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of the so-called Scythian finds 
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Abstract 
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Artefacts of eastern provenance, so-called Scythian ones, have been registered in Polish areas for a long time. In 

the western part of Polish lands, they were most often linked with Scythian invasions, and this explanation of 

finds was emphasized by destroyed settlements. In eastern Poland, the presence of similar artefacts, was inter-

preted rather in the context of contacts with the forest-steppe zone, and their almost neighbourly character was 

confirmed by characteristic decorations and parts of clothing. Discoveries related to the fortified settlement 

in Chotyniec (south-eastern Poland), together with accompanying settlements from the same time, allow 

for a slightly different view on the so-called Scythian finds recorded within the eastern groups of the Lusatian 

circle. The agglomeration should be treated as the farthest northwest enclave of the forest-steppe variant of the 

Scythian culture and as transmitter of certain cultural patterns. It is also a cultural phenomenon that plays a key 

role in the reception of the so-called eastern cultural elements.
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1. Introduction

The discovery of a fortified settlement in Chotyniec, Jarosław district, was associated 

with the implementation of a research project aimed at characterizing and analyzing cul-

tural and settlement changes in the Wisznia River basin in the Bronze Age and the Early 

Iron Age. These studies, carried out on a large scale (both on the Polish and Ukrainian side 

of the border) have resulted in a number of extremely interesting observations. The choice 

of the territory covered by the research was also strictly justified, because an area between 

the San and Dniester basins is a territory connecting two large cultural provinces – Central 

and Eastern European regions. This fact results in an extremely important observation – 

the area we are interested in (the so-called Przemyśl Gate) can certainly be treated as a kind 

of contact zone and a route of movement of population groups. The strategic importance 

of this territory is clearly confirmed by the discovery of the fortified settlement (a ring 

fort), which should be linked with the cultural patterns implemented in the forest-steppe 

zone. No less important is the identification of a settlement enclave connected exactly with 

the Scythian cultural circle. It concerns a number of sites – both very large and smaller 

settlements, which, together with the fortified settlement, were called „the Chotyniec ag-

glomeration”. The use of such a name seems to be fully justified – we are dealing here with 

the central location of the fortified settlement and the sites located around it, which were 

a kind of support area for this fortification. The research on the entire settlement complex 

is still in progress, therefore the current state of knowledge will be reported in this paper, 

as well as up-to-date discoveries and their impact on the interpretation of the so-called 

Scythian finds in south-eastern Poland. Implementation of this term (with reference to 

mentioned finds) is combined with two units of the Lusatian circle, for which various terms 

are currently encountered. These include the Tarnobrzeg Lusatian culture and the Lusa-

tian culture in the Lublin region, also called the Lublin variant of the Lusatian culture 

(Kłosińska 2009). However, other entities may provide a broader background for the dis-

cussed issues from the east part of the Lusatian circle – the areas of Mazowsze and Podlasie 

and Chełm-no Land, i.e. in the traditional nomenclature – the Mazowsze-Podlasie group 

and Chełmno group of the Lusatian culture (see Dąbrowski 2009). Several naming systems 

are clearly visible in this division. They result partly from the state of research (a change of 

the out-of-date name “the Ulwówek group” for the Lublin variant of the Lusatian culture), 

partly from the highlighted combination of common elements of the Lusatian circle and 

clear regional distinctions (the best example would be the term “Tarnobrzeg Lusatian cul-

ture” – see Dąbrowski 1980). They are also partly derived from the use of traditional taxo-

nomic divisions (the Mazowsze-Podlasie group or Chełmno group), which still exist in the 

literature on the subject. Terminological issues undoubtedly have an ordering character, 

but in the context of the raised problem they are not of primary importance. That is why with 

the reference to the names of individual taxonomic units quoted below, although they re-

flect several different variants of archaeological systematics, they do not affect the general 
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understanding of the south-eastern zone of the Lusatian circle and the territorial context 

of the so-called Scythian finds in eastern Poland.

2. Characteristics of the Chotyniec agglomeration

As already mentioned, the concept of the Chotyniec agglomeration is connected not 

only with the fortified settlement, but also with the accompanying settlement sites, in 

which assemblages of sources were analogous to those discovered in Chotyniec. However, 

it should be remembered that this is basically just one of the simpler approaches to the 

topic of our interest. Therefore, it is worth reviewing this issue in greater detail.

Data on the settlements located closest to the fortification were already published (Czo-

pek et al. 2018; Czopek 2019), but it is worth relating some of the most important informa-

tion. The three largest sites – Hruszowice, sites 2 and 16, Przemyśl district, and Chotyniec, 

site 7, Jarosław district, were investigated on a large scale, as part of the motorway re-

search program. Although they are multicultural settlements, we can certainly distinguish 

a very substantial set of sources related to the Early Iron Age. Such a chronology – despite 

some doubts related to, for example the flattening of the calibration curve – can also be 

attributed to radiocarbon dates originating from the settlement at site 2 in Hruszowice 

(see Czopek 2018c, 197). Unfortunately, their interpretation is not straightforward, due to 

the fact that one of the dates may also correspond to the pre-Scythian horizon, which (even 

though is possible) has not yet been confirmed by archaeological sources, even those re-

corded within the fortified settlement. A little further (about 6 km) southwest of Chotyniec, 

a vast settlement at site. 24 in Nienowice, Jarosław district, was recorded, where the dis-

covered sources (ceramic and metal) fit typologically very well into the set of materials 

characteristic for the agglomeration. Furthermore, additional points located in the imme-

diate vicinity of the fortified settlement are still being recognized – at least a dozen sites 

with ceramic materials of the type known from Chotyniec are known from surface sur-

veys. It is very challenging to determine the eastern extent of the agglomeration. Although 

analogous sources are known from settlements located in Korczowa, a much broader sur-

face survey of the entire Polish-Ukrainian border area is definitely needed (Trybała-

Zawiślak 2019, 278). Therefore, it is necessary to return to the issue previously described, 

i.e. the extent of the Chotyniec agglomeration. So far, the clearly separated boundary be-

tween eastern groups, such as the Leznica or Cherepin-Lagodiv groups, and the western 

zone assigned to the Tarnobrzeg Lusatian culture seems to be increasingly problematic in 

light of recent discoveries related to the agglomeration. The similarity of ceramic materials 

is so great that it cannot be said without doubt whether they should be linked with the 

aforementioned eastern groups or with the Chotyniec agglomeration (see Czopek 2019, 

135). In this context, defining the agglomeration as a fortified settlement and the closest 

few neighbouring settlements is only one possible option. A wider territorial and cultural 
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context is most likely, although at the current stage of research (especially when we take 

into account the disproportion in the field research of sites on the Ukrainian side of the 

border) it is still quite difficult to prove.

Although the research on the Chotyniec microregion is still ongoing, undoubtedly it 

should be connected with the Scythian cultural circle. Its cultural “identity” becomes even 

more visible in the face of neighbouring, typical “Tarnobrzeg” sites. It must be remem-

bered that the identification of the agglomeration opens a new chapter in studies of the 

Early Iron Age; it is the first in the territory of south-eastern Poland, and in a much wider 

area as well, where sources of the so-called eastern type have been identified. The declining 

phase of the Tarnobrzeg Lusatian culture is characterized by these elements in a special 

way; its specificity and difference to earlier stages is characterized mainly in context of 

sources of the eastern type. Such an approach is not surprising, owning to the fact that 

many years ago, when this taxonomic unit was just being recognized by researchers, it was 

believed that these eastern type elements provided its characteristic form (see Moskwa 

1982; Gediga 1989; Gedl 1989), along with distinguishing a new phase in its development, 

so-called Phase III (Czopek 1989). Therefore, the mutual relations between the agglome-

ration and the Tarnobrzeg Lusatian culture can be quite difficult to define precisely, espe-

cially since the unification of material culture in the Early Iron Age applies to the very ex-

tensive territory of Central and Eastern Europe. There is no doubt that the Tarnobrzeg 

settlement is still a very important component of the cultural diversity of the Early Iron 

Age (Trybała-Zawiślak 2019, 363), although the differences between phases II and III of 

this cultural unit are so clear (Czopek 2007c) that the argument regarding the uninter-

rupted use of large cemeteries becomes essential in the context of the cultural continuity 

of this area. However, another important issue is the previously unrecorded identification 

of settlement processes, which are confirmed, on the one hand, by a newly-established 

necropolis with graves organized in clusters, and on the other hand, by the presence of 

very extensive settlements with separable functional structures indicating the chronologi-

cal and spatial development of settlements (see Czopek 2014a, 2014b). The affiliation of 

these sites (despite the sources recorded there, especially pottery sherds in the forest-

steppe type) with the Tarnobrzeg Lusatian culture is unquestionable. In this context, an-

other interesting settlement (also extensive) at site 1 in Grabowiec, Jarosław district, is a very 

good example of the complicated “Chotyniec-Tarnobrzeg relationship”. Eastern-type ma-

terials identified there are not very numerous, although the distance from the fortified 

settlement in Chotyniec is quite small. In this case, the cultural identification of the settle-

ment should be unambiguously linked to the Tarnobrzeg Lusatian culture (Czopek 2018b; 

Trybała-Zawiślak 2019). Therefore, the Chotyniec agglomeration – understood as an en-

clave of the forest-steppe settlement variant of the Scythian culture – is now a very expres-

sive and permanent element of the cultural image of Polish lands, and the adaptation of 

eastern stimuli in many cases leads not only to the unification, but also to a somewhat 

Scythization of material culture.
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3. The so-called Scythian finds – 
source characteristics

The concept of Eastern or Scythian elements in the literature on the subject has been 

known for a long time, thus these are obviously not new concepts. The interpretation usu-

ally tended to view such elements as the manifestation of references, influences, impulses, 

infiltration, or more widely understood relationships, though sometimes difficult to de-

fine. This mainly applied to finds from the eastern part of Poland, unlike western Lusatian 

groups, where the finds were primarily treated as evidence of military expansion and 

Fig. 1. Military items – finds from south-eastern Poland: 1 – Bachórz, Rzeszów district; 2 – Chotyniec, 
Jarosław district; 3 – Dorohusk, Chełm district; 4 – Głodno, Opole Lubelskie district; 5 – Grodzisko Dolne, 
Leżajsk district; 6 – Gródek, Hrubieszów district; 7 – Hrebenne, Hrubieszów district; 8 – Hruszowice, 
Przemyśl district; 9 – Jarosław, district Loco; 10 – Kłodnica, Opole Lubelskie district; 11 – Kłyżów, Stalowa 
Wola district; 12 – Kosin, Kraśnik district; 13 – Kozodrza, Ropczyce district; 14 – Lipnik, Przeworsk 
district; 15 – Machnów Stary, Tomaszów Lubelski district; 16 – Maćkówka, Przeworsk district; 17 – Maziły, 
Tomaszów Lubelski district; 18 – Młyny, Jarosław district; 19 – Nienowice, Jarosław district; 20 – Nowo-
siółki Kardynalskie, Tomaszów Lubelski district; 21 – Obojna, Stalowa Wola district; 22 – Przemyśl, district 
Loco; 23 – Rozbórz, Przeworsk district; 24 – Róża, Tomaszów Lubelski district; 25 – Swaryczów, Zamość 
district; 26 – Ślipcze, Hrubieszów district; 27 – Topornica; Zamość district; 28 – Trójczyce, Przemyśl 
district; 29 – Ulanów, Nisko district; 30 – Werchrata, Lubaczów district; 31 – Wieprzec, Zamość district; 
32 – Wolica Śniatycka, Zamość district; 33 – Zaczernie, Rzeszów district; 34 – Żuklin, Przeworsk district; 

35 – Żulice, Tomaszów Lubelski district; 36 – Żyłka, Tomaszów Lubelski district
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Scythian invasions. In addition, the researchers noted differences in the proportions of 

certain categories of artefacts – in the eastern part of the Polish lands they were mainly 

decorations or parts of clothing, whereas in the west, the vast majority were military items 

(Bukowski 1977). Today this view may still be supported, though not entirely. While Scythian 

invasions and their traces discovered in destroyed Lusatian settlements are beyond dis-

pute (Chochorowski 2014, 37, 41), the proportions of individual types of artefacts (espe-

cially in terms of two basic groups, i.e. militaria and decorations) have changed slightly. 

Before we get into more detailed information, it is important to note what sources we con-

sider to be “Eastern” or “Scythian” finds. In the group of military items (Fig. 1), arrow-

heads of several types are still the largest and most common group of artefacts. The cate-

gory of materials related to armaments can also be supplemented with individual items of 

iron battle-axes or acinaces. The second group is quite diverse – these are objects related 

to, for example, horse harness and riding ware, as well as other artefacts such as whet-

stones or iron knives, although they are not represented by many examples. At the same 

time, these items are often treated as attributes and permanent equipment for Scythian 

warriors, so they could basically be included in a set that contains military items. Finally, 

the third, quite substantial group are ornaments and clothing items, primarily represented 

by nail-shaped earrings and small hoop ornaments, as well as pins and glass beads.

Let us look in detail at the individual groups of artefacts listed above. The set of arrow-

heads mainly consists of trilobate and trilateral solid items, but singularly bilobate points 

with fairly chronologically early metrics and those made of iron are also found. So far, the 

largest series of arrowheads comes from the fortified settlement in Chotyniec (see 

Burghardt 2020), where they were registered mainly within the so called zolnik (a ritual 

object with a rather complicated stratigraphy, with layers in which there are animal bones, 

fragments of ceramics and charcoal, which is also known by the name “ash-hill”). In the 

immediate vicinity of the settlement there are two other settlements with arrowheads – 

Nienowice, site 24, and Hruszowice, site 2. In total, we know 14 sites from south-eastern 

Poland, where the aforementioned objects were registered (see Trybała-Zawiślak 2019, 

Fig. 7.21). Recently, there has also been a significant increase in sources from the Lublin 

region (see Kłosińska 2013), which shows that Scythian arrowheads can now be consi-

dered in the category of mass artefacts, and at the same time they allow the possibility of 

dating. Their collation, covering not only the eastern part of Polish lands, but also the areas 

of western Ukraine, has already been published (Czopek et al. 2015, Table 1), so here let us 

focus on an attempt to systematize the current state of knowledge. In the first place, this 

concerns typological and chronological issues. Arrowheads from Chotyniec primarily re-

present the first chronological group, linked with the early Scythian period, i.e. the second 

half of the 7th century and the first half of the 6th century BC. It seems that they form a fairly 

coherent and homogeneous collection, and the items discovered in the vicinity of Cho-

tyniec also fit well in the above-mentioned time range, which can be assigned to types 1, 2, 

and 2-3 according to Melyukova (1964), III according to Petrenko (1967), or 36 according 
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to Chochorowski (1985). Thus it is possible to date the discussed artefacts to the 7th -6th 

century BC and a little later, i.e. from the turn of the 6th/ 5th to the 3rd century BC. Bilobate 

points are unique because of their relatively early chronological position, including items 

of the Kelermes type, known not only from the fortified settlement in Chotyniec, but also 

from the Lublin region (Kłosińska 2007b, 2007c), for example from Kłodnica, Lublin dis-

trict, or Wieprzec, Zamość district (Kłosińska 2007a). Other arrowheads, dated to the se-

cond half of the 6th and the first half of the 5th century BC and later prove the permanent 

links of this territory with the forest-steppe zone, which remains under the dominance of 

Scythian culture (Kłosińska 2007c). Iron socketed points with a laurel leaf design are 

worth mentioning, though they do not fit into the group of small trilateral arrowheads, 

known from three sites from Mazowsze. Importantly early Scythian analogies are also in-

dicated for them (Andrzejowska 2016, 301), which fits well with the dating of another ar-

tefact of this category – a small trilateral arrowhead from Czekanów, Sokołów district, 

with a rather archaic feature, i.e. the presence of a barb on the socket (Łoźny 1981; Gawlik 

2009). Within the Chełmno group, the most famous site is still the defensive settlement in 

Kamieniec (Chudziakowa 1974), currently classified as Czarnowo, Toruń district (Gac-

kowski 2012), where characteristic trilateral arrowheads with a socket are registered, da-

ted between the mid-6th and mid-5th centuries BC (Bukowski 1977, 63-64).

The category of artefacts related to armaments is complemented by acinaces, of which 

one example is known from Rozborz, Przeworsk district, dated to the 5th century BC (Czo-

pek 1995, 109), and another one from the vicinity of Przemyśl (Czopek 2005), along with 

a dagger blade from Ślipcze, Hrubieszów district (Kłosińska 2007a, 239). This last artefact 

is preserved in a poor condition, but there are some similarities to items of the so-called 

short weapons, which are characteristic for nomadic people of the pre-Scythian and 

Scythian periods (Kłosińska 2009, 254). We should also mention the iron battle-axes from 

Żuklin, Przeworsk district (Chochorowski and Gawlik 1997), and Werchrata, Lubaczów 

district (Kłosińska 2001). Both items (classified as the so-called Eger type) have close ana-

logies in the Great Hungarian Plain, in collections of the Vekerzug culture, and their dating 

is linked with the period of the 6th-5th centuries BC (Chochorowski 1985). Transcarpathian 

analogies of narrow-bladed iron battle-axes from Mazowsze are also known, with a similar 

chronology connected with times no later than the third decade of the 6th century BC (An-

drzejowska 2016, 298). However, another battle-axe, coming from the region of south-

eastern Lublin region (more precisely from the area of Eastern Roztocze or Grzęda Sokalska), 

was connected with a slightly different direction of ingress (the exact location is not known). 

This item does not have any equivalent in the south, but rather in the forest-steppe zone, 

in the upper Dniester River basin (Sadowski 2012, 389). As already mentioned, iron knives 

could also be included in the military group. They are known from two cemeteries of the 

Lusatian Tarnobrzeg culture – Kłyżów, Stalowa Wola district (Trybała-Zawiślak 2012), and 

Ulanów (Czopek 1992, Poradyło 1995) – and from Czerwonka, Sokołów district, in Mazowsze 

(Andrzejowska 2016, 301). These are quite slender, long and arched items, which, similar to 
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the aforementioned battle-axes, may have close equivalents in the materials of the Veker-

zug culture, in which they are dated to the 5th-4th centuries BC (Chochorowski 1985, 80-

81). Furthermore, the finds of whetstones are also interesting. Three examples are known 

from the Lublin region – Sobibór, Włodawa district, Koczów, Chełm district and Hrebenne, 

Tomaszów district (Kłosińska 2007a, 239). One whetstone was registered at the fortified 

settlement in Chotyniec (Fig. 2), among the layers of zolnik, and another item is known 

from the settlement in Gorzyce, Tarnów district (Szpunar et al. 2009), which indicates the 

significant spread of eastern impacts, reaching the areas of Lesser Poland. The presence of 

these artefacts in the Central European zone is considered a sign of adaptation of nomadic 

elements and extensive contact with the steppe population. They also have a specific place 

in funeral rites, becoming one of the basic elements of personal warrior equipment (Burg-

hardt 2012, 133-134). Undoubtedly, the same social group should also be linked with the 

harness of a horseman. Apart from small items, such as the item from Lipnik, Przeworsk 

district (Blajer 2001), or the harness separator from Maćkówka, Przeworsk district (Czopek 

2007c), it is also necessary to mention a large series of disks (phalerae) and knob-shaped 

snaffle bits from the Lublin region, namely from Puławy, from Gródek and Hrubieszów, Hru-

bieszów district, Swaryczów, Zamość district or Przewodów, Hrubieszów district (Kłosińska 

Fig. 2. Whetstone from Chotyniec (photo by T. Tokarczyk)
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2001; 2007a), and Głodno, Opole Lubelskie district (Kłosińska 2013, 11). The last three items 

are considered unique because of their ornitomorphic shape, which is also mentioned in 

the case of the item from Maćkówka (Kłosińska 2007a, 239; 2013, 11). Territorially, the clo-

sest analogies to these interesting artefacts relate to the West-Podolian group, and chrono-

logically they merge with the early Scythian period, falling between the 7th and the first half 

of the 6th century BC. The location of these items is interesting because they do not cross 

the line of the Vistula River (Kłosińska 2013, 11). It is worth mentioning that Maćkówka 

would be the southernmost site, and at the same time it is a place situated only about 40 km 

away from Chotyniec. Therefore, we will return to this aspect later in the discussion.

Relatively rare finds include iron bits. Most of the items known from Eastern Poland can 

be undoubtedly regarded as imports from the Hallstatt circle (Niemiec 2007; 2009), except 

for items from the settlement in Hruszowice, site 2 (Fig. 3). These are the bits that have the 

closest connections with the eastern territories. The formation of cheek-rings suggests that 

we are probably dealing here with the so-called “stirrup-shaped” examples (Bandrivski 

2014, 370), which are often found in the inventories of the West-Podolian group. The 

chronology of this type of artefact mainly falls into the early Scythian periods 2 and 3, i.e. 

within the 7th -6th centuries BC (Medvedskaya 1992). Sometimes it is established only into 

the early Scythian period 3, ranging from 650-600 BC (Mogilov 2003). Additionally, there 

Fig. 3. Iron bits from Hruszowice (illustrated by K. Trybała-Zawiślak, photo by S. Czopek)
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is an interesting issue related to the bits, which are to some extent intermediary, perhaps 

indicating the evolution of cheek-rings from stirrup-shaped to ring-shaped, and in this 

sense they can be considered even unique (Kowalski-Birokrylyy 2012). Such a find is 

known from the barrow in Ivahnivci (Bandrivski 2010). There is a certain probability that 

the bits from Hruszowice could also correspond to this type, but the condition of their 

preservation does not allow for such unambiguous determination. Despite this, it is im-

portant to be able to date these artefacts quite precisely (Kowalski-Birokrylyy 2012). The 

chronology of undisturbed deposits was determined on the basis of an analyses of the in-

ventories of the West-Podolian barrows, in which the bits of our interest are determined to 

be from the middle of the 7th to the third quarter of the 6th century BC (Kowalski-Birokrylyy 

2012). Unfortunately, such precise dating of the bits from Hruszowice is not possible, but 

in the context of all sources related to the Chotyniec agglomeration, it is important to note 

that they date to the mid-7th-6th century BC. Thus, they significantly broaden the group of 

sources with dating determinations, and they are also clear evidence of the links between 

the Chotyniec agglomeration and the eastern forest-steppe cultural environment. These 

cross-regional contacts have a much broader extent, which is evidenced by the bits from 

Mazowsze with early Scythian and West Podolian analogies. Therefore, it obviously im-

plies their early dating in the range of the 7th to the beginning of the 6th century BC (An-

drzejowska 2016, 298-300).

It is also important to bear in mind another, quite large group of artefacts, which can 

be described as decorations and parts of clothing (Fig. 4). Even when one of the first syn-

thetic studies regarding Scythian monuments in Poland was being made, it was noted that 

this category of sources was mainly concentrated in the fork of the rivers Vistula and San. 

In addition, not all items were treated as imports, because a significant number of them 

were considered to be local imitations or local varieties (see Bukowski 1977). Today, we 

can only confirm the previously noted mass occurrence in the eastern zone of the Lusatian 

culture. There are already nearly 70 earrings from south-eastern Poland that fit well within 

a consistent time horizon covering the mid-7th/6th centuries BC (Trybała-Zawiślak 2019, 

299, table 7), and in the Lublin region their number exceeded 30 copies (Kłosińska 2013, 

6). In the literature on the subject we have noticed quite different views on the spread of 

earrings in Polish areas. The suggestion regarding the local production of these ornaments 

(understood primarily as the environment of the Tarnobrzeg Lusatian culture) seems to be 

correct, especially with regard to some copies that have no counterparts in the Scythian 

world (Gawlik 2007, 231-232). In this regard, there is still the important and long-known 

discovery of casting moulds from the settlement in Zawada (Michalski 1982). The area of 

the Sandomierz Basin was also indicated as the starting point for the spread of the nail-

shaped earrings further north, including those cases in which their non-local origin was 

pointed out (Andrzejowska 2016, 297-298). It has sometimes been suggested that even 

quite distant connections with the areas of central Transdnistria may come into play, as vi-

sible in some examples of earrings from south-eastern Poland as well as western Mazowsze 
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(Gawlik 2009). The leading role of the environment of the Tarnobrzeg Lusatian culture in 

transmitting certain patterns was also emphasized in the case of some Kuyavian finds, 

especially when nail-shaped earrings in one of the grave inventories were found next to an 

ornament similar to a coiled wire of the Trzęsówka type (Andrzejowska 2016. 298), typical 

for the Tarnobrzeg materials of the declining period. Nevertheless, for some finds, these 

impacts are suggested not directly from the Tarnobrzeg environment, but through con-

tacts with the Lublin region. For example, this applies to an interesting complex from the 

cemetery in Kolonia Bąkowiec, Kozienice district (Miraś and Twardowski 2009). The dis-

cussed inventory included two nail-shaped earrings, an iron pin (with the head curled up 

Fig. 4. Decorations and parts of clothing – finds from south-eastern Poland: 1 – Chotyniec, Jarosław dis-
trict; 2 – Dobkowice, Jarosław district; 3 – Gorzyce, Tarnobrzeg district; 4 – Grębów, Tarnobrzeg district; 
5 – Grodzisko Dolne, Leżajsk district; 6 – Gródek, Hrubieszów district; 7 – Grzęska, Przeworsk district; 
8 – Hruszowice, Przemyśl district; 9 – Kłyżów, Stalowa Wola district; 10 – Kopki, Nisko district; 11 – Ko-
sin, Kraśnik district; 12 – Krupy, Lubartów district; 13 – Machnów Stary, Tomaszów Lubelski district; 
14 – Mikulin, Tomaszów Lubelski district; 15 – Nienowice, Jarosław district; 16 – Nowosiółki Kardynal-
skie, Tomaszów Lubelski district; 17 – Obojna, Stalowa Wola district; 18 – Opoczka Mała, Kraśnik district; 
19 – Paluchy, Przeworsk district; 20 – Przemyśl, district Loco; 21 – Przędzel, Nisko district; 22 – Puławy-
Włostowice, Puławy district; 23 – Sieniawa-Pigany, Przeworsk district; 24 – Sokolniki, Tarnobrzeg district; 
25 – Tarnobrzeg-Machów, Tarnobrzeg district; 26 – Topornica, Zamość district; 27 – Trzęsówka, Kolbu-
szowa district; 28 – Ulanów, Nisko district; 29 – Wieniawka, Hrubieszów district; 30 – Wieprzec, Zamość 
district; 31 – Wytyczno, Włodawa district; 32 – Zabłotce, Jarosław district; 33 – Zarzecze, Nisko district; 

34 – Zawada, Staszów district
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into a loop, and therefore with small distinctive features), three Trzęsówka-type coiled 

wires and very distinctive ceramics – vessels with holes under the edge and incompletely 

pierced holes under the edge of the rim (ibidem, Table I). The authors of the study suggest 

that even though the elements of the grave inventory have the closest and most clear refe-

rences to the materials of the Tarnobrzeg Lusatian culture, we should not assume direct 

influences but rather evidence of transmission by means of contact with the Lublin region, 

from where they penetrated the areas located in the lower estuary of the Wieprz river, and 

beyond – on the left bank of the Vistula (ibidem, 454). One argument for this would be, 

inter alia, the lack of vessels decorated with incompletely perforated holes, sometimes 

called “an ornament of knobs-pearls” or zhemczuzhin (see Kłosińska 2007a, 235), in ce-

ramics of the Tarnobrzeg Lusatian culture, as well as the presence coiled wires of the 

Trzęsówka type at the cemetery in Jakubowice Murowane, Lublin district (Miraś and 

Twardowski 2009, 453-454). This concept, in light of recent discoveries related to the 

Chotyniec agglomeration, obviously requires verification.

As already mentioned, the set of ornaments and parts of the clothing, which can repre-

sent an “eastern” origin, does not include only the nail earring. This group also includes 

other items known due to the latest discoveries. With regard to the artefacts from south-

eastern Poland, it includes primarily the pins with nail-shaped heads recorded at the set-

tlement in Hruszowice and Chotyniec, as well as the pins with spiral-shaped heads, known 

both from the aforementioned sites and from another settlement – site No. 24 in Nieno-

wice (Trybała-Zawiślak 2019, 283). All these finds have good references in the Scythian 

world, where we find close analogies (Fig. 5). Pins with nail heads represent type III ac-

cording to Petrenko, and they are dated from the end of the 7th to the beginning of the 6th 

century BC or the end of 7th through the 6th century BC, while those with spiral heads were 

determined as type 22, and their chronology falls within the beginning of 7th-6th century BC 

(Petrenko 1978, 8, 18-19). Further items with nail heads, for which exemplars from the 

West-Podolian group are mentioned as prototypes, are known from the Lublin region, 

specifically Stary Machnów, Tomaszów district (Kłosińska 2008; 2013, 357). Speaking of 

the Transcarpathian zone, it is worth mentioning a find of a bronze pendant with a small 

head from the same place. In the materials of the Vekerzug culture, such artefacts are 

treated as among the more common or even flagship ones (Kłosińska 2007b, 277). One of 

the interesting examples of pins with clearly eastern connections was registered in Czer-

wonka, Sokołów district, which was already mentioned in the context of the iron knife 

(Andrzejowska 2016, Fig. 8, d). Further north, there is a site located on the Chełmno Land, 

where at the cemetery in Mała Kępa, Bydgoszcz district, nail earrings were discovered 

(Chudziakowa 1974), which have the closest analogies to the examples from the cemeteries 

in Drohiczyn and Trzęsówka (Bukowski 1977, 93).

It is impossible not to mention another category of sources, which seems to be gaining 

in importance in the context of the so-called “eastern” finds, namely ceramics, which until 

now have been rarely considered in this context. It is not a matter of pointing out specific 
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and faithful analogies associated with particular cultural entities, due to the fact that (in 

the traditional sense) there could be at least a few eastern groups developing under the 

influence of Scythian culture. On the other hand, the legitimacy of their separation or the 

arbitrary division of the territory they occupied is a separate issue, which in light of recent 

discoveries related to the Chotyniec agglomeration seems to be increasingly questionable. 

Therefore, it seems more proper (in the context of sources) to identify several distinctive 

features that would indicate unification of material culture in a fairly large territory. For 

our considerations, three elements that are most useful are a combination of specific ce-

ramic forms and specific types of decoration (Fig. 6). First of all, it is necessary to mention 

pots with a highly placed plastic strip, which can be additionally decorated with holes just 

under the edge. The second form is represented by bowls with incompletely perforated 

holes forming the ornament of characteristic small knobs. Actually, these are two basic 

Fig. 5. Bronze pins from Chotyniec and Hruszowice 
(photo by T. Tokarczyk)
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Fig. 6. Ceramics with an eastern context from the fortified settlement in Chotyniec 
(acc. to Czopek et al. 2018)
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types forming an almost universal set in the world of forest-steppe Scythian groups 

(Geyko 2011, 135-139), but they can be supplemented by a third element – cups with high 

handles, which are relatively rarely seen in Polish lands, but quite unique. These ceramic 

elements together with the aforementioned metal artefacts, especially arrowheads and 

earrings, create a set of sources that seems to have the most features characteristic of indi-

cating the Scythian culture. Of course, all these elements can be recorded at individual 

sites to varying degrees and they are not always included in the set. Therefore, it is neces-

sary to return to the discussion regarding ceramics. The presence of the abovementioned 

materials is evident both at the fortified settlement and neighbouring sites, and hence – 

decisive in terms of belonging to the agglomeration itself. The detailed characteristics of 

these materials (see Trybała-Zawiślak 2019, 292-295) allow us to draw some synthetic 

conclusions. First, the extent of the agglomeration to the east and north-west of this forti-

fied settlement cannot be determined more precisely at present. There are materials of our 

interest in that area, but they are known as sites only from surface surveys, so better re-

cognition of them would be necessary. There is no doubt that such broader excavation 

studies should also be performed at sites that are located outside the administrative bor-

ders of our country. Regarding the area of the middle Wisznia River, i.e. relatively close, we 

have recorded the presence of the site Berehowe 2, which indicates many source relation-

ships with the materials traditionally linked with the Cherepin-Lagodiv group (Czopek 

2018a, 185), although in light of discoveries related to the Chotyniec agglomeration, it is 

probably necessary to consider the legitimacy of such a clear identification of its territorial 

borders, as well as the distinctive features of the inventory, which (according to the latest 

analyses) are simply very convergent in a vast area of Central and Eastern Europe (Czopek 

2018c, 204-205). The situation is slightly different in the case of the Tarnobrzeg Lusatian 

culture. The eastern nature of its declining phase is unquestioned, but at the same time 

this unit is still present in the cultural image of south-eastern Poland. Furthermore, a com-

pletely new problem appears with regard to (sometimes complex) Tarnobrzeg-Chotyniec 

relations, which was already mentioned in the example of the settlement in Grabowiec. We 

can also mention here other quite extensive sites, of which hundreds ares have been exca-

vated, such as two settlements in Rozborz, Przeworsk district. A very clear horizon of sour-

ces connected with the Tarnobrzeg Lusatian culture was identified there (Mazurek and 

Okoński 2013a, 2013b), but materials that could be associated with the Chotyniec agglo-

meration have only been found in trace amounts. On the other hand, there is a settlement 

at site No. 22 in Grodzisko Dolne, Leżajsk district, located almost in the centre of the Tarno-

brzeg ecumene, where a whole set of artefacts that interest us was registered, i.e. ceramics 

and metal finds, including trilobate arrowheads and nail-shaped earrings. In the case of 

the latter, their spread is worth mentioning – in most cases they are present at cemeteries. 

At the same time, there is reason to believe that at least some of these graves (especially 

when other distinctive features are involved) should be treated as evidence of some kind of 

marital exchange, assuming the inclusion of a group from outside. The analyses of cemeteries 
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show that this is not a completely groundless concept (see Trybała-Zawiślak 2015), and if 

we take into account the “neighbourly” nature of contacts with eastern groups (see Czopek 

2008, 165) and we also include the Chotyniec agglomeration, these relations certainly gain 

a stronger base. Mutual contacts and greater flow of people are also noted in the case of 

materials registered in the Lublin region. This applies to both metal and ceramic materials. 

With reference to the Early Iron Age, characteristic vessels appear here in great numbers, 

replacing the existing Lusatian style of manufacture. The greatest frequency of characteri-

stic pots or bowls with rounded rims and the so-called “zhemchuzhin” ornament is ob-

served in the eastern and south-eastern Lublin region as well as in the area of Powiśle 

Lubelskie and the upper Wieprz River (Kłosińska 2007a, 235). Eastern references in ce-

ramics are also revealed in materials from Mazowsze and Podlasie. Until recently, it 

seemed that ceramics with forest-steppe features did not actually cross the Wieprz River 

line, and crossed the Vistula line only in the case of the aforementioned burial from Kolo-

nia Bąkowiec. The northernmost sites with the ceramics of our interest were isolated single 

points such as a cemetery in Płosków, Łosice district, a site at Drohiczyn “Kozarówka”, Sie-

miatycze district, and a settlement in Jartypory, Węgrów district (Andrzejowska 2016, 292). 

Moreover, it is necessary to include quite numerous eastern references which should be 

linked with the pre-Scythian horizon. They relate to ceramics showing references to the 

stamp-circle cultures or the late-Chernoles environment, and their appearance is associa-

ted with influences flowing by means of the Tarnobrzeg Lusatian culture (see Dąbrowski 

and Mogielnicka-Urban 2014; Andrzejowska 2016). Furthermore, the effect of cultural 

changes is visible not only in relation to the eastern settlement zone of the Lusatian circle, 

but also in a much wider territory. It is worth mentioning analogous processes observed in 

the Polish Lowlands. The suggested definition of Pontic-East European cultural patterns 

covers an entire package of characteristics with specific distinguishing features, estab-

lished chronology and a defined style of ceramics (Ignaczak 2008, 2016). Therefore, seve-

ral possible ways of reception of eastern patterns are indicated in the case of the Upper 

Silesian-Lesser Poland Lusatian culture zone, in which the Tarnobrzeg Lusatian commu-

nity would be one of the potential transmitters (Dzięgielewski and Godlewski 2009).

It is also worth noting other manifestations of eastern influences that link with sym-

bolic culture. In the first place, there are sites from the Lublin region – Bliskowice, Kraśnik 

district, Jakubowice Murowane, Lublin district, and Krupy, Lubartów district. The identi-

fication of inventories is unequivocal here, i.e. pots with holes under the edge and plastic 

strips, hemispherical bowls on feet, nail-shaped earrings and coiled wires of the Trzęsówka 

type. On the other hand, definitive argument is made by burials with traces of burning in 

situ, and with large burial pits or large wooden cists (Czopek 2007c; Kłosińska 2007a). It 

should be noted that the “eastern” nature of such burials is beyond doubt and is definitely 

different from the local funerary tradition, even if it is difficult to clearly indicate the “ori-

gin” or “starting” area for this type of ritual behaviour. Further north, we are dealing with 

a cemetery in Płosków, Łosice district with unusual burial features, and with a specific ar-
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rangement of cremation and with vessels decorated with the “pearl” (zhemczuzhin) orna-

ment (Dąbrowski 1961). Interestingly, we do not record such graves in the Tarnobrzeg 

Lusatian culture, although the frequency of eastern sources in this environment is very 

high. Perhaps a kind of response to changes in spiritual culture would be cemeteries with 

an orderly structure, in which clusters of graves become the almost universally binding 

rule for the organization of funeral space in the Early Iron Age (see Trybała-Zawiślak 2015). 

Moreover, inventories of some graves are also interesting, including those discovered in 

the immediate vicinity or even some within settlement areas, for example at Dobkowice, site 

35, Jarosław district, Białobrzegi, site 2, Łańcut district or Łąka, site 11-16, Rzeszów district 

(Czopek 2011b; Florkiewicz and Strzyżowski 2012; Mazurek 2013). It is necessary to pay at-

tention to their inventories and some features of the funeral rites. However, this is a complex 

issue that goes beyond the scope of this study, and at the same time, it may also be associa-

ted with the horizon of earlier, pre-Scythian interactions (Trybała-Zawiślak 2019, 210).

With reference to the space of spiritual culture, there are other aspects that manifest 

symbolic behaviour. Their representations are objects, such as a zolnik. Currently, we can 

describe two examples of such structures, among which the zolnik from the fortified settle-

ment in Chotyniec is almost standard. The second one is a similar type from the settlement 

in Białobrzegi (Czopek 1989). The first one has already been the subject of studies and 

preliminary analyses (Czopek et al. 2017; Czopek 2019), so we will mention only the most 

important information. It is a large object, with a diameter of about 21 meters, and a pre-

served height reaching 40 cm. The different stages during the functioning of the zolnik are 

very clearly identifiable on the basis of the stratigraphy of individual layers, in which sub-

sequent levels of use are visible. The most interesting here are the dark layers, rich in 

source materials – animal bones and ceramics, among which there are fragments of Greek 

amphoras, as well as metal artefacts (Trybała-Zawiślak 2019, 268). A zolnik from Biało-

brzegi was preserved only fragmentarily, but with legible layers of ash, in which characte-

ristic artefacts were recorded, for example charcoal, ornithomorphic figures, animal bones 

and ceramics (Czopek 1989, 242, 245). This object, in the context of recent discoveries 

from Chotyniec, is perhaps an interesting example of the adaptation of some eastern fea-

tures in the local Tarnobrzeg environment.

Currently, it seems that the situation is much more complex than was previously 

thought. We are certainly talking about an increasingly wider territory covered by eastern 

influences, for which the more or less emphasized echoes of the activity of the nomadic 

and steppe peoples (sometimes simply called “Scythians”) are important contexts. There-

fore, in such a situation, it is impossible not to ask questions about the place of the Cho-

tyniec agglomeration in these important processes, filling a clearly culture-creating role. 

Chronology is another important aspect, and the phenomenon known as the Chotyniec 

agglomeration can be dated in two ways. The first alternative is a chronology determined 

by means of well-dated metal artefacts, while the second option is connected with the radio-

carbon dates obtained so far. Among the artefacts, arrowheads and earrings and possibly 
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some types of pins are most useful for dating. In the case of materials from south-eastern 

Poland, we already have a large collection of these artefacts, hence some generalizations 

are possible. Most of the nail-shaped earrings are linked with the 6th-5th century BC, but 

there are also items dated from the second half or the end of the 7th century BC. A rela-

tively small portion is dated between the 6th and 4th centuries BC. With regard to arrow-

heads, three major chronological groups can be identified. The first group is connected 

with the 7th to the beginning of the 6th century BC, the second one with the 5th-4th century 

BC, and the third is dated to the middle of the 4th to the 3rd century BC. Interestingly, the 

oldest items are generally recorded only on the fortified settlement in Chotyniec (Trybała-

Zawiślak 2019, 162). Similarly, a growing series of similar artefacts from the Lublin region 

is dated in the same way (Kłosińska 2007a, 2013), and in the case of materials from the 

Tarnobrzeg Lusatian culture, two waves of influence were pointed out – the first group is 

related to the area of the Ukrainian forest-steppe, dated between the 7th and 5th centuries 

BC, and the younger one from the 5th-4th, and perhaps also the 3rd century BC, flowing from 

the south, i.e., from the Carpathian Basin and its outskirts (Czopek 2008, 162-163). All of 

this creates a coherent horizon of the so-called eastern impacts, and the discoveries related 

to the Chotyniec agglomeration perfectly fit in with the discussed time range. Additionally, 

radiocarbon dates can confirmation this determination. So far, the most numerous series 

of dates comes from the fortification in Chotyniec, and additional single data points come 

from settlements belonging to the agglomeration. These dates come from the base of the 

settlement rampart and from the layers of zolnik, and they are connected with the stage 

before this object was created.

The collation of dates leads us to the conclusion that they fall within a wide range of 

probabilities between the 9th and the 3rd or even the 2nd century BC (Fig. 7). However, we 

can also try to clarify the chronology based on the sources discussed above. One of the 

oldest dates is connected with the stage before the construction of the zolnik and indicates 

2750±90 BP, which at the calibration level of 1 σ gives a result between the 10th and 9th 

centuries BC. The date obtained from the base of the settlement rampart (2679±30 BP) fits 

in a somewhat similar range, along with one date coming from the settlement in Hruszo-

wice, which, at the same calibration level, sets the time frame between the 9th and 8th centu-

ries BC as well as the 8th and 6th centuries BC. This may be associated with the presence of 

some pre-Scythian stage, which has already been mentioned, although it is quite difficult 

to establish its connection with the agglomeration via archaeological sources for now. 

However, another issue is related to the numerous series of sources (primarily ceramic 

material) connected with this horizon, which is present in increasing numbers in the vast 

territory of the eastern groups of the Lusatian circle (see Kłosińska 2007a; Andrzejowska 

2016; Trybała-Zawiślak 2019). Probably it should be considered as an “introduction” to 

the changes observed in the younger part of the Early Iron Age. Nonetheless, this issue is 

so extensive that it would require a separate analytical study. Returning to the issue of 

dates related to the agglomeration, it should also be noted that the sample determining the 
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chronology of the rampart was taken from the outer part of its base, and very fine charcoal 

was used in the analyses (Czopek et al. 2017, 299). The remaining dates from the fortified 

settlement in Chotyniec are generally established to be in the range of the 7th-5th centuries 

BC and are associated with individual phases of the zolnik, which in turn includes very 

good sources. Most of the discovered artefacts connected with the forest-steppe cultural 

environment, as already mentioned, should be dated just to this period. The problem of 

interpreting dates related to the Chotyniec agglomeration not only concerns the issue of its 

beginning, but also the decline of this cluster of sites, or more precisely – the fortification 

in Chotyniec. In light of the radiocarbon data, this stage would be associated with the 4th-

3rd and even 2nd centuries BC. While the first scope could be considered possible, taking 

into account the cultural situation in Central and Eastern Europe, the longer functioning 

of these sites at the moment is rather difficult to imagine. With reference to the current 

state of research, questions about the decline of the agglomeration must therefore remain 

open, because we do not have a large enough pool of source data yet to be able to solve this 

problem. However, it seems that the discussed set of sites certainly functioned at the turn 

of the 7th and 6th centuries or even from the second half of the 7th century BC. This conclu-

sion is confirmed, for example, by the chronology of Greek amphoras from the Chotyniec 

settlement, which can be quite precisely established to the 7th/6th or the beginning of the 6th 

century BC, as well as the dating established for bronze arrowheads, pins, earrings and bits.

Fig. 7. Radiocarbon dates from the layers of zolnik from the fortified settlement in Chotyniec
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4. Final conclusions

The aforementioned connections with the eastern Scythian cultural circle concern several 

Lusatian groupings. Various concepts have existed until now in the literature regarding 

possible transmitted sources, and at the same time they have assumed the supra-regional 

dimension of these contacts. As for the potential cultural units, the West-Podolian group 

was mentioned (for example in the case of arrowheads of the older chronological group), 

as well as the issue of contacts with the Transcarpathian zone and the Vekerzug culture 

communities. The latter were associated not only with the finds of younger arrowheads, 

but also to other military items, even the narrow-bladed battle axes discussed earlier. Fi-

nally, in many cases, especially when we talk about the units of the eastern part of the 

Lusatian circle, the leading role of the Tarnobrzeg communities as a kind of transmitter of 

certain patterns was pointed out. It seems that in light of the latest research and discoveries, 

perhaps a change the direction of these interactions should be considered, or at least some 

of them, connecting them directly with the Chotyniec agglomeration. Acknowledgment of 

its significant stylistic influence on particular types of material culture does not preclude 

the flow of ideas and influence from other routes and directions. So far, two possibilities 

have been highlighted in previous analyses. The first concerns the Boh-Bug-Vistula route 

and emphasizes the secondary nature of the eastern elements present in Central Poland 

and Kujawy (Ignaczak 2011, 393; 2016, 180), as well as in the Lublin region (Kłosińska 

2007a, 241), from where the already “filtered” patterns would go to Mazowsze (Andrze-

jowska 2016, 307). The second possibility concerns the Dniestr-San route, taking into ac-

count the broader cultural processes, in which we are dealing not with intra-Lusatian in-

teractions with the ‘starting’ area of the Tarnobrzeg Lusatian culture as an intermediary in 

the transmission of specific patterns, but rather with (possibly multiple) extensive popula-

tion shifts as their primary mode of transmission (Czopek 2011a, 460). This concept has 

another dimension, connected with the existence of a Neurian community that would ex-

plain such a wide spread of eastern elements from Lesser Poland, through the Lublin re-

gion, Central Poland, Kujawy and Greater Poland (Czopek 2011a, 460). This is how the 

assimilation of new elements of culture in the Lublin region was often explained, and the 

mixing of the population, for example in the form of exogamous marriages, could be of 

significant importance in this process (see Kłosińska 2007a, 240). In light of the research 

and archaeological sources discovered so far, speaking of the agglomeration in terms of 

structures of the Scythian environment seems to be fully justified. The migration of the 

Neurians from east to west not only explains the extensive evidence of links between the 

Vistula river basin and the Ukrainian forest-steppe zone, but it would also be consistent 

with the thesis about population transitions (Czopek 2007a, 120), which are more and 

more confirmed by archaeological sources. The area of Volhynia and Podolia is a wide 

contact zone in the Early Iron Age, whose characteristic feature is a specific “mixture” of 

various elements, both western, i.e. connected with the eastern part of the Lusatian cultural 
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circle, as well as those form the eastern forest-steppe zone. According to some researchers, 

the connections of this territory with the forest-steppe zone, considered in the context of 

trade and exchange contacts, mean that at least at some stage of development, these com-

munities could fall within the scope of interests of the so-called Great Scythia (Kozak 2012, 

35), especially since, according to Herodotus’s records, the Neurians were located on the 

borders of this extremely dynamic political organism. Great Neurida, so called by some 

researchers, is placed on the right-bank side of the forest-steppe zone, and at the same 

time is considered a unique phenomenon (Bandrivski 2014). Analyses of Herodotus’s text 

of The Histories (see Czopek 2007b), as well as the thesis of Kazimierz Moszyński (1954) 

regarding the migration of Neurians from west to east, are very inspiring – therefore, it is 

difficult to resist the notion that, in light of these interpretations, the location of the forti-

fication in Chotyniec is extremely meaningful.

There is no doubt either way that, regardless of the flow routes – each of which could 

play an individual role – the original area for the discussed elements is that of the forest-

steppe. It seems, however, that in the context of the Chotyniec agglomeration, the afore-

mentioned Dniestr-San route, which appears to be the most natural and convenient route, 

is gaining special significance. The vast area located in the Dniester basin presents a kind 

of cultural syncretism at the time of our interests; this is where the forest-steppe influ-

ences of Eastern Europe and the Carpathian Basin intersect with the entire Danube area. 

In a global sense, therefore, it is a “passageway” between the Black Sea and Danube zones, 

as well as the route of relocation of various population groups (Czopek 2010, 364-365). 

Therefore, if we are to look for the directions of flow of these cultural elements and sources 

that we register on the San River, they should be located in the area of the Przemyśl Gate, 

and the Chotyniec agglomeration is the regional centre of their reception, and probably 

also their further transmission. To some extent, the concept of “centre-periphery”, which 

has been successfully used by many researches for different periods, eras and areas, could 

be an illustration of this state of affairs (see for example Kristiansen 1998; Kadrow 2001; 

Valde-Nowak 2004; Pelisiak 2018). Analyzing all the relationships related to contacts, in-

teractions, and socio-political transformations, as well as the spatial range of contacts be-

tween the Chotyniec agglomeration (understood as “the centre”) and other areas (under-

stood as “the periphery”) is rather not possible at this stage of research. We are dealing 

here not only with neighbouring areas, i.e. those directly adjacent to the agglomeration, 

but also with those located further away. In both cases, the likelihood that they were within 

the range of its impacts (though not fully defined yet at this stage) is very high. At this 

point, it is worth relating an extremely interesting concept that concerns the destruction of 

settlements and fortified settlements (ring forts) in Central Europe from the turn of the 

7th /6th to the end of the 6th century BC (Chochorowski 2014, 32, 41). This horizon includes 

the fall of the fortified settlement in Wicina, which has been viewed as the effect of a Scy-

thian invasion due to characteristic finds of military items of eastern origin (Michalak and 

Jaszewska 2011). The latest chronological findings, obtained using dendrochronology, 
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indicate the possibility of placing these events after 571 BC (Krąpiec and Szychowska-

Krąpiec 2013, 373-374). Most important for us is the possibility of identifying in these ex-

peditions “contingents of warriors recruited from the environment of the West-Podolian 

group” (Chochorowski 2014, 41, 43), which raises the question about the possible presence 

of warriors from Chotyniec in these raids (Czopek et al. in print). At the same time, the 

issue of the previously discussed arrowheads, registered at the fortified settlement in Cho-

tyniec, is extremely interesting. Of particular interest are the iron-socketed items with 

four-sided (square) heads, which are known (so far) only from the fortified settlement in 

Chotyniec and from the destructive layers of the fortified settlement in Wicina (Burghardt 

2020). The convergence of these forms does not have to be treated as a key argument, but 

it can certainly be a premise indicating the possibility of the participation of Chotyniec 

warriors in the invasions of Central Europe.

In discussing the crucial importance of forest-steppe groups in the creation of the cul-

tural situation in the vast areas of Central and Eastern Europe, it is necessary to ask the 

question about the cultural affiliation of the fortified settlement in Chotyniec, as well as 

that of the entire Chotyniec agglomeration. Unfortunately, this question must remain 

without unambiguous answer at this stage of research. It is difficult to assume that the ap-

pearance of the agglomeration is associated with the transformations of the local (Tarno-

brzeg) cultural environment, which is still a separate entity, although it certainly remains 

with the agglomeration in certain relations. One interesting hypothesis refers to the pos-

sibility of linking the agglomeration with the Western-Podolian group of the Scythian cul-

tural circle. On one hand, this thesis can be supported by a similar chronology, spanning 

the end (fourth quarter) of the 8th century to the beginning (first quarter) of the 6th century 

BC (Bandrivski 2010; Kowalski-Bilokrylyy 2012), which additionally can be quite accu-

rately confirmed by metal artefacts (arrowheads, bits). On the other hand, the distance 

separating the fortified settlement in Chotyniec from the integrated range of the Western-

Podolian group is quite significant, and radiocarbon dates indicate the much greater dura-

tion (beyond the limits established for the decline of the Western-Podolian group) of the 

fortified settlement in Chotyniec. Therefore, field research of the wide Polish-Ukrainian 

border area is certainly necessary, although new sources have appeared recently, which 

shed light on the issue we are interested in, for example a very large collection of Scythian 

arrowheads of various types from the area of Mościska and Arłamowska Wola and Bere-

howe. These finds could provide evidence of the local activity, including potential popula-

tion movements. Their chronology falls within the 7th to 5th-4th centuries BC (Czopek 2018c, 

203-204). However, other materials, known only from surface research, indicate the con-

tinuity of settlement in the Wisznia River basin, where ceramic materials with eastern 

features are recorded. With reference to sources, many analogies between the Chotyniec 

agglomeration zone and sites located east of the current national border could be provi-

ded, but perhaps it is not justified to search for arguments confirming the continuity of 

settlement in the entire forest-steppe zone (Czopek 2019, 140). In this sense, there could 
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be another possibility, according to which we assume the separateness of the agglomera-

tion as an “independent” regional structure within the broadly understood forest-steppe 

variant of Scythian culture, and thus its northwest enclave. Another important question 

concerns north-south connections, in which the location of the settlement in Chotyniec 

may also play a significant role. Considering artefacts of a nomadic type, known from the 

southern part of the Carpathians, we can say that specific mixed components concern 

many regions of central and eastern Europe. This interesting issue is certainly worth a broader 

analyses that could be the subject of separate studies.

Regardless of these concepts and their future confirmation or refutation based on new 

sources, we are certainly able to speak about the entry of the south-eastern part of Poland 

into the orbit of broad cultural changes in the Early Iron Age. These processes are an inte-

gral part of the changes so clearly visible in the entire border region of Central and Eastern 

Europe, the fact of which allows us to treat the fortified settlement in Chotyniec as an un-

questionable transmitter of certain patterns. Therefore, the functioning of the Scythian 

enclave in Polish territories can be seen as a cultural phenomenon that plays a fundamen-

tal role in the reception of the so-called eastern cultural elements.
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