22,11.10; Korzukrina 1996, 414—
415; Arcazis 2001, 286 fig. 199,2.

Suceava (Romania); IH, found in the sunken building no. 2, together with handmade
pottery, a spindle-whorl, an awl, and a glass bead; copper-alloy; L=3.8; Mater/ Nicorescu
1962, 741-744; 744 fig. 5; Teopor 1972, 38 fig. 6,6; Teopor 1973, 205; 206 fig. 3,3;
Teopor 1978, 41-42, fig. 13,2; 15,2; Tropor 1979, 821 fig. 3,5; Trobor 1992, 138
(where 1L=3.9); 147 fig. 6,8.

Sudzha (Kursk district, Russia); IIB, found in a hoard, together with 12 hat-shaped
mounts, six silver strap-ends, 12 trapeze-shaped pendants, four amber beads, and several
belt mounts with open-work ornament; Rysakov 1949, 75-84; 76 fig. 30; Rysakov
1953, 59 fig. 10,2; KorzukHina 1996, 403; 652 pl. 62,1.2.

BERICHT RGK 93, 2012



308

351.

352-363.

364.

365-3066.

367-369.

370.

371.

Florin Curta - “Slavic” Bow Fibulae: Twenty Years of Research

Sukhiny (Kaniv district, Ukraine); IID, stray find; copper-alloy; 1=0.14; Korzukrina
1996, 368; 673 pl. 83,2.

Suuk Su (Yalta district, Crimea, Ukraine); 352. IIA, found in grave 86, together with
another bow fibula of Werner’s class II C, copper-alloy bracelets, an eagle-headed belt
buckle, as well as amber, glass and millefiori beads; Repnikov 1906, 25 pl. 6.1; WERNER
1950, 160 pl. 36,3; Korzuktina 1996, 424; 702 pl. 112,1. — 353. 1IB, stray find; cop-
per-alloy; L=0.20; Reenikov 1906, pl.7,9; Ryakov 1953, 59 fig. 10,6; KorzukHma
1996, 424; 703 pl. 113,1. — 354—355. 1IB, found in grave 87, together with two brace-
lets, and amber and glass beads; Reenikov 1906, 25-26pl.7,1; Rysakov 1953,
59 fig. 10,8; KorzukHina 1996, 424; 702 pl. 112,3. — 356. 1T C, found in grave 28,
together with 30 amber beads, another bow fibula, an eagle-headed buckle, and two
silver bracelets; copper-alloy; Rernikov 1906, 8-9 pl. 7,3; Korzuknina 1996, 424;
701 pl. 111,2. — 357. 1II C, found in grave 86, together with another bow fibula of Wer-
ner’s class ITA, two earrings with polyhedral pendant, millefiori and glass beads (some
with eye-shaped inlays, “Augenperlen”), an eagle-headed buckle, and two bracelets; cop-
per-alloy; Repnikov 1906, 25 pl. 6,1; Werner 1950, 160 pl. 39,20; Kupracex 1964,
16 pl. 4,2; Korzuknina 1996, 424; 702 pl. 112,1. — 358. 1IC, found in grave 154, to-
gether with another bow fibula of Werner’s class II D and an eagle-headed buckle; cop-
per-alloy; L=8.7; AmasiN 1990, 197 fig. 18,2; KorzukHina 1996, 424; 701 pl. 111,5. —
359. IIC, stray find; copper-alloy; L=17; Reenikov 1906, pl.7,7; Ryeakov 1953,
59 fig. 10,7; KorzukHina 1996, 424; 703 pl. 113,2. — 360. 1ID, found in grave 28, to-
gether with another bow fibula of Werner’s class IT C, an eagle-headed belt buckle, two
silver bracelets, and amber and glass beads; L=14.5; Repnikov 1906, 8-9 pl. VI,3; KaLi-
Tinski 1928, pl. 38,64; Werner 1950, 161 pl. 40,31; Korzukina 1996, 424;
701 pl. 111,1. — 361. IID, found in the grave 55, together with another bow fibula of
Werner’s Dnieper class, amber, copper-alloy, and glass beads, and a buckle with cross-
shaped plate; Repnikov 1906, 15 pl. VI,16; KorzukHina 1996, 424; 701 pl. 111,4. —
362. IID, found in grave 154, together with another bow fibula of Werner’s class IT C
and an eagle-headed buckle; copper-alloy; Werner 1950, 161; KorzukHina 1996, 424;
701 pl. 111,6. — 363. IID, stray find; copper-alloy; Kavrrinsku 1928, pl. 38,65; WERNER
1950, 161 pl. 40,32

Sv. Erazmo (Ochrid district, Macedonia); IIC, burial find; copper-alloy, fragment; MaL-
exko 1985, 289 pl. VI,4; Crausipis 1992, 90 fig. 9,1.

Szakély—Oreghegy (Tolna district, Hungary); found in burial no. 12; 365. 1B, pewter,
fragment; Csaroc 1944—-1945, 296 pl. XCIII,23; Werner 1950, 151 pl. 28,6a. — 366.
IC, pewter; Csaroc 1944—-1945, 296 pl. XCIII,24; Werner 1950, 151 pl. 29,18; Gavri-
TUKHIN 1991, 131; 144 pl. 2,29.

Szatymdz-Fehért6 (Csongrad district, Hungary); 367. IC, found in grave 375, together
with 73 glass-beads, two silver ear-rings, two iron bracelets, an iron buckle, and a knife;
silver-alloy; L=4.9; Csarrany 1961, 228; pl. 259,3.3a. — 368-369. IF, found in grave
33, together with two copper-alloy earrings with bead-shaped pendant, glass beads, and a
wheel-made jar; silver; L=8.3; Csarrany 1961, 228; pl. 309,17.18; Maparas 1995, pl. 5.
Szigetszentmiklés-Héros (Pest district, Hungary); 1IC, found in grave 14, together with
beads, some of glass with eye-shaped inlays (“Augenperlen”), another of carnelian, and
two gold earrings with globe-shaped pendants; copper-alloy; Sos 1961, 51; 40 fig. 11,1;
Sos 1963, 315; 316 fig. 6,1; Nacy 1998, 150 pls. 102,9; 171,5.

Tic (Fejér district, Hungary); IIB, found in grave 354/1976; Scriung 2011,
388 fig. 2,3.
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372. Térgusor (Constanta district, Romania); ID, stray find; copper-alloy; Bartlomiej Szymon
Szmoniewski, personal information.

373. Tiszabura (Szolnok district, Hungary); IIC, found in an inhumation burial, together with
two silver earrings and glass beads with eye-shaped inlays; copper-alloy; L=10.5; Csat-
LANY 1961, 215 pl. CXCVI,2.

374. Tiszaftired (Szolnok district, Hungary); IC, stray find; copper-alloy; L=9.00; Garam
1995, 386 pl. 252,1.
375. Tiszanagyfalu (Szabolcs-Szatmadr district, Hungary); 1C, stray find; Csarrany 1961, 219.

376-383. Trubchevsk (Briansk region, Russia); found in a hoard, together with silver- and copper-
alloy torcs, repoussé copper-alloy pendants, and strap ends and mounts with open-work
ornament; 376. ID, copper-alloy; PrykHoDNIUK/ PADIN/ TikHONOV 1996, 79; 80 fig. 1,5.
- 377. 11 A, copper-alloy; Prvkropniuk/ Pabin/ TikHonov 1996, 79; 81 fig. 2,3;
82 fig. 3,2. — 378. IIA, copper-alloy, fragment; PrykHODNIUK / PADIN/ TikHONOV 1996,
79; 80 fig. 1,4. — 379-381. IIB, copper-alloy; PrykHODNIUK/ PADIN/ TikHONOV 1996,
79; 81 fig. 2,1; 82 fig. 3,1; 84 fig. 5; 85 fig. 6. — 382—383. IID, copper-alloy; PrykHOD-
Niuk / Pabin/ Tikaonov 1996, 79; 80 fig. 1,2; 81 fig. 2,4; 83 fig.4.

384. Tulcea (Romania); IH, found in an inhumation burial, together with a ceramic pitcher,
9 amber beads, and a bronze ring; copper-alloy; L=7.5; Stmion 2009, 413; 412 fig. 1.

385-419. Tumiany (former Daumen, Olsztyn district, Poland); 385. IC, found in grave 68, to-
gether with a buckle with oval plate and 3 rivets, five T-shaped belt mount with domed
rivets, and six glass beads (including one eye-shaped bead and a segmented bead); cop-
per-alloy; L=5.3; Kunn 1981, 107 pl. 19,1195 Kurakov 1989, 192; 255 fig. 39,3; Jakos-
soN 2009, 48; 144 pl. 43 Grab 68.a. — 386. IC, stray find; silver-alloy; L=5.15; Kunn
1956, 92 pl.22,I1.19; Kunun 1981, 109 no. 128pl.21,128; Jakosson 2009, 62;
186 pl. 85,25. — 387. IC, stray find; L=4.35; Aserc 1919, 74 fig. 79. — 388-389. IC,
stray finds; copper-alloy; L=4.6, 5.2; Kun~ 1981, 110 nos. 129-130 pl. 21,129, 130;
Jakosson 2009, 62; 186 pl. 85,24; 187 pl. 86,26. — 390. IC, stray find; fragment; cop-
per-alloy; Konn 1981, 111 no. 135 pl. 21,135; Jakosson 2009, 62; 187 pl. 86,20. —
391. ID, found in grave 2, together with a strap end; Kurakov 1989, 187; 241 fig. 1;
Jakosson 2009, 36; 102 pl. 1,2a. — 392-393. ID, found in grave 26/1969; copper-alloy;
L=7.1; Dasrowskr 1975, 267; 278 fig. 16. — 394. ID, found in grave 30, together with
a silver trinket with chains and horse-shoe pendants, two spectacle-shaped pendants with
trapeze-shaped attachments, two spear-shaped strap-ends and silver mounts with open-
work ornament, as well as glass beads (including beads with eye-shaped inlays); gilt, sil-
ver; L=7.8; Aserc 1919, 74 fig. 76; Saun 1935, 55; 57 fig. 126; Werner 1950,
153 pl. 29,28; Kunn 1956, 90 pl. 22,11.6; Gurevich 1960, 400; 402 fig. 61,4; Kubracex
1964, 13 pl. 5,10; Opoy 1968, 138—139; 140 fig. 15; Kurn 1981, 105-106 pl. 18,112;
Kurakov 1989, 189; 244 fig. 28; Jakosson 2009, 40; 114 pl. 13a. — 395. ID, found in
grave 46/1970, together with a bow fibula with three knobs; copper-alloy; L=6.5; Jaska-
nis/ Kachinskr 1981, 47 no. 47 pl. 47,3; Konn 1981, 113—114. — 396. IF, found in
grave 3, together with glass beads and a copper-alloy tore; copper-alloy; L=6.6; Heypeck
1895, 43 pl. 3,4; Kunn 1981, 104 pl. 17,105; Kurakov 1989, 187; 241 fig. 25,2; Jakos-
soN 2009, 36; 102 pl. 1 Grab 2.a. — 397. IF, found in grave 20, together with a buckle,
two spurs, two spearhead-shaped strap ends, and a spiral finger-ring; copper-alloy; L=6.5;
Heypeck 1895, 45; Kunn 1981, 105 pl. 17,108; Kurakov 1989, 188; 242 fig. 26,1; Ja-
koBsoN 2009, 38—39; 108 pl. 7 Grab 20.a. — 398-399. IF, found in grave 105; copper-
alloy; 1L=6.25, 6.4; Hevpeck 1895, 59; Kurakov 1989, 195, 216 fig. 4g; 263 fig. 47,1;
Jakosson 2009, 54-55; 164 pl. 63 Grab 105.al. — 400—401. IF, stray finds; copper-
alloy; L=6.4, 6.2, 6; Kunun 1981, 102-103 pls. 21,1315 22,138; Jakosson 2009, 62;
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186 pl. 85,23.27. — 402-405. IF, stray finds; copper-alloy; Konn 1981, 102-103
pls. 21,133.134; 22,139; Jakosson 2009, 62; 187 pl. 86,19.21. — 406. IG, found in
grave 58, together with two glass beads; L=5.4; Kunn 1981, 107 pl. 19,118; Kurakov
1989, 192; 254 fig. 38,2. — 407-408. 1G, found in grave 74, together with a spindle-
whorl, a spectacle-shaped pendant, and five glass beads; Kunn 1981, 108 pl. 19,120.122;
Kurakov 1989, 192; 256 fig. 40,2; Jakosson 2009, 49; 146 pl. 45 Grab 74.al. —
409-410. IG, found in grave 84, together with a belt buckle, a tongue-shaped strap
end, mounts with open-work ornament, spiral beads, and glass beads; Kurakov 1989,
193; 257 fig. 41,3; Jaxkosson 2009, 51; 153 pl. 52 Grab 84.a.1. — 411. IG, found in
grave 93, together with an iron belt buckle, a knife, and scissors with damascened dec-
oration; copper-alloy, fragment; Kunn 1981, 109 no. 124 pl. 20,124; Kurakov 1989,
194; 260 fig. 44,1; Jakosson 2009, 53; 159 pl. 58a. — 412—413. IG, found in grave
195; Kurakov 1989, 200; 273 fig. 57,5. — 414. IG, found in a cremation burial, to-
gether with the fragment of another bow fibula of Werner’s class II C; Kunn 1981, 114
no. 151pl.24,151. — 415-416. IG, allegedly found in grave 42; Kunun 1981,
106 pl. 19,114. — 417. 1], found in grave 56, together with a belt buckle and a strap
end; copper-alloy; L=5.5; Konn 1956, 101 pl. 27,VIL4; Konun 1981, 106—107 no.
116 pl. 19,116; Kurakov 1989, 191; 252 fig. 36,3. — 418. IJ, stray find; copper-alloy;
L=5.0; Kunn 1956, 101 pl. 27,VIL5; Kunn 1981, 110 pl. 21,132; Jakosson 2009, 62;
186 pl. 85,22. — 419. IIC, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; Kunn 1981, 102-
103 pl. 24,150; Hisera 2009, 385; 588 pl. 12,89.

Tylkowo (former Scheufelsdorf, Szczytno district, Poland); 420. IC, copper-alloy; L=5.0;
Kounn 1981, 310 no. 489 pl. 73,489; Hiserc 2009, 485; 609 pl. 33,292. — 421-422.
ID, copper-alloy; L=6.8, 5.7; WerNer 1950, pl. 29,29; Kunn 1956, 90; 91 pl. 22,11.11;
I.15; Kon~n 1981, 311; 312 pls.73,491; 74,496; Hiserc 2009, 486; 487;
609 pl. 33,294.298. — 423. IF, copper-alloy; L=6.8; Kunn 1956, 945 pl. 24,111.5; Kunn
1981, 312 pl. 74,497; Hisera 2009, 487; 609 pl. 33,299. — 424. IH, stray find; copper-
alloy; L=3.3; Kunn 1956, 88 pl. 21,1.18; Kunn 1981, 311 no. 492 pl. 73,492; HiiserG
2009, 486; 609 pl. 33,295.

Ugly, in Staryi Oskol (Kursk district, Russia); IIB, found in a hoard, together with two
belt buckles and belt mounts with open-work ornament; Korzukxina 1996, 418;
688 pl. 98,1.

Unknown location; ID, copper-alloy, fragment; WEerner 1961, pl. 34,135.

Unknown location (Banat region, Romania); 428. IC, pewter, fragment; L=8.6; NEs-
Tor/ Nicoraescu-Prorsor 1938, 37 pl. 9,2; Werner 1950, pl. 29,16; CsarLany 1961,
196 pl. 240,2; Teopor 1992, 137; 143 fig.2,5. — 429. IF, copper alloy; fragment;
L=4.3; TAnase/ Mare 2001, 190; 203 pl. V,2.

Unknown location (Bitola district, Macedonia); IC, copper-alloy, fragment; Basic 1976,
63 fig. 5b; DzHorDZHIEVSKA 1997, 67 fig. 2,3.

Unknown location (Bulgaria); ID, copper-alloy; Scrurze-Dorriamm 1997, 764 fig. 32.
Unknown location (Cherkasy district, Ukraine); IIB; Kaurrinski 1928, pl. 37,58; Wer-
NER 1950, 160 pl. 37,12; Korzuktina 1996, 370; 673 pl. 83,1.

Unknown location (Chernihiv district, Ukraine); IIA, copper-alloy, fragment; WEerNER
1950, 160 pl. 36,6; Korzukrimna 1996, 408; 671 pl. 81,2.

Unknown location (Dnipropetrovs’ke district, Ukraine); 434. I1IC; copper-alloy; Korzu-
kHINA 1996, 421; 698 pl. 108,9. — 435. IID; copper-alloy; Korzukuma 1996, 421;
699 pl. 109,1.

Unknown location (Eastern Europe); 436. IB, gilt, copper-alloy; L=13.3; WernER 1950,
151 pl. 27,6 (where L=12.8); Werner 1961, 33 pl. 35,133a. — 437. IB, gilt copper-alloy,
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L=13.3; Werner 1950, 151; Werner 1961, 33 pl. 35,133b. — 438. 1B, gilt copper-alloy;
L=12.2; Werner 1950, 151 fig. 1. — 439. 1B, copper-alloy; Werner 1950, 152 pl. 28,11.
— 440. 1B, copper-alloy; L=10.2; MacGrecor 1997, 249-250; 250 fig. 132,1. — 441. 1B,
copper-alloy; Karsouciannorourou 1999, 85. — 442. 1D, copper-alloy; Werner 1950,
155 pl. 31,51.

Unknown location (Eastern Prussia); 443. IF, copper-alloy; L=5.1; Kunn 1956,
95 pl. 24,111.11; Kunn 1981, 264 pl. 63,410; Hieerc 2009, 459; 603 pl. 27,233, —
444—-445. 1G, copper-alloy; Kunn 1981, 263 407408 pl. 63,407.408; Hireerc 2009,
458-459, 602 pl. 26,229; 603 pl. 27,237.

Unknown location (Gotland, Sweden); copper-alloy; fragment; Agerc 1919, 77 fig. 73;
WernER 1950, pl. 40,37.

Unknown location (Hungary); 447. 1B, copper-alloy, fragment; L=8; Werner 1950,
151 pl. 27,5. — 448-449. 1IA, copper-alloy, fragments; Werner 1950, 160 pl. 36,4;
CsaLLANy 1961, 245 pl.272,5. — 450. IIC, copper-alloy, fragment; Werner 1950,
161 pl. 39,23.

Unknown location (probably Istanbul, Turkey); 1B, gilt, copper-alloy; L=12.8; WerNER
1960, 119 pl. 2.

Unknown location (Kaniv district, Ukraine); 452. ID; Korzuxkuina 1996, 355;
669 pl. 79,5; Kazanskr 1999, 108. — 453. 1G, copper-alloy; Kazanskt 1999, 108.
Unknown location (Kharkiv district, Ukraine); 1IC; Kavrrinskin 1928, pl. 37,62; Rysa-
kov 1953, 58 fig. 9,9; Kazanski 1999, 111; SHaBLavina 2004, 244; 247 fig. 1.

Unknown location (Khmel'nyts'kyi district, Ukraine); IIC, copper-alloy, fragment; Ro-
piNkova 2010b, 261-262; 270 fig. 1,2.

Unknown location (Kiev district, Ukraine); 458. IC, copper-alloy; L=7.1; WerNER
1950, 153 pl. 29,18; GavrirukHiN 1991, 1315 144 pl. 2,26; Korzuxkrina 1996, 409;
670 pl. 80,10; Kazanski 1999, 108. — 459-460. ID; Werner 1950, 153 no. 27 pl. 29,27;
KorzukHina 1996, 409; 669 pl. 79,11. — 461. IF; KorzukHina 1996, 409; 669 pl. 79,14;
Kazanskr 1999, 108. — 462. IH, copper-alloy, fragment; Korzukumna 1996, 410;
669 pl.79,8. — 463-465. IIA, copper-alloy, fragments; Korzukuina 1996, 410;
670 pl. 80,4, 6; 676 pl. 86,1. — 466. 1IB; Werner 1950, 160 pl. 37,14. — 467-469. 11B,
fragments; Korzukaina 1996, 410; 674 pl. 84,2—4. — 470—-471. 1IC, copper-alloy, frag-
ments; WEeRNER 1950, 161 pl 39,29.30; Korzuktina 1996, 411; 673 pl. 83,3. — 472.
IIC, copper-alloy; Korzukhina 1996, 410. — 473—474. 11D, copper-alloy; WERNER
1950, 162 pl. 40,40.41; KorzukHiNa 1996, 411; 672 pl. 82,7; 673 pl. 83,4.

Unknown location near Liatychiv (Khmel'nyts'kyi district, Ukraine); ID, copper-alloy,
fragment; Ropinkova 2010b, 262; 271 fig. 2,2.

Unknown location (Macedonia, Bulgaria); IF, copper-alloy; L=5.7; Werner 1950,
155 pl. 31,50; Miknaiov 1961, 43; 41 fig. 3,1.

Unknown location (northeastern Bulgaria); IC, copper alloy, fragments; Krararamsieva
1998, pp. 122; 119 fig. 1.3-5.

Unknown location (northern Serbia); IB, copper-alloy, fragment; Werner 1950, 151
no. 2 pl. 27,2; Vinskr 1958, 28 pl. 18,2; Csarrany 1961, pl. 272,3.

Unknown location (Oka region, Russia); IIB; Werner 1950, 160 pl. 37,9.

Unknown location (Poland); IH; Gavrrrukain 1991, 131; 143 pl. 2,31.

Unknown location (Poltava district, Ukraine); IIC, copper-alloy, fragment; Korzukrma
1996, 395; 668 pl. 78,1.

Unknown location (southern Romania); 484. ID, copper-alloy, fragment; 1L=3.0; Pores-
cu 1941-1944, 505; 504 fig. 11,123; Teopor 1992, 138; 145 fig. 4,7. — 485. IF, cop-
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per-alloy; L=7.1; Porescu 1941-1944, 505; 504 fig. 11,122; Werner 1950, 155 fig. 3;
Nestor 1961, fig. 5,2a—b; Tropor 1992, 138; 148 fig. 7,1.

Unknown location (southern Russia); 486. IC; Kunun 1981, pl. 95,648. — 487. IG;
Kunn 1981, pl. 95,649.

Unknown location (Transylvania, Romania); IB, copper-alloy, fragment; Horebr 1958,
93; 91 fig. 28,5; CsarLany 1961, 209; Horepr 1986, 93 fig. 44,6; Tropor 1992, 137;
142 fig. 1,3.

Unknown location (Turkey); IB, gilt, copper-alloy; Werner 1950, 152 pl. 28,12.
Unknown location (Ukraine); IIB, copper-alloy; 1L=0.174; Miskiewiczowa 1998, 125
nos. 13, 15.

Unknown location (Vistmanland, Sweden); IIB, copper-alloy, fragment; Aserc 1919,
73 fig. 72; WernER 1950, 160 pl. 38,18; KorzukHina 1996, 414 pl. 96,2.

Unknown location (Vinnytsia district, Ukraine); 493. IH, copper-alloy; Ropinkova
2010b, 263; 271 fig. 2,4. — 494. 1IC, copper-alloy; Ropinkova 2010b, 261; 270 fig. 1,1.
Unknown location (Voronezh district, Russia); IIC; Kavurrinsku 1928, pl. 37,63.

Urcice (Moravia, Czech Republic); IH, copper-alloy; Werner 1950, 154 pl. 31,43a.

Vic (Pest district, Hungary); ID, stray find; copper-alloy; Terramantt 2000, pl. 30A,10.
Valea Teilor (Tulcea district, Romania); IG, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; TEo-
por/ CHiriac 2005-2006, 242; 250 fig. 3a.

Vardim (Svishtov district, Bulgaria); IH, stray find; Kxararamsieva 1993, 30; 29 fig. 4,2.
Virpalota (Veszprém district, Hungary); IIC, found in grave 212, together with a pair of
gold earrings with bead pendant, and glass beads with eye-shaped inlays; copper-alloy;
L=12.8; Erpervi/ Nemers 1969, 191; 193 pl. XXII,5.6.

Virtoape (Teleorman district, Romania); IF, stray find; copper-alloy; L=8; Dovinescu-
Ferche/ Vorvozeanu 1969, 354-355; Dornescu-Fercue 1974, fig. 128; Tropor
1992, 138; 148 fig. 7 4.

Virtop (Dolj district, Romania); IC, copper-alloy, fragment; L=2.5; Comsa 1961,
105-106 fig. 2; Teopor 1992, 137; 143 fig. 2.

Vela (Dolj district, Romania); IC, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; L=2.4; Propsor
1925, 49-50 fig. 2; Berciu 1939, 232; Werner 1950, 153 pl. 29,19; Teopor 1992,
137 (where 1L=2.8); 143 fig. 2,2.

Velesnica, in Kladovo (Negotin district, Serbia); 505. IB, stray find; L=13; WERNER
1950, 151; 152 fig. 2; Korosec 1954, 10 fig. 1; Vinsk 1958, 28 pl. 18,1; Corovic-Liu-
BINKOVIC 1972, 47 fig. 1,1; Marjanovic-Vujovic 1988, 155 fig. 2. — 506. IC, copper-
alloy, fragment; L=3.0; Jankovic 1981, 250 pl. XVI,17.

Velyka Sloboda (Vinnytsia district, Ukraine); IC, found in the sunken building no. 63;
GavritukHIN 1991, 133; 143 pl. 2,1.

Velyki Budky (Sumy district, Ukraine); IC, found in a hoard, together with a fragment
of another brooch with scrollwork decoration, fragments of copper-alloy bracelets, torcs,
and over 1,000 small silver-alloy mounts; copper-alloy; L=4.5; Romanova 1983, 311;
GavrrtukHIN 1991, 27; Goriunova 1992, 128; 138 fig. 1,24.

Verem’ie (Kiev district, Ukraine); IIA, copper-alloy; Rysakov 1953, 58 fig. 9,1; PrykHoD-
Ntk 1980, 129; 70 fig. 47,1; Korzukuma 1996, 353; 671 pl. 81,4; Gavrrrukain/ Os-
Lomskir 1996, 228 fig. 49,12.

Verkholat (Dnipropetrovs’ke district, Ukraine); 1ID, stray find; copper-alloy; Korzuxmr-
Na 1996, 422; 699 pl. 109,3.

Vetel, in Deva (Hunedoara district, Romania); IB, stray find; pewter; L=12.1; SaLin
1935, 130 fig. 349; Nestor/ Nicoraescu-Prorsor 1938, 33—34 pl. 9,3; Werner 1950,
151 pl. 27,7 (where L=12); Horeor 1956, 107; 108 fig. 3; Horepr 1958, 107-108;
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108 fig. 3; Szimonova 1970, 75; 76 fig. 1 (where L=11.5); Horepr 1986, 93 fig. 44,7;
Teopor 1992, 137; 142 fig. 1,1.

Viazovna (Chern district, Russia); 1IC, stray find; copper-alloy; Voroncov 2003, 296;
299 fig. 3.

Vinderei (Vaslui district, Romania); ID, stray find; copper-alloy; L=9.1; Teopor 1978,
41 fig. 13,3; Coman 1979, 203; 200 fig. 9,2 (where L1=8.3); Teopbor 1979, 817;
821 fig. 3,3; Coman 1980, 269; 368 fig. 158,1 (where 1L=8.3); Tropor 1980, 29; 51 n.
177, fig. 13,3; Teopor 1992, 139 (where L=8.5); 150 fig. 9,5.

Vinicani (Gradsko district, Macedonia); IC, burial find; fragment; Corovic-Ljusmnkovic
1972, 47 fig. 1,3; Basic 1976, 63 fig. 5.

Volos’ke (Dnipropetrovs’ke district, Ukraine); 516. IH, settlement find; Berezovers’
1963, 197 fig. 24,14; SmiLenko 1969, 162; 164 fig. 2,3; PrykHoDNIUK 1997, 507 fig. 6.8;
KorzukHina 1996, 4215 698 pl. 108,1. — 517. IIC, settlement find; copper-alloy, frag-
ment; BErezovers’ 1963, fig. 24,15; Korzuknina 1996, 421; 698 pl. 108,5. — 518. 1ID,
found in a sunken building, together with a leaden bracelet, a strap end, a handmade pot,
a spindle-whorl, and a copper-alloy earring; Rurkivs’ka 1974, 38; 35 fig. 4.6; DovzHe-
Nok / KuchEera / Smitenko 1975, 107 fig. 24,7; Korzukamna 1996, 4215 699 pl. 109,4;
Pryxnopniuk 1998, 89 fig. 18,11; Kazanskr 1999, 108. — 519. 11D, copper-alloy; Bere-
zovers’ 1963, fig. 25,2; KorzukHina 1996, 4215 699 pl. 109,5.

Vutcani (Vaslui district, Romania); IIC, stray find; copper-alloy, fragment; L=12.3; TEeo-
DOR 1969b, 268 fig. 9,5; TeopOR 19693, 201 fig. 15,1; TeopOR 1973, 206 fig. 3,8; TEO-
por 1978, 41 fig. 14,3; 15,1; Teopor 1979, 817; 821 fig. 3,7; Coman 1980, 278;
368 fig. 158,7; Teopor 1980, 29 fig. 14,3; 51 no. 155; Teopor 1992, 139; 151 fig. 10,4
(where L=12.2).

Waplewo (former Waplitz, Szczytno district, Poland); 521-522. IC, found in grave 21
together with a bronze buckle, an envelope-shaped belt mount with domed rivets, a rec-
tangular belt mount with open-work ornament, and a spear-shaped strap end; copper-
alloy; L=4.8; Kunn 1981, 355 no. 556 pl. 82,556; Hiserg 2009, 498, 499 fig. 10,45;
611 pl. 35,315. — 523-524. IC, found in grave 22, together with an armring, a belt
buckle, glass beads, and five pendants; copper-alloy; L=4.4; Hiserc 2009, 498;
611pl.35,316. — 525. ID, found in grave 16; silver; L=7.5; Werner 1950,
154 pl. 30,30; Konn 1981, 355 (where L=6.9) pl.82,555; Hiserg 2009, 497;
611 pl. 35,314.

Wiska (Suwatki district, Poland); IG, copper-alloy; L=6.1; Okuticz 1973, 477 fig. 243d;
Kunn 1981, 410 no. 639 pl. 94,639; Hieerc 2009, 507; 613 pl. 37,327.

Zemplénagdrd (Szabolcs-Szatmdr district, Hungary); IG, settlement find; copper-alloy;
Worr 1996, 51; 53 fig. 2,5.

Zhurzhentsi (Kaniv district, Ukraine); IIB, stray find; copper-alloy; Korzuktina 1996,
368; 675 pl. 85,1.

Zvonets’ke (Dnipropetrovs’ke district, Ukraine); 529. IIB, stray find; copper-alloy; Bere-
zovers' 1963, fig. 25,2; Korzukamna 1996, 421; 699 pl. 109,5; Prykzopniuk 1997,
507 fig. 6,6. — 530. IID, found in a house with stone walls, together with a strap end
with open-work ornament, a spectacle-shaped pendant, and a bell; copper-alloy, frag-
ment; Bobianskir 1960, 274; 273 fig. 1,1; Prykropniuk 1996, 114; 518 fig. 2,2; Korzu-
KHINA 1996, 422; 698 pl. 108,10; Pryxropniuk 1998, 89 fig. 18,2. — 531. IID, settle-
ment find; copper-alloy, fragment; Prykropniuk 1997, 507 fig. 6,4.
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Zusammenfassung: ,,Slavische“ Bogenfibel — Zwanzig Jahre Forschung

Zusammen mit einem wieder erwachten wissenschaftlichen Interesse an den frithen Sla-
wen, vor allem an der Keramik, die dem Prager Typ zugeschrieben wurde, lebte in den
frithen 1990er Jahren auch das Interesse an den so genannten ,slawischen® Biigelfibeln
wieder auf. Mit diesem Artikel wird eine Darstellung der in den letzten 20 Jahren durch-
gefithrten Forschungen zu den ,slawischen® Biigelfibeln vorgelegt. Die meisten Forscher
haben das Klassifizierungssystem, das 1950 von Joachim Werner vorgeschlagen worden
war, beibehalten, konnten dabei allerdings keine Erklirung fiir die auflerordentliche Varia-
bilitit bei dekorativen Mustern innerhalb der vorgegebenen Klassen von Werners Typolo-
gie finden. Anstelle des traditionellen Ansatzes schlage ich nun die Anwendung einer
Nichster-Nachbar-Clusteranalyse auf der Grundlage des Jaccard-Koeffizienten vor, um so
Ahnlichkeitsmafle zu erhalten. Trigt man diese Verkniipfungen in eine Karte des stlichen
Mitteleuropa und Osteuropas ein, wird deutlich, dass Funde in bestimmten Gegenden
keineswegs Funden in einigen anderen Gegenden dhneln. So gibt es z. B. keine Nichster-
Nachbar-Verbindungen zwischen Fibeln von der Krim und denen in der Ukraine, die
Werners Klassenzuordnung entsprechen. Dagegen zeigt der Karteneintrag vier bedeutende
Fundcluster auf: die Krim, das Gebiet der unteren Donau, Masuren und die mittlere
Dnjepr-Region.

Dieser Artikel beschiftigt sich mit der Frage der Produktion und verweist dabei auf Fun-
de von Gussformen (aus Stein) wie auch gegossenen Modellen (aus Bronze). Zu gleicher
Zeit waren weite Teile des dstlichen Mitteleuropa und Osteuropas véllig frei von Funden,
was vermuten ldsst, dass sowohl die Produktion wie auch das Tragen dieser Fibeln auf
bestimmte Regionen beschrinkt war. Die Verteilung von Formen und Ornamentmustern
verschiedener Klassen von “slawischen” Biigelfibeln weist mit groffer Wahrscheinlichkeit
auf Fernkontakte zwischen Nord und Siid sowie Ost und West hin. “Slawische” Biigelfi-
beln der meisten Klassen aus Werners Typologie waren ungefihr zur selben Zeit in Mode,
namlich kurz vor und kurz nach 600 n. Chr.

Dieses allgemeine Ergebnis hat weitreichende Folgen fiir die diversen Versuche, getrenn-
te Phasen der so genannten Prag-Kultur, die den frithen Slawen zugeordnet wird, zu unter-
scheiden und diese klar geschiedenen chronologischen Einteilungen zuzuweisen. Obwohl
in jiingerer Zeit die gegenteilige Ansicht vertreten wurde, kénnen die meisten Fundkom-
plexe, in denen “slawische” Biigelfibeln zusammen mit handgetopferter Ware erscheinen,
nicht als solche des Prager Typs klassifiziert werden. Dariiber hinaus zeigt die Unter-
suchung der Keramikkomplexe, mit denen “slawische” Biigelfibeln vergesellschaftet waren,
eine betrichtliche kulturelle Vielfalt in jedem einzelnen der vier durch die Clusteranalyse
identifizierten Gebiete. Trotz Joachim Werners gegenteiliger Behauptung gibt es keinen
Grund, die “slawischen” Biigelfibeln mit irgendeiner Wanderungsbewegung, schon gar
nicht der der Slawen, in Verbindung zu bringen. Die Fibeln waren typisch weibliche Be-
kleidungsaccessoires und hdchstwahrscheinlich gesellschaftliche Status- und Machtsymbole.
Die “slawischen” Biigelfibeln als Indexfossilien fiir die Anwesenheit von Slawen zu behan-
deln, ist daher einfach absurd.

Die Fundcluster “slawischer” Biigelfibeln in vier weit auseinander gelegenen Regionen
des 6stlichen Mitteleuropa und Osteuropas legen nahe, dass die Verteilung dieser Beklei-
dungsaccessoires das Ergebnis irgendeiner Form des Kontakts zwischen den Regionen ist.
In jeder dieser Regionen bestanden im spiten 6. und frithen 7. Jhd. gesellschaftliche Orga-
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nisationsformen, in denen Wertgegenstinde fremdlindischer Herkunft (oder deren Imi-
tationen) eine herausragende Rolle bei der Bestimmung von Hierarchien in der Gesellschaft
spielten. Es kann daher sein, dass die vier Regionen iiber ein Netzwerk des gegenseitigen
Austauschs unter Eliten miteinander in Kontakt standen, etwa in der Form eines Aus-
tauschs von Geschenken. Die Geschenke konnen als Teil von Ehebiindnissen ausgetauscht
worden sein, die dazu dienen sollten, die erst frisch begriindete Position der Eliten in der
jeweiligen Region zu stirken.

Summary: “Slavic” Bow Fibulae — Twenty Years of Research

Interest in so-called “Slavic” bow fibulae was revived in the early 1990s in the context of a
resurgence of scholarly concern with the early Slavs, particularly with the pottery believed
to be of the Prague type. This article represents a synthesis of the research carried out
during the last 20 years on the “Slavic” bow fibulae. Most scholars have kept the classifica-
tion system proposed in 1950 by Joachim Werner without, however, being able to account
for the extraordinary variability in decorative patterns within established classes of Werner’s
typology. Instead of a traditional approach, I have suggested the use of near-neighbor clus-
tering analysis based on the Jaccard coefficient of similarity to obtain linkage patterns. Plot-
ting these links on a map of East Central and Eastern Europe it becomes clear that finds in
certain areas are not at all similar to finds in some other areas. For example, there are no
nearest-neighbor links between fibulae from Crimea and those in Ukraine for Werner’s
class I D. The mapping, however, reveals four main clusters of finds — Crimea, the Lower
Danube region, Mazuria, and the Middle Dnieper region.

This article addresses the question of production, by pointing to finds of molds (of
stone), as well as models (of bronze). At the same time, vast areas in East Central and East-
ern Europe were devoid of any finds, which suggests that both production and wearing of
these fibulae were restricted to certain regions. The dissemination of the design and orna-
mental patterns of various classes of “Slavic” bow fibulae most likely indicates long-distance
contacts between south and north and between east and west. “Slavic” bow fibulae of most
classes of Werner’s typology were in fashion at about the same time, shortly before and
shortly after AD 600.

This general conclusion has great implications for the various attempts to distinguish
separate phases of the so-called Prague culture attributed to the early Slavs, and to assign
them to clear-cut chronological divisions. Despite recent claims to the contrary, most as-
semblages in which “Slavic” bow fibulae appear together with handmade pottery cannot be
classified as of the Prague type. Moreover, the examination of the ceramic assemblages with
which “Slavic” bow fibulae were associated shows considerable cultural variability in each
one of the four major areas identified by means of cluster analysis. In spite of Joachim
Werner’s claims to the contrary, there is no reason to link the “Slavic” bow fibulae with
any migration, especially not to that of the Slavs. The fibulae were typically female dress
accessories, most likely symbols of social status and power. Therefore to treat “Slavic” bow
fibulae as index-fossils for the presence of the Slavs is absurd.

The cluster of finds of “Slavic” bow fibulae in four regions of East Central and Eastern
Europe located at great distance from each other suggests that the distribution of these
dress accessories is the result of some kind of contact between the regions. Since in each
one of them forms of social organization existed in the late 6th and early 7th century in
which valuables of foreign origin (or imitations thereof) played a major role in defining
social hierarchies, the four regions may have been in contact with each other by means of a
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network of an inter-elite exchange, possibly in the form of gift exchange. The gifts may
have been exchanged as part of matrimonial alliances which were meant to bolster the
newly-established position of the local elites in each region. (G.K.-S.)

Résumé: Les fibules arquées « slaves » — Vingt années de recherche

L’attention portée aux fibules arquées «slaves » s’est accrue au début des années 1990 avec
le regain d’intérét des spécialistes pour les anciens Slaves, particulierement pour la poterie
attribuée communément au type de Prague. Cet article fait la synthése des recherches me-
nées sur les fibules arquées «slaves » durant ces vingt derni¢res années. La plupart des spé-
cialistes ont gardé le systtme de classification proposé par Joachim Werner en 1950, mais
sans pouvoir expliquer I'extraordinaire variabilité des motifs décoratifs constatés dans les
classes fixées par la typologie de Werner. Abandonnant I'approche traditionnelle, j’ai pro-
posé d’utiliser I'agrégation par le plus proche voisin basée sur I'indice de similarité de Jac-
card en vue d’obtenir des types de liaisons. En reportant ces liaisons sur une carte du
Centre-Est et de 'Est de 'Europe, il devient évident que des objets de certaines régions ne
ressemblent pas a4 ceux d’autres régions. Il n’y a par exemple pas de liaisons par le plus
proche voisin entre les fibules de Crimée et celles d’Ukraine au sein de la classe 1D de
Werner. La cartographie a cependant révélé quatre groupes principaux d’objets localisés en
Crimée, dans la région du Danube inférieur, en Mazurie et dans la région du Dniepr
moyen.

Cet article vise la question de la production en attirant I'attention sur la présence de
moules (en pierre) et de modeles (en bronze). De vastes territoires du Centre-Est et de 'Est
européens n’ont livré aucun objet a cette époque, ce qui signifierait que la production et le
port de ces fibules se limitaient a certaines régions. La diffusion des formes et des motifs
ornementaux de différentes classes de fibules arquées «slaves » indique trés probablement
des contacts a longue distance entre le sud et le nord, I'est et ouest. Les fibules arquées
«slaves » de la plupart des classes typologiques de Werner étaient 4 la mode environ a la
méme époque, autour de 600 ap. J.-C.

Cette conclusion générale a d’importantes retombées sur les nombreuses tentatives de
découper la culture dite de Prague, attribuée aux anciens Slaves, en plusieurs phases, pour
les attribuer ensuite a des unités chronologiques bien distinctes. Malgré certaines déclara-
tions contraires, la plupart des ensembles comprenant des fibules arquées «slaves » avec de
la poterie faite 4 la main ne peuvent étre attribués au type de Prague. De plus, Iétude des
ensembles céramiques auxquels éraient associées des fibules arquées «slaves» présentent
une grande variabilité culturelle dans chacune des quatre régions identifiées par I'analyse de
groupement. Malgré la position contraire de Joachim Werner, il n’y a aucune raison de lier
les fibules arquées «slaves » a4 une migration quelconque, certainement pas a celle des Sla-
ves. Ces fibules étaient un accessoire typique de I'habillement féminin, trés probablement
des symboles de statut social et de pouvoir. Il est par conséquent absurde de voir dans les
fibules arquées «slaves » des fossiles directeurs de la présence slave.

La concentration de fibules arquées «slaves» dans quatre régions du Centre-Est et de
IEst de I'Europe, assez éloignées les unes des autres, fait penser que la distribution de cet
accessoire d’habillement résulte d’une sorte de contact entre ces régions. Chacune d’elle
possédant vers la fin du Ge et au début du 7e siecle des formes d’organisation sociale, ot
les objets de valeur d’origine étrangere (ou leurs imitations) jouaient un réle décisif dans
la définition des hiérarchies sociales, les quatre régions ont peut-étre entretenu des liens
entre elles par le biais d’'un réseau d’échanges entre élites, éventuellement sous forme
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d’échanges de cadeaux. Ceux-ci s’échangeaient peut-étre lors de mariages dont I'intention
était de consolider la position acquise récemment par les élites locales dans chaque région.

(Y.G))
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