THE USE OF BRONZE IN MAKING THE EARLY SCYTHIAN
AKINAKAI

Instead of bronze I will bring you gold,
and silver in place of iron.

Isaiah, 60: 17

The problem of genesis of Scythian akinakai
is closely linked to the problem of origin of the
Scythian material culture and has been extensive-
ly debated for a long time. Without any doubts,
the initial typological and chronological obser-
vations appeared simultaneously with the first
publications of finds, while still searching for par-
allels to them, and studying their most striking
features. In this way, Adolf Furtwangler argued
on similarities and differences of the Persian and
Scythian akinakai (Furtwaengler 1883, 35-37),
and Eduard Lenz brought attention to the resem-
blance between Scythian antennae pommels and
swords of the Bronze Age (JIenr| 1905, 62-63).
Evgenij Pridik analyzed a sword from the Litoy
(Melgunov) kurgan and concluded its Assyrian
origin, and furthermore suggested that Persians
borrowed the idea of akinakes from Scythians
(ITpuauk 1911, 20-21). Ellis Minns dedicated
a small part of his famous monography “Scyth-
ians and Greeks” to Scythian swords and daggers
(Minns 1913, 68-72). Besides that, his book con-
tains the analysis of particular burial complexes
with armament found in the kurgans of Chertom-
lyk, Litoy, Shumeyko , Kul-Oba, Karagodeuashkh,
Vettersfelde et al. (Minns 1913, 149-240).

Alexander Lappo-Danilevsky was one of the first
researchers who turned to the problem of the
origin of the Scythian akinakes. However, he
believed that Scythian weaponry was mostly of
Greek origin, while meant apparently, famous
findings of classical antiquity such as Kul-Oba or
Chertomlyk (Jlammo-TTauuneBckuti 1887, 379).
Therefore, in his opinion the Scythian armament
saved “traces of Greek art” and preserved features
closed to “Finnish, partly Caucasian and Ger-
man weapons” (JIammo-/lanuneBckuii 1887, 511).
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Mikhail Rostovtsev publishing items from the
Voronezh kurgans identified the series of swords
with typical design (and therefore contemporary)
like Chertomlyk, Kul-Oba and Kekuvatsky kur-
gan (PocroBres 1914, 89-90). Later, analyzing
swords and daggers from the Urals, he developed
the idea of the evolution of the Scythian sheaths,
their relation to the Persian sheath and blade
weapons of a later period (PocrosiieB 1918, 50-
54). The opinion of Rostovtsev on the genesis of
Orenburg and West-Siberian swords seems to be
quite original. He did not consider that objects
found in South Russia could be a prototype for
the West Siberian akinakai, but assumed that the
Orenburg (and Minusinsk) swords and daggers
appeared as a result of “clash between the Hall-
statt culture and morphology of Scythian-Persian
akinakes” (PocroBues 1918, 61). Nevertheless,
Rostovtsev was more reasonable when he wrote
about the antennae pommel (volute head by M.
Rostovtsev): according to his idea, it appeared as
a result of “combination of western (the Hall-
stattian one?) and eastern animal morphology”
(PocroBries 1918, 60).

The monography of Waldemar Ginters “Das
Schwert der Skythen und Sarmaten in Siidruss-
land” (The Sword of Scythians and Sarmatians
in Southern Russia) became a logical completion
of the initial accumulation of archaeological re-
cords (Ginters 1928). In this work Ginters gath-
ered almost all available at that time information
of the Scythian and Sarmatian bladed weapons,
not only from the territory of southern Rus-
sia, but also from Central Europe. Nevertheless,
Ginters left the question on the akinakes’ origin
open, and this could be explained by the state of
archaeological records at his time (JIuTBunckuit
2001, 49). Indeed, the search of the prototype
could hardly be bound to succeed in the 1% half of
the 20t century. So, Ginters concluded that “aki-
nakes comes finally formed to southern Russia”
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(Ginters 1928, 88), while indicating the Iranian
East as a starting point, because it “could be met
only in Iranian regions or on the territories under
Iranian influence” (Ginters 1928, 89).

In the 1960s, the debates about the Scythian aki-
nakes’ origin flared up again with new force. The
hypothesis of the Persian origin (after PocroBues
1918, 55) was developed by Anna Melyukova
(MenokoBa 1964, 60) and Natalya Chlenova
(Ynenora 1967, 21). The main argument was the
spread of akinakai in the Iranian Middle East,
and especially the fact that Greeks believed that
the akinakes is a traditional weapon of Persians
and Lydians. Boris Grakov considered that Scyth-
ians adopted akinakes from Persians during
their Near Eastern campaigns (I'pakoB 1971, 92).
Mikhail Artamonov had compromised, insisting
that akinakes was invented jointly by Scythians
and Medes upon the Scythian presence in the
Near East (ApramoHOB 1974, 39-40). However,
the main obstacle to the acceptance of this hy-
pothesis is the “lack of proper Scythian swords
and daggers in the Near East” (Mcmarunos 1989,
86). Furthermore, the early Scythian akinakai are
older than their prototypes — e.g. images of aki-
nakai from Persepolis or the Oxus treasure could
not be dated earlier than the 6" century BC (af-
ter Ecasn, ITorpeboBa 1985, 51). Inter alia, it is
hardly possible to trace the distribution of aki-
nakes from the Near East via Caucasus, because,
according to the chronological data, the akinakai
enter Transcaucasia from the territory of the
North Caucasus (JleckoB 1979, 47; UepHEHKO
1979, 91; Ecasn, [Torpe6osa 1985, 50).

A hypothesis of the central Siberian origin of
akinakes was offered by by Alexey Terenozkin,
who claimed that the original forms of Scyth-
ian swords and daggers could be found among
weapons of the Late Bronze — Early Iron Age
in the Minusinsk Hollow (TepeHOXKHH 1975,
3-32; TepenoxkuH 1976, 126-132). In particular,
Karasuk-Tagar daggers were offered on the role
of prototypes (UneHnoBa 1972, 131-135) that are
considered to be similar to the Cimmerian ones
and could have had an impact on the formation
of new types of weapons in the North Cauca-
sus (McemarmmoB 1989, 88). This hypothesis was
shared by Vyacheslav Murzin, who, however, not-
ed that the assumption of Karasuk origin of Scyth-
ian akinakes is not based on the assemblages that
are firmly dated (Myps3un 1984, 75-77). More-
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over, there are no long swords (well known in the
Pontic Scythia) in the Near East or South Siberia.
And the manufacturers, who produced compli-
cate bimetallic daggers and swords barely needed
any borrowings from the Karasuk casters, who
were not familiar with this technology (Illpamxo,
®omun, CoHueB 1977, 57-74; lllpamko 1976, 49-
54; llIpamko 1984, 23).

According to the other group of researchers,
Scythian sword is the result of further evolution
of North Caucasian daggers of the Kabardino-Py-
atigorsk type (JleckoB 1979, 48; UepHeHKO 1979,
91; IlIpamko 1984, 30, 31; Mcmaruiios 1989, 88,
93), and the Persian akinakes could be considered
as one of variants of this type. Nevertheless, close
resemblance between Karasuk-Tagar daggers and
swords of the Northern Caucasian and Scythian
types could be explained by the fact of “entering
the areas, where these weapons were used on the
territory, where Karasuk-Cimmerian community
was consecutive changed by the Scythian-Siberi-
an one” (Mcmaruiios 1989, 93).

One of the significant feature of the Scythian
archaic blade weaponry is the use of bronze (af-
ter Ginters 1928, 23; BuHOrpazioB 1974, 260;
TepeHOKKUH 1975, 28-29), often in the combi-
nation with iron. This fact is understandable, es-
pecially if one considers that the manufacturing
of Scythian bimetallic handles goes back to Pre-
Scythian technology of the so- called Cimmerian
scheme. For example, Boris Shramko explains
the preservation of ancient technological meth-
ods combined with new forms by insufficient
familiarity with sophisticated forging, and with
forge welding with a well-developed technology
of bronze moulding (Shramko 1984, 30-31). Fur-
thermore, the replacement of bimetallic daggers
with the iron “steppe” akinakai is confirmed by
horizontal stratigraphy of Serzen-Yurt cemetery
of the pre-Scythian and Scythian time (after
Kozenkova 1992, 39; KoszeunkoBa 2002, 89). Bi-
metallic Scythian swords also drew attention of
Alexandru Vulpe, who allocated the Orbeasca (or
Orbeasca-Stepnoj) type based on two finds from
Romania. Due to analogies from the Caucasus, it
was dated to 800-750 BC (Vulpe 1987, 84-85, 88;
Vulpe 1990, 36-37).

Bimetallic swords and daggers are also well-

known in the pre-Scythian time. Special atten-
tion researchers have paid to daggers of the
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Kabardino-Pyatigorsk (KpynHos 1960, 203) or
the North Caucasian' type (AudpumoB 1965, 198),
whose origin is associated with Karasuk tradi-
tions (TepeHoxkuH 1975, 19, 20). The chrono-
logical position of the North Caucasian daggers
is determined within the frame of 900-650 BC
(after Baspuak 2008, 19). Before the 1960s, a
small number of daggers of this type had limited
a possibility for their classification, then in the
1970s, attempts of systematization are constantly
being proposed (after Podborsky 1970, 153-163;
Tepenoxxkud 1975, 11; YUneHoBa 1975, 70-81;
IIpamxko 1984, 25). Now it seems that a scheme
proposed by Varvara Kozenkova shows a signifi-
cant degree of formalization (Kozenkova 1995,
45-47); typological principles she applied have
later been developed and supplemented by Ser-
ghey Valchak (Banpuak 2008, 8-9). If we try to
summarize the chronological observations on this
category of material culture, some evolutionary
patterns could be traced. For example, a round
or oval cross-section of the handle is considered
to be an early feature, while the flattened handle
with ringed ornamentation is typical for the items
of the later period (after Podborsky 1970, 159;
Hynapes 1991, 45). The length of the hilt decreas-
es over time?, and the straight hilts became more
curved (after Tymapes 1999, 100; Basbuak 2008,
18-19; Tonas, Bpysiko 2012, 134). Bimetallic dag-
gers with a flattened handle and short curved hilt
dated later than others were most likely in use
since the mid- 7" century BC. Therefore, they may
claim to be the prototype for the Scythian aki-
nakes. In addition, a smooth shape of the hilt sur-
prisingly resembling the classical kidney-shaped
hilt of the Scythian akinakai, is known in the pre-
Scythian time. This is clearly demonstrated by the
hilt of the Cimmerian bimetallic dagger from So-
fievka (after TepeHoxxkuu 1975, puc. 1/13).

Unexpected manifestation of Kabardino-Pyatig-
orsk traditions could be observed on the Sauro-
matian territory. In 1907, near Marychevka sta-
tion, an iron dagger was discovered, and over fifty

tThere are also less successful definitions in archaeological
papers, such as Cimmerian daggers (Unenosa 1975, 69-70;
Illpamko 1984, 24-25) or bimetallic swords and daggers with
cross-shaped hilts (Podborsky 1970, 153; lyzmapes 1991, 40;
Makhortykh 2008, 170).

2 Sergey Dudarev interprets these changes as an influence of
iron swords without hilts (/Iyzapes 1999, 100), while Sergey
Valchak explains this process by gradual reduction of circula-
tion of the long swords (Baspuak 2008, 18), for which the long
hilt was an important technological feature.

years later it was published by Konstantin Smirnov
(CmupHOB 1961, puc. 1/10). Similar items from the
Volga-Ural region (F'opbyHoB, Mcmaruios 1976;
Hcemarumos, Ckapb6oBenko 1977) were published
in the 1970s, and this motivated Ramil Ismagilov
to allocate a new type of Sauromatian daggers
and swords — the Marychevka type (Mcmaruios
1981; Hcmarwios 1989). This term was readily
accepted by scholars, and all subsequent finds
will supposedly relate to it (Mcmarwn, CyHratoB
2004, 127). This type is characterized by mas-
sive, butterfly-like hilts decorated with heads of
griffins with spirally curved beaks and geometric
ornament on the handle. Even K. Smirnov has
observed some Caucasian features in the design
of akinakes from Marycevka, such as ringed pat-
tern on the handle, a pommel with lowered ends,
etc. (CmupHOB 1961, 13). While developing these
views, R. Ismagilov also confirmed the Caucasian
origin of the Marychevka type and dated it back
to 650-550 BC (McmaruimoB 1989, 91). Besides
that, according to Ismagilov, the very presence of
this experimental, and certainly the early group
of bladed weapons, favors the hypothesis of the
Caucasian origin of Scythian akinakes based on
further evolution of Cimmerian daggers in the
North Caucasus.

Akinakai of the Gudermes type

The dagger discovered in a kurgan near Stepnoy
(the Gudermes district, the Chechen Republic, the
Russian Federation) is one of the most remark-
able and interesting finds of bimetallic akinakai.
In archaeological publications it is more often re-
ferred as the Gudermes dagger, therefore it makes
sense to extend this term on other exemplars as
well3. Unfortunately, the main burial contained
this dagger was greatly disturbed in antiquity, so
it was not possible to establish certain important
details of the funeral rite (after Bunorpamos 1974,
259), though the remains of wooden scabbard,
which ends with the bronze rolled panther (fig.
1/2) were recorded. According to Vitaliy Vinogra-
dov, in the Scythian milieu the scabbard’s end de-
signed in the Animal Style appears not later than
the end of the 7t century BC, and was spread in
the 6™ century BC mainly in the North Caucasus
(BunorpazmoB 1972, 112-117). V.B. Vinogradov
was the first who drew attention on its resem-
blance with objects from Ziwiye, Kelermes, Litoy,

31t should be mentioned that the term Orbeasca type, intro-
duced by A. Vulpe, was not widely accepted.
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Fig. 1. Akinakai of Gudermes type. 1 - Polsko Kosovo; 2 - Gudermes (Stepnoy), barrow; 3 - Tlia, gr. 85; 4 -
Museum of history in Kharkiv; 5 - Maslovka; 6 - Pokrovka; 7 - Berezovka-Karaulnaya mountain; 8 - Orbeasca de
Sus; 9 - Stremt; 10 - Bujor; 11 - Kumbulta (Galiat, Faskau); 12 - Lopatino; 13 - Museum of Zlatoust; 14 - Raygorod
(Prussy), barrow 2; 15 - Sholokhovo, barrow 13; 16 - Boguchary; 17 - Gradizhsk; 18 - Lapot’ (Stenka Razin barrow)

near Kamyshin; 19 - Eubnice; 20 - Stezhenskiy; 21 - Mezhgorye-Barabanovo.
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Daryevka and Tlia, although he dated these finds
with the tendency to the rejuvenation (usual for
1970s): from the 1*t half of the 6™ century BC, per-
haps the early 6% century BC (after Bunorpazmos
1974, 261). Anatoliy Kantorovi¢ attributed Gud-
ermes and other bouterolles with the image of the
rolled feline predator to the Kelermes-Yablonov-
ka type (after Kautoposuu, Illumnios 2014, 88),
and set the lower chronological limit to the 2
quarter of the 7 century BC. Another akinakes
of the Gudermes type was found in the central
Caucasus, in burial no. 85 from the Tlia cemetery
(after TexoB 1980, 223, puc. 3/7). The dagger was
forged from higher-carbon steel, and the lateral
parts of the handle were molded out of bronze in
the shape of rollers (fig. 1/3). The burial was ini-
tially dated by the author of excavations to the late
8% century BC (after TexoB 1972, 32), later — not
early than the 1% half of the 8" century BC (after
TexoB 1980, 249). Finally, this burial was dated
to the late 8™ - 1°t half of the 7 century BC (af-
ter TexoB 19804, 58), although it drew objections
from Yuriy Voronov, who dated both the dagger
and this burial complex from the late 7*to the 1%
half of the 6% century BC (after Boponos 2006,
35). In 1900, Countess Praskovya Uvarova pub-
lished the bronze fragments of the sword’s frame
handle found in the village of Kumbulta, Digoria
(now in Northern Ossetia) (¥YBapoBa 1900, TabJ1.
XCV/3, 4); later, based on the countess’ collec-
tion Alexey Terenozhkin offered its reconstruc-
tion (TepeHOKKUH 1975, 29, 34, pUcC. 20/6, 7). In
1960, Evgeniy Krupnov introduced published the
fragments of the handle from Faskau (Kpymzos
1960, Tabn. XXX/3). It turned out, that these
fragments were from the same sword but they
were recorded in different lists creating a histo-
riographical confusion* (fig. 1/11). Nevertheless,
the question of the origin of these swords is still
open and requires an independent study. In 1989,
a dagger with the bimetallic frame handle was
found in the destroyed part of the burial ground
near Bujor, Anapa (HoBuuuxus 1990, 63, puc. 1).
This exemplar is interesting for the outline of its
hilt, which consists of two triangles with a com-
mon straight base forming the high edge of the
hilt (in contrast to other items of this type) (fig.
1/10). Perhaps just abrupt geometrism of the hilt
brings together the item from Bujor and daggers
of the Kabardino-Pyatigorsk type. Most likely,

4For more information, see: BaGeHko 2006, 54.

due to this fact, the author of the first publication
identified this dagger as “occupying an intermedi-
ate position between the pre-Scythian and Scyth-
ian bimetallic blade weapon” (HoBuuuxux 1990,
69).

One of the burial complexes with a bimetallic
sword (fig. 1/9) comes from Transilvania, from
a destroyed grave near Stremt (after Vasiliev
1980, pl. 10/2; Vulpe 1990, 36, Taf. 5/26). It is
believed that togheter with the sword were also
found arrowheads and fragments of pottery, but
the Museum of Sebes received only akinakes in
fragments, which was attributed to the Orbeasca
type by A. Vulpe (after Vulpe 1990, 36).

Another interesting item was discovered in Bul-
garia, to the south of Danube, on the Lower
Yantra river. In a secondary grave of the burial
mound near Polsko Kosovo, a long sword (fig.
1/1) with the bimetallic frame handle was found
(after Stanchev 2000, 35, pl. 1/1). By a number of
parallels and the funeral rite, the author of publi-
cation identified this burial complex as the Early
Scythian one of the late 8% - early 7% century BC
(after Stanchev 2000, 37). Meanwhile, the Early
Scythian attribution is not fully convincing. Thus,
Igor Bruyako suggests that the burial from Polsko
Kosovo belongs to the group of mixed burials of
the earliest stage of the Scythian culture, synchro-
nous with Endzha and Belogradec, thereby mark-
ing the Exodus of Cimmerians from the North
Pontic region (after Bpysako 2005, 113).

Bimetallic swords of the same scheme but de-
signed in a different way are known from kurgans
of the Dnieper river region. Another sword comes
from Burial no. 13 near Prussy (Mikhaylovka
village) excavated by Vikentiy Khvoyka (after
IIpamko 1984, 31) and dated to the late 7" - early
6% century BC. However, this sword is more of-
ten associated with Kurgan no. 2 near Raygorod
(after IpeBHOCTH 1900, 9, Taba. XXXVIII/166,
2/12; MeiokoBa 1964, 47). But such features as
the massive kidney-shaped hilt and transverse
incisions differ this sword from other Gudermes
akinakais (fig. 1/14). A.I. Melyukova dates back
the black-glazed kylix discovered in this grave to
the time of “no earlier than the mid-4™ century
BC” (MemokoBa 1964, 47), although, according

5Nonetheless, this type of ormamentation is present on the bi-
metallic sword from Maslovka (after Bopomuios, Measenes
2007, puc. 1/2), where it is combined with fragments of bight
under the pommel.
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to the recent data, this kylix could be attributed
to B, type by Villard&Vallet of 375-350 BC (after
I'peuko 2012, 92). A similar sword (fig. 1/15) was
found in Barrow no. 13 of the Slavyanka ceme-
tery near Sholokhovo (after Boiko6oii, JInxaues,
IlTanobymoB 1979, 50, puc. 8/3). However, except
the kidney-shaped hilt and incisions on the han-
dle, the original antennae pommel makes it dif-
ferent it from other Gudermes akinakai®.

A fragment of a bimetallic dagger with frame
handle was found on the left bank of the Dnieper
river, near Gradizhsk, the Globino district in the
Poltava region, Ukraine (fig. 1/17). It bears the
traces of ornamentation: the edges of the pommel
are flattened and a zigzag runs along the edges of
this item. Irina Kulatova, the author of publica-
tion, considers that this exemplar belongs to tran-
sitional forms from the Cimmerian to the Early
Scythian daggers (KysiatoBa 1994, 110, Maj. 1;
KynmaroBa 1999, puc. 1/2). Recently, the first bi-
metallic sword with frame handle was discovered
in Crimea, between the villages of MeZgorye and
Barabanovo of the Belogorsk district (puc. 1/21);
it is kept in a private collection. Scholars who
published this artifact date it to the late 8% - early
7% century BC (Ckopsiii, 3uMOBeI 2014, 19).

One more Early Scythian bimetallic sword of un-
known provenance is kept in the Museum in (af-
ter BabeHko 2006, puc. 1). It is curious that an
arcuate bight was attached to the upper part of
the handle of this sword (fig. 1/4). Another bime-
tallic sword (fig. 1/16) found near Bogucar (after
JIyKbAIIKO 1994, 140, puc. 1; JIykpAmko 2014,
242) on the Lower Don was dated to the 2™ half
of the 7" century BC (after JIykbsimiko 2013, 16).
An iron sword (fig. 1/20) with the blade inserted
into the bimetallic handle fitted with bar-shaped
pommel and large kidney-shaped hilt was found
by chance near Stezhenskiy, the Alekseevskaya
district, the Volgograd region (after Cepraiixos
1989, 249, puc. 1). The most probable date, ac-
cording to Igor Sergatskov, is the late 7" - early
6" century BC. Two bimetallic swords came

6 Cases of coexisting of various pommels within a type of aki-
nakai, are not uncommon. For example, I know at least three
akinakai of the Kelermes type with antennae pommels: from
Museum of Borisoglebsk (after Mynkumxkausa 1983, 137-
139), from A.A. Bobrinsky collection (after MentokoBa 1964,
puc. 20/1) and near Berlyachevo village from south Bashkiria
(after CmupHOB 1961, 20, puc. 3/7). There are also two aki-
nakai of the Marychevka type from the Tambov region, Rus-
sia: the Petrovskoye district and Tynkovo (after Kiokos, Mo-
HceeB 1999, puc. 11/1-2).
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from the Tambov region: from Pokrovka, the
Muchkapskiy district (fig. 1/6) (after MenBenes
1999, 104, puc. 51/2; Kioko, MouceeB 1999,
38; Bopomuios, Measenes 2007, puc. 1/1) and
Maslovka, the Umyot district (fig. 1/5) (after
BopommiioB 2006, 39; Boporuinos, MejiBenieB
2007, puc. 1/2). A typical feature of the latter one
is the presence of the remains of a bight under the
hilt, like on akinakai of the Kelermes type (after
Topal 2013, 17). Furthermore, the handle was
molded with a distinct detail — the prominences
on the edge. Initially, Alexey Voroshilov dated
the akinakes from Maslovka to the end of the 7
century BC and the sword from Pokrovka to the
late 7™ - early 6™ century BC (Bopouinios 2006,
39, 43); later he narrowed the chronological posi-
tion of both objects to the 1 half of the 7 century
BC (Boporuios 2007, 154). An iron sword (fig.
1/12) with a bronze handle decorated with oval
cutouts was discovered in Lopatino, the Penza
region (after Makcumos, Ilosecckux 1971, puc.
1/1). The authors of the publication dated it to the
6t century BC. The fragmented iron sword from
the Stenka Razin Kurgan (near Lapot’, Kamyshin,
the Volgograd region) has also the bronze casted
frame handle (after 3atikoBckuii 1913, 216, puc.
IX; CmupHOB 1961, puc. 1/4). There was a per-
foration made at the top of the iron base of the
handle, possibly for fixing of the sword-knot (fig.
1/18). K. Smirnov proposed terminus ante quem
for this item as the 2" half of the 7% century BC
(CmupHOB 1961, 11). Probably, the most eastern
find of the Gudermes type is preserved in the
Museum of Zlatoust, the Chelyabinsk region (fig.
1/13). Analyzing its chronological position, Alex-
ander Tairov took into account the conclusions
of Alexey Voroshilov (2007) and thus considered
that this item was also produced in the 1°t half of
the 7% century BC (Taupos 2011, 164). In 2009,
the Saratov Museum acquired a bimetallic sword
with frame handle (fig. 1/7) that was found in
1987 on the slopes of the Karaulnaya mountain
in the Bazarny Karabulak district of the Saratov
region (after Mop:kepuH 2010, 3).

The circumstances of the discovery of another
bimetallic sword (fig. 1/8) from Romania are not
clear. It was found on the right bank of the Te-
leorman River in the vicinity of Orbeasca de Sus
hillfort (Teleorman County). Excavations at this

7In the monography of Alexander Medvedev (MezBezeB 1999)
it is cited as an akinakes from the Tambov Museum.
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site revealed several layers of the Bronze Age,
the Early and Late Hallstatt, the Basarabi culture
(Vulpe 1990, 36) but fortifications of the settle-
ment were erected in the Early Hallstatt (after
Moscalu, Beda 1979, 368). Based on Caucasian
paralles (Tlia and Stepnoy burials), Alexandru
Vulpe attributed this exemplar (as well as the
whole type — the Orbeasca type by A. Vulpe) to
the 1% half of the 7% century BC (Vulpe 1990, 37).

At the moment, the most north-western finds of
the bimetallic Scythian akinakes was accidentally
discovered on the territory of the burial ground?®
of the Lusatian culture near the village of Lubnice
in Wieruszéw County, L6dz Voivodeship, Poland
(Abramek 1970, 538; Bukowski 1977, Tab. XII/1;
Gedl 1980, 31, Taf. 7/49). Despite the number of
archaic features that could be explained by the
influence of pre-Scythian traditions (as bimetal-
lism, the mushroom-shaped pommel), akinakes
from Eubnice (fig. 1/19) is an Early Scythian
item, which reached the Polish territory from the
steppes of the North Pontic region (after Gedl
1980, 32). Therefore, despite to the date as the 6%
century BC proposed by Zbigniew Bukowski, this
dagger could be confidently attributed to the 7
century BC, probably a little later than the Cauca-
sian exemplars. This younger date could be partly
confirmed by the refusing of framework technol-
ogy in manufacturing the handle.

Thus, it is obvious that the bimetallic technol-
ogy of Scythian weapon-craft was inherited from
a previous tradition and the first samples of aki-
nakai of the Gudermes type appeared at the turn
of the 8"-7 century BC in the Caucasus. Termi-
nus ante quem could be determined as the turn of
87t century BC, but this way of design of han-
dles could reach in the mid of the 6™ century BC.
It should also be mentioned that several Scythian
akinakai were entirely made out of bronze. The
dagger (fig. 2/13) from Russkie Folvarky (Kami-
anets-Podilskyi) is probably one of the earliest
stray finds in the Carpathian-Dniester region
(after Sulimirski 1936, tab. IX/1; I'aBnuk 2004,
puc. 1/1). Its origin is probably associated with
daggers of the Tagar culture (after 'aBiuk 2004,
166, puc. 1/1), and the date could not be later than
7 century BC (after T'aBiuk 2004, 166, puc. 1/1).

8 Zbigniew Bukowski mentions that there are a lot of Scythian
arrowheads, but this dagger was found in a disturbed burial,
so the burial assemblage could not be accurately established
(Bukowski 1977, 184).

A stray find from the Borsod county in Hungary
(fig. 2/12) (after Kemenczei 1984, Abb. 1/5; 1991,
Taf. 62/280), is clearly related to the Siberian
exemplars. It is probably dated to the 1* half of
the 7% century BC (after Kemenczei 1991, 74).
Another bronze sword (fig. 2/11) was discovered
in the Kamenka district of the Cherkassy region,
Ukraine, on the right bank of the Dnieper river
(probably, near the village of Timashovka) (af-
ter BobpuHCckuii 1901, 146, Taba. XI/5; Scythian
Gold 1999, 111). A similar bronze exemplar (fig.
2/10) was found in western Kazakhstan near Ky-
zyltu, the Aktobe region (after I'psizHoB 1956, 12,
puc. 3/7; CMupHOB 1961, 15, puc. 1/1).

Akinakai of the the Posmus type

The swords partly or completely produced out of
bronze are well-known in the Carpathian Basin®.
There is a group of swords in Romania, defined
by Alexandru Vulpe (and accepted by George Ma-
rinescu) (Marinescu 1984, 71-72) that called the
Posmus type*® (Vulpe 1990, 23). The eponymous
dagger (fig. 2/3), found in a grave of the Dealul
Mortilei burial mound near the village of Posmus
(fig. 3/F) (after Buzdugan 1976, fig. 2/3; Vasili-
ev 1980, pl. 2/8; Vulpe 1990, Taf. 1/2), was made
entirely out of bronze. A. Vulpe considers this
item as a certain evolutionary starting point for
the whole type (Vulpe 1990, 23). A similar exem-
plar (made from iron but with the bronze hilt)
was found in the Miriselu cemetery, Grave no. 4
(fig. 2/6) (after Marinescu 1984, Abb. 9/6; Vulpe
1990, Taf. 1/3). Other daggers from that cemetery
were made entirely out of iron, e.g. the one from
Grave no. 6 (fig. 2/8) (after Marinescu 1984, Abb.
11/1; Vulpe 1990, Taf. 1/5), Grave no. 7 (fig. 2/7)

9 There are akinakai with the single-edged blade of the
Tiszadob type (by A. Vulpe) with bronze details: Curtea de
Arges and Benic which originate from the Carpathian region.
The bronze handle of the sword from Curtea de Arges was
originally decorated with engraving: the pommel — with chess
ornament, and the rod — with parallel zigzags and transver-
sal lines (after Vulpe 1967, pl. XVI/2, fig. 19; Vulpe 1990, Taf.
30/198). A. Vulpe dated the burial from Curtea de Arges to
the 2" half of the 6™ century BC (Popescu, Vulpe 1982, 88,
107; Vulpe 1984, 54), because the pottery from this complex
is similar to the ceramics from graves with akinakai from
Ferigile cemetery (after Vulpe 1967, 58), the phase Ferigile-
North of the late 7 - 6% century BC (after Vulpe 1990, 126).
In 1897, near the villate of Benic in Romania (Hungarian: Bo-
rosbenedek) was discovered an iron dagger with bronze hilt
decorated with vertical zigzags (after Ginters 1928, Taf. 13/c;
Roska 1942, kép. 173; Vasiliev 1980, pl. 14/2; Vulpe 1990, Taf.
29/194).

° Daggers of the Posmus variant after G. Marinescu (Mari-
nescu 1984, 71).
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Fig. 2. Akinakai of Posmus type (1-9) and bronze akinakai of Siberian origin (10-13). 1 - Firminis; 2 - Aiud-Parc;
3 - Posmus; 4 - Tiszabercel; 5, 7 - Mariselu, gr. 7; 6 - Mariselu, gr. 4; 8 - Mariselu, gr. 6; 9 - Budesti-Finate, gr. 6;
10 - Kyzyltu; 11 - Timashovka; 12 - Borsod; 13 - Russkiye Folvarki.

(after Marinescu 1984, Abb. 9/6; Vulpe 1990, Taf.
2/7), and a stray find from the disturbed complex
near the Grave no. 7 (fig. 2/5) (after Marinescu
1984, Abb. 13/1; Vulpe 1990, Taf. 1/6).

The bronze handle of a dagger of the Posmus type
was found in 1895 in a park of Aiud town, in Gra-
ve no. 6 (after Valentin Vasiliev) or no. 8 (after
Alexandru Vulpe) (Herepey 1898, 267, tab. B/2;
Roska 1942, 189, kép. 225/2; Vulpe 1990, 24, Taf.
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1/4). Besides the dagger (fig. 2/2), among the
grave goods were discovered ca. 20 arrowheads
(7 out of bone, 13 out of bronze), a double-bladed
iron axe, bronze plaques (fig. 3/B), and the bronze
ring with four loops (fig. 3/B4) (after Vulpe 1990,
24). Such rings (as a specific type of harness) are
known in other complexes of the early stage of the
Ciumbrud group: e.g. in Grave no. 3 of Budesti-
Finate, Grave no. 4 of Miriselu (fig. 3/E4), Blaj,
Simeria, Firminis (after Vasiliev 1980, 96; Vulpe
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Fig. 3. Burial complexes with akinakai of Posmus type: A - Budesti-Finate, gr. 6; B - Aiud-Parc; C - Mariselu, gr.
7; D - Mériselu, gr. 6; E - Mariselu, gr. 4; F - Posmus.

1990, Taf. 42/B, C5-7, D7), in a burial ground
near Curtea de Arges (Vulpe 1967, pl. XVI/5), as
well as in burials of the Vekerzug culture* (after
Chochorowski 1985, 113; Bpysko 2005, 276-277;
Kemenczei 2009, 54) and Western Podolia group
(after Banapischkuii 2005, 90). The earliest rings

1 For example, Artand (1953), Hejékeresztir, Kesznyéten (gr.
12), Nyiregyhaza, Szentes-Vekerzug (gr. 61), Tiszalok, Ujfe-
hért6, Mad, Torokszentmiklés (gr. 34) and Kunszentmarton
(Kemenczei 2009, Taf. 7/1; 24/5; 29/7; 51/14; 74/10; 99/19;
130/3; 153/8).

of this type (the Carpathian-Podolian type after
Mikola Bandrivskiy) are known from HaC, (mid-
7% century BC) to HaD, or to the late 6™ - early
5t century BC (after BanapiBchkuii 2005, 92;
Kemenczei 2009, 54). Despite the presence of
bronze plaque of the 2™ half of the 8t - the 1% half
of the 7™ century BC in this grave from Aiud, the
bronze arrowheads with spike point to terminus
post quem of mid 7 century BC (after Kozy6osa,
CkakoB 2012, 199).
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Fig. 4. Distribution of bronze and bimetallic akinakai. A - bronze akinakai of Siberian origin: 1 - Borsod;

2 - Russkiye Folvarki (Kamianets-Podilskyi); 3 - Timashovka; 4 - Kyzyltu. B - akinakai of Gudermes type: 1 - Polsko
Kosovo; 2 - Orbeasca de Sus; 3 - Stremt; 4 - Raygorod; 5 - Gradizhsk; 6 - Kharkiv; 7 - Boguchary; 8 - Stezhenskiy;
9 - Pokrovka; 10 - Maslovka; 11 - Lopatino; 12 - Berezovka; 13 - Zlatoust; 14 - Lapot; 15 - Bujor; 16 - Kumbulta;
17 - Stepnoy; 18 - Tlia; 19 - Lubnice; 20 - Sholokhovo; 21 - Mezhgorye-Barabanovo. C - akinakai of Posmus type:
1 - Tiszabercel; 2 - Firminis; 3 - Aiud; 4 - Budesti-Finate; 5 - Mariselu; 6 - Posmus.

The butterfly-shaped hilt and the pommel of the
iron dagger from the Grave no. 6 near Budesti-
Finate were also made out of bronze (fig. 2/9) (af-
ter Marinescu 1984, 49, Abb. 5/6; Vulpe 1990, 25,
Taf. 2/8). George Marinescu dated back this buri-
al and the cemetery in general to the mid - late 7
century BC (Marinescu 1984, 81). Amongthe finds,
the burial’s grave goods included an iron spear-
head, bronze holder, a hand-made large pot and
little ladle, spiked arrowheads and cowry shells'

2 Jgor Bruyako considers cowries (Cypraeidae) as a chrono-
logical indicator of the Early Scythian culture (Bpysiko 1999,
51; 2005, 252-253; Bruyako 2007, 231-232). In particular, he
argued their North Caucasian origin and the time of their pen-
etration into Transylvania — until mid-7* century BC.
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in (fig. 3/A). Despite the relative similarity of the
bronze holder with the sheaths of the pre-Scyth-
ian period (after Marinescu 1984, 75; Gawlik
1998, 57), this exemplar belongs to a completely
different type of items (probably, the holder of a
spear). Therefore, its terminus post quem could
not be earlier than the mid-7* century BC (after
Bpysko 2005, 249). Moreover, the daggers from
the Grave no. 6 from Budesti-Finate and the
Grave no. 7 from Mariselu (fig. 2/5) have no lon-
gitudinal grooves on the handle, a characteristic
of the Posmus type. This fact probably led some
researchers to the determination of stray finds
from Mircesti and Danesti as being similar to the
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Posmus type'® (after Vulpe 1990, 25-26; Gawlik
1998a, 25; Bpysako 2005, 154).

A special attention deserves a ceremonial sword
with a sheath. Possible, from a grave near the
village of Firminis, in La Temeteu area, north-
western Transylvania (after Matei 1977, pl. I, II;
1978, 107, Abb. 3; Vasiliev 1980, 12; Vulpe 1990,
Taf. 3/11). According to discoverers, bronze ar-
rowheads, few bronze rings, and an iron object
were found near the body. The fact that the plow-
ing unearthed several burials indicates that the
Firminis grave was not the isolated one (after Ma-
tei 1977, 63). This complex contained the bronze
ring with loops, apparently similar to those found
in Aiud, Budesti-Finate, and Mariselu (after Ma-
tei 1977, 63, pl. 11/5; Vulpe 1990, 27). The sword
from Firminis (fig. 2/1) was molded entirely from
qualitative bronze and was decorated with chased
design (after Matei 1977, 64). Noteworthy are the
handle ornamented with grooves and the hilt in
the shape typical for the Posmus type. Special in-
terest deserves the original scabbard (Matei 1977,
pl. II/3; 111/1-4) also casted from bronze and or-
namented like the holder from Budesti-Finate.
The hilt was decorated with an unusual element of
design for Scythian weapons — two symmetrically
arranged swastikas. The end of scabbard is bent
in the shape of bird’s beak that brings it together
with Caucasian items (provided with chapes with
a bird’s head).

Bird’s head chapes (bouterolles) in the
Early Scythian period

De facto, a large amount of bronze bouterolles
in the shape of highly stylized bird’s head (sup-

3 However it is difficult to agree with such attribution and dat-
ing to the 7™ century BC (Gawlik 1998, 56-57; Bpysiko 2005,
154). The determination of these daggers as “probably related
to the Posmus type” (wohl nahestehend, méglicherweise zu-
gehorig) (Vulpe 1990, 25) demonstrates some doubts of A.
Vulpe. Atque, these doubts are not unfounded, because the
only feature that could link these stray finds with akinakai of
the Posmus type is their original hilt, the bow-shaped, accord-
ing to Sergey Skoryi (Cxopsrii 1982, 85). But the most impor-
tant features such as longitudinal grooves, oval-shaped pom-
mels, the rib on the blade are absent on daggers from Mircesti
and Danesti. Moreover, the flat handle, the cross-section of
the blade, and the shape of hilt bring these items together with
the so-called Gaiceana type (Vulpe 1990, 57-61, cat. 74-75)
dated back by the late 6 century BC (like the one from Bar-
row no. 5 near Cepari). In addition, A. Vulpe does not extend
the chronological position of the Posmus type on the whole 7t
century BC; terminus post quem has been set by 650-550 BC
(Vulpe 1990, 277-28). Meanwhile, even Caucasian parallels to
the grave goods do not allow us to date the finds earlier than
the mid-7" century BC (KosyGoBa, CkakoB 2012, 199-200).

posedly, Golden eagle — Aquila chrysaetos (after
BosbHast 2015, 21)) was discovered exactly on the
Caucasus (fig. 6). 10 objects were found in graves
excavated in the North Caucasus: two in Grave no.
2 and Grave no. 4 of the Nizniy Cegem cemetery
(after Bunorpamos 1972, 101, 109, puc. 28/1, 11),
four at the Faskau cemetery (after YBaposa 1900,
275, Tabi1. 115/4, 5; KpymmHOB 1960, TabI1. 75/2-5),
two at the Koban cemetery (after YBaposa 1900,
83, puc. 80; Ilorpebosa, PaeBckuii 1992, 127,
puc. 19/a-6), one in Verkhniy aul (after BospHas
2002, puc. 3/5), and one at the Klivana cemetery
(after KosenkoBa 2007, 267, 268). In Transcau-
casia, in Georgia, bouterolles are known from the
disturbed Grave no. 4 in Dvani (after MakanaTus
1949, 226, puc. 6), Grave no. 495 in Natsargora
(after Georgien 2001, N2374; Mehnert 2008, Taf.
68/20)%, and a stray find from Patardzeuli (after
Maucypanzse, [Tupixanasa 2011, 71, puc. 1). The
dagger from Grave no. 246 of the Tlia necropolis
was also supplied with a similar bouterolle, but
was made out of bone (after TexoB 1980a, puc.
18/2). In the Kuban region such objects were
discovered in Grave no. 55 of the Vladimirovskiy
cemetery (after Illunwios u p. 2007, puc. 3/10)
and on the 5™ Paskovskoe hillfort (after ITbsaaK0B
2005, puc. 1). A find from Maikop also refers to
this group of objects, despite the fact that it was
mistakenly attributed as a finial of a chariot (af-
ter Lutinceka 1963, 35, puc. 2/5; [TepeBogunKoBa
1980, puc. 1/9). A clearly Caucasian bouterolle
was discovered at a considerable distance in the
Grave no. 336 of the Starshiy Akhmylovskiy cem-
etery, the Volga-Kama region (after ITatpyes,
XanmukoB 1982, 46, Tabi. 56/48). There are not
so many bouterolles in the North Pontic region:
from the 2™ tomb of the Repyakhovatoya Mo-
gyla near Matusov (MapuHCKasA, M030JEBCKUH,
TepenoxkkuH 1980, 41-42, puc. 11/5-7), stray
finds from the Snake Island (Greek: Acvkog (Leu-
cos)) (OctpoBepxoB, OXOTHUKOB 1989, 55, pHC.
3/6; OxotHuKOB, OCTpOBEPXOB 1993, 46, doTo
18/1), and the Nisporeni district, the Republic
of Moldova (Toman 2014, 23, puc. 2/4). Besides
this, there are some recent finds of bouterolles in
the shape of bird’s head from the Crimean moun-
tains: near Staryi Krym and Alan-tepe, the Kirovs-
kiy district, the village of Aleksandrovka, and be-
tween Sennoe and Nekrasovka, the Belogorsk dis-

14 Perhaps, the bouterolles were among the materials of the
Brili burial ground (Maucypanse, [Tupxanasa 2011, 71).

39



1. Studii

i “)4 W

g 26

23
21

Fig. 5. Bouterolles in the shape of bird’s head. 1 - Nizhniy Chegem, gr. 4; 2 - Nizhniy Chegem, gr. 2; 3 - Verkhniy
Aul; 4-7 - Faskau; 8 - Klivana; 9, 15 - Koban; 10 - Natsargora, gr. 495; 11 - Dvani, gr. 4; 12 - Akhmylovo burial
ground, gr. 336; 13 - Patardzeuli; 14 - Firminis; 16 - Vladimirovskiy, gr. 55; 17 - Maykop; 18 - Tlia, gr. 246;

19 - Aleksandrovka; 20 - Sennoe-Nekrasovka; 21 - Pashkovskoe hillfort 5; 22 - Surb-Khach; 23 - Staryi Krym,;
24 - Snake island (Leucos); 25 - Nisporeni; 26 - Repyakhovataya Mogyla (Matusov), tomb 2.
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Fig. 6. Distribution of bouterolles in the shape of bird’s head: A - Digorian type (Faskau), B - Koban type,

C - transition type (Firminis), D - Northern-Pontic type (Matusov). 1 - Firminis; 2 - Nisporeni; 3 - Snake island
(Leucos); 4 - Repyakhovataya Mogyla (Matusov); 5 - Sennoe; 6 - Aleksandrovka; 7 - Surb-Khach; 8 - Staryi Krym;
9 - Vladimirovskiy; 10 - Pashkovskoe hillfort; 11 - Maykop; 12 - Verkhniy Aul; 13 - Nizhniy Chegem; 14 - Faskau;
15 - Koban; 16 - Tlia; 17 - Dvani; 18 - Natsargora; 19 - Klivana; 20 - Patardzeuli; 21 - Akhmylovo.

trict (Ckopsiii, 3uMoBelr 2014, 39-42). Exemplars
from Staryi Krym and Alan-tepe are the exact
parallels to the objects from the Repyakhovatoya
Mogyla, Nisporeni, and Leucos, but objects from
Aleksandrovka (fig. 5/19) and Sennoe-Nekrasov-
ka (fig. 5/20) are more similar to the finds from
the North Caucasus. Despite the certain realism
of bird’s beak and eyes, the shape of the ending is
designed in the shape of ringed ledge that, prob-
ably, indicates the archaism of these artifacts.

Unfortunately, there are not too many well-dated
complexes containing the bouterolles. Grave no.
4 from Nizhniy Chegem could be dated to the
2 half of the 7 century BC (after Bunorpamos
1972, 101-102; Maucypaase, Ilupixanasa 2011,
74). Grave no. 336 from Akhmylovo belongs to
the turn of the 7-6 century BC (after ITorpe6osa,
PaeBckuii 1992, 205). One of the earliest burials is
probably Grave no. 246 from Tlia. Bagrat Tekhov

attributed this complex to the 2" half of the 7
century BC (after TexoB 1980a, 69-70), although
Nino Sulava, based on an iron fibula, dated it back
to the 1°t half of the 6" century BC (after CysaBa
2006, 58). Grave no. 495 from Natsargora was
dated to the 8-7% century BC (after Georgien
2001, 407), that has caused the objections from
Marina Pirtskhalava and Vissarion Maisuradze,
who proposed to limit the date to 650-500 BC
(Mawmcypazge, ITupixanasa 2011, 75). The objects
from the North Pontic region were dated in gen-
eral slightly later than the Caucasian exsamples.
Based on the chronology of the 2" tomb of the
Repyakhovatoya Mogyla, bouterolles from Ma-
tusov, Leucos and Nisporeni could be dated to the
turn of the 7-6" century BC (after I'peuxo 2012,
77-79; Toman 2014, 25). This date could be indi-
rectly confirmed by the finds from the Snake Is-
land: the earliest fragments of Rhode-Ionian pot-
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tery from this site are dated to the late 7™ - early
6" century BC (after OxorHuKOB, OCTPOBEPXOB
1993, 29, 104).

In general, there are several groups of the bird’s
head bouterolles®: Digorian (the Faskau type)
(fig. 5/1-6), the Koban type (fig. 5/7-13) and the
North Pontic (Matusov type) (fig. 5/21-26). The
first group, allocated for convenience into Digo-
rian type, is typical for the North Caucasus and
represents a bronze holder with a ringed ledge,
inside of which is shown a tongue. Samples from
Transcaucasia and some items from the North
Caucasus (of the Koban type) are designed in a
similar (however, not realistic) way: the bird’s
beak is shown with a certain degree of stylization
(by a double-turn spiral). The next group is rep-
resented by the finds from Koban, and in fact con-
tinues the evolution of the image to the increased
realism. Bird beaks on the bouterolles of the
Northern Pontic type are less curved and more
elongated that make them closer to the scabbard’s
ending from the Pashkovskoe hillfort. And a hy-
brid variant appears in Crimea, that keeps the
Caucasian shape (the rounded beak) combined
with stylistic feautures from the Black Sea region
(design of head). The North Pontic bouterolles
are properly oval holders including the protome
of the head of bird of prey. There is another inter-
mediate link between the North Pontic and Ko-
ban items: the Firminis type, that has elongated
spiral shape of the beaks (fig. 5/14-18). Besides
the openwork of ending, the sheath from Firminig
is closer to the Caucasian exsamples by its trian-
gle openings, resembling, for example, bouterolle
from the Koban burial ground. Therefore, an at-
tempt of dating the scabbards from Firminis to
the 6™ or even to the 5% (sic!) century BC (after
BosipHas 2015, 27) looks strange, despite the fact
that even in the 1970-80s the highest date went
no further than the early 6 century BC (after Ma-
tei 1978, 22; Uepnenko 1984, 59). Thus, the most
preferred chronological position of the Firminis

5 Andrey Novichikhin defines, in particular, two main groups:
one, more stylized associated with Koban antiquities of Cen-
tral Caucasus and less — with the North Pontic region. And
a special place occupies bouterolle from the Vladimirovskiy
cemetery (HoBuuuxun 2006, 51-52). Galina Volnaya in her
recent paper also studies two main types: “with the ringed
beak, sharpened slightly convex tongue and a little oval eye”
and “strongly curved beak from two slices, big oval eye and
semi-ringed tongue” (BosibHast 2015, 21). However, there is
also the third type on the table from this article (BospHas
2015, 22), which probably unites the exemplars standing out
of the proposed typology (perhaps, due to the proportions).
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sword and the Posmus type looks like the 2™ cen-
tury BC. Morover, this date is perfectly consistent
with the lower chronological limit of the exis-
tence of bouterolles in the shape of bird’s head —
the Late Koban period (Koban IV after Varvara
Kozenkova), or the mid-7" century BC (BosibHas
2015, 26).

According to the chronological position of
bouterolles and the akinakai that were found
with them, these artifacts (as the daggers of the
Posmus type) belong to the next tradition. This
was the Kelermes tradition (after Boporuios
2009, 40; Bopommios 2011, 157; Bopommnaos
2013, 91; Tonan, bpyako 2012, 134-141; JleHuCOB
2012, 66-67; lllenexans 20134, 137-138) that also
came to the North Pontic region and the Carpath-
ian basin from the Caucasus. And the Posmusg
type perhaps was a kind of a transitional link that
combined the well-known technology of bronze
casting and new morphology. A number of char-
acteristics indicate the genetic connection be-
tween the Kelermes and Gudermes akinakai. One
of the main features of Kelermes akinakai is the
triform handle made out of three shafts, and the
central is usually rhombic. It is quite possible that
the shape of the central shaft was influenced by
manufacturing of akinakai, i.e. due to the fact of
making the blade with median rib and the handle
by hot hammering from one piece of metal. It
seems that on some exemplars the central rhom-
bic shaft of the handle is an extension of median
rib of the blade, and two round shafts on the edges
of hilt are rudimentary preserved from the frame
handles of bimetallic akinakai. Namely, this de-
tail shows the connection between the Kelermes
type and the bimetallic akinakai, for which the
design of moulded bronze frame had construc-
tive importance. According to B.A. Shramko, if
bimetallism disappears, this design becomes an
ornamental imitation but not constructive (after
Shramko 1984, 31). Perhaps, this could explain
the “frame” and “triform” design on much later
exemplars known until the 5% century BC. In this
regard, akinakes from an Imirler grave near Ama-
sya (Anatolia, Turkey) is especially interesting
(Unal 1982, 66). A long sword from Imirler (fig.
6/10) is often compared to the early Scythian aki-
nakai, including exemplars from Kelermes and
the Litoy (Melgunov) Kurgan (after Kossack 1987,
67; Ivantchik 2001, 42-48). It is notable that the
cross-section of the blade is rhombic with the rib
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in the middle and the handle with hafting plate
was covered with the iron frame?.

Without any doubt, the bight on the handle is
the clearest and easily diagnosed characteristic
of the early Scythian swords and daggers, and bi-
metallic at that. K.F. Smirnov had noticed an in-
teresting detail on the hilt of sword from Lapot’
(the Stenka Razin barrow), namely the ledges
(fig. 1/18) “were probably formed as a result of a
failed molding of a bight under the pommel” (af-
ter Smirnov 1961, 11). According to Smirnov, as a
result, the functional needs made it necessary to
punch an opening in the handle. This fact, along
with bimetallism in combination with the frame
handle, K.F. Smirnov interpreted as “archaic Cau-
casian features”. Such bights are known on the
other bimetallic swords with frame handles from
Kumbulta-Galiat-Faskau (fig. 1/11), the Kharkiv
Museum of History (fig. 1/4) (after Babenko
2006, 55, fig. 1; 2/3, 4) and Maslovka (fig. 1/5)
(after Bopormuios, MeziBesieB 2007, puc. 1/2).

Indirectly, the evolution of Scythian swords and
daggers is reflected on their sheaths, as well as
bouterolles. One of the earliest exampars, the
eponymous sword from Gudermes of the 1 half
of the 7 century BC was accompanied by the
scabbard’s end with the widespread Iranian sub-
ject — the image of the rolled feline predator (fig.
1/2). The earliest akinakai of the Kelermes type
of the mid-7" century BC, namely, the ceremo-
nial swords from Barrow no. 1 from Kelermes
(after T'amanunHa 1997, Tabi. 7/1(a), 9/1(c)) and
the Litoy Kurgan (after Ilpuauk 1911, Tabi. 1,
3/1) were accompanied with sheath with semi-
oval extension. The bouterolles with the image
of the rolled feline predators were found near
Kelermes akinakai in Grave no. 164 (after Texos
1980a, puc. 12/2, 6) and Grave no. 216 (after
Texos 1980a, puc. 14/1, 5) of the Tlia cemetery,
and a kurgan near Daryevka (after Mipnunckas
1975, Taba. XXXIV/3, 18)). Perhaps, with the fur-
ther evolution of the Kelermes type, the Koban
bouterolles? in the shape of bird’s head had been
also adopted (along with the traditional Scythian

1*H. Hauptmann wrote that the handle of this sword is made
out of bronze (Hauptmann 1983, 268), but V. Unal ignored
the description of this quite important detail in the first publi-
cation of Imirler burial.

7 According to G.Volnaya, the curved tongue of birds is not
typical for the Koban culture, so the image the bird of prey’s
head was inspired by Early Scythian art (BossHas 2015, 25,
26).

rolled predators). For good reason, that one of the
latest Kelermes swords from the 2" tomb of the
Repyakhovataya Mogyla (of the turn of the 7-6
century BC) has a bouterolle with the image of the
bird of prey (fig. 5/26).

Conclusion

Ergo, bimetallic akinakai, are the result of the
further evolution of bladed weapons produced by
the so-called Caucasian laboratory, and we can
assume that for some time they coexist with the
daggers of the Kabardino-Pyatigorsk type, prob-
ably in the 1* half of the 7% century BC. The ul-
terior development of Scythian akinakes and its
widespread in the Black Sea region provoked
rejection of use of bronze due to the complexity
of the technology and, perhaps, to the difficulties
with access to raw materials. However, the mor-
phology of the new product was more stable that
subsequently led to the emergence of new types of
weapons. The penetration of the akinakai in the
Carpathian basin is extremely significant. Like
the Caucasus, this region could be considered as
the center of generation of new types of Scythian
blade weapons. The creative rethinking of the Gu-
dermes and Kelermes traditions was taken place
exactly in the Carpathian basin. These processes
led to the appearance of the Posmus type in Tran-
sylvania and the Ferigile type (after A. Vulpe) in
Wallachia that stayed within the area are the lo-
cal feature of the Carpathian-Danube region (fig.
4). The way of distribution of the early Scythian
akinakai allows us to conclude that the penetra-
tion of akinakai (and their owners, of course) in
this region had taken two main routes. The ini-
tial infiltration followed the northern border of
the forest-steppe area on the way to Transylva-
nia‘®, and later — along the southern one, to the
Barigan Plain.

8Tgor Bruyako expressed the opinion on the possibility of such
route of penetration of Scythians in Transilvania (Bpysko
2005, 186-188, puc. 53), while Romanian researchers insisted
on the existence of the passes to the South — between the Bis-
trita and Tarndu mountain ridges (Mihailescu-Birliba, Untaru
1971, fig. 4).
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Utilizarea bronzului la producerea pumnalelor akinakai scitice timpurii

Rezumat
Pentru pumnalele akinakai scitice timpurii este caracteristica realizarea lor din bronz, cel mai des in aliaj cu fierul.
Tehnologia confectionirii méanerelor bimetalice este pusd in legiatura cu ,schema cimeriand” in a carui cadru se
confectionau asa-numitele pumnale de tip Kabardino-Piatigorsk. Cele mai tarzii piese de acest tip sunt atestate in
siturile datate la mijlocul sec. VII a. Chr. si din acest considerent pot fi tratate drept precursoare ale akinakesului
scitic. Atelierele scitice au mostenit tehnologia bimetalicd de la predecesorii lor si primele pumnale de acest fel
sunt asociate cu tipul Gudermes, aparut la sfarsitul sec. VIII a. Chr. - inceputul sec. VII a. Chr. in Caucaz. Akinakai
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timpurii sunt cunoscute si in bazinul Carpatic, fiind confectionate in totalitate sau partial din bronz, de tip Posmus.
Descoperirile respective sunt atribuite traditiei Kelermes, aceasta din urma a patruns in nordul Pontului si in zona
carpato-nistreana tot din Caucaz. Cu privire la pumnalele de tip Posmus, constatam c&, probabil, acestea reprezinti
piese ale unei etape de trecere, combinand tehnologia prelucrarii bronzului cu o morfologie noua. Legatura
genetica dintre tipurile Gudermes si Kelermes este ilustrata prin realizarea manerelor din trei parti, centrala fiind
in sectiune romboidald cu inel de prindere. Piesele bimetalice sunt de fapt produsul unei evolutii a pumnalelor
slaboratorului caucazian”. Totodati, putem presupune cd, o perioadi oarecare, piesele date au coexistat cu pum-
nalele de tip Kabardino-Piatigorsk, probabil in prima jumitate a sec. VII a. Chr. Evolutia ulterioara a pumnalului
akinakai scitic si raspandirea lui larga in nordul Pontului a condus la renuntarea confectionérii acestuia din bronz,
probabil datoritd complexititii tehnologiei si limitirii accesului la materia prima. Insi, morfologia noilor produse,
calitativ nous, a condus la aparitia noilor tipuri de piese. In spatiul carpato-nistrean, in perioada scitici timpurie,
traditiile Gudermes si Kelermes suporti o serie de modificiri. Drept rezultat, in Transilvania apar pumnalele de tip
Posmus, iar in Valahia cele de tip Ferigele, al caror areal nu se extinde in afara regiunii si formeazad doua variante
locale. Analiza rispandirii pumnalelor akinakai scitice timpurii ne permite si constatam ca patrunderea tipului
respectiv de armament s-a produs pe doua cai: in perioada timpurie, prin nordul regiunii de silvostepa, in Transil-
vania, si mai tarziu, prin regiunea de sud — in campia Baraganului.

Lista ilustratiilor:

Fig. 1. Akinakai de tipul Gudermes. 1 - Polsko Kosovo; 2 - Gudermes (Stepnoj), tum.; 3 - Tlia, m. 85; 4 - Muzeul
de istorie din or. Harkiv; 5 - Maslovka; 6 - Pokrovka; 7 - Berezovka-Muntele Karaulnaia; 8 - Orbeasca de Sus;
9 - Stremt; 10 - Bujor; 11 - Kumbulta (Galiat, Faskau); 12 - Lopatino; 13 - Muzeul din or. Zlatoust; 14 - Rajgorod
(Prussy), tum. 2; 15 - Solohovo, tum. 13; 16 - Bogudary; 17 - GradiZsk; 18 - Lapot’ (tumulul lui Stenka Razin)
langd or. KamysSin; 19 - Lubnice; 20 - Stezenskij; 21 - MeZgorie-Barabanovo.

Fig. 2. Akinakai de tipul Posmus (1-9) si akinakai de origine siberiani (10-13). 1 - Firminis; 2 - Aiud-Parc;
3 - Posmus; 4 - Tiszabercel; 5, 7 - Mériselu, gr. 7; 6 - Mariselu, gr. 4; 8 - Miriselu, gr. 6; 9 - Budesti-Finate, gr.
6; 10 - Kiziltu; 11 - TimaSovka; 12 - Borsod; 13 - Ruskie Folvarki.

Fig. 3. Complexe funerale cu akinakai de tipul Posmus: A - Budesti-Finate, gr. 6; B - Aiud-Parc; C - Miriselu, gr. 7;
D - Mariselu, gr. 6; E - Mariselu, gr. 4; F - Posmus.

Fig. 4. Distribuirea akinakai bimetalice si din bronz. A - akinakai din bronz de origine siberiana: 1 - Borsod;
2 - Ruskie Folvarki (or. Camenita); 3 - TimasSovka; 4 - Kiziltu. B - akinakai de tipul Gudermes: 1 - Polsko
Kosovo; 2 - Orbeasca de Sus; 3 - Stremt; 4 - Rajgorod; 5 - Gradizsk; 6 - Harkiv; 7 - Bogucary; 8 - Stezenskij;
9 - Pokrovka; 10 - Maslovka; 11 - Lopatino; 12 - Berezovka; 13 - Zlatoust; 14 - Lapot’; 15 - Bujor; 16 - Kumbulta;
17 - Stepnoj; 18 - Tlia; 19 - Lubnice; 20 - Solohovo; 21 - MeZgorie-Barabanovo. C - akinakai de tipul Posmus:
1 - Tiszabercel; 2 - Firminis; 3 - Aiud; 4 - Budesti-Finate; 5 - Mariselu; 6 - Posmus.

Fig. 5. Buterole in forma de cap de pasire. 1 - Niznij Cegem, m. 4; 2 - Niznij Cegem, gr. 2; 3 - Verhnij Aul;
4-7 - Faskau; 8 - Klivana; 9, 15 - Koban; 10 - Nacargora, m. 495; 11 - Dvani, m. 4; 12 - Ahmylovo, m. 336; 13 - Pa-
tardzeuli; 14 - Firminis; 16 - Vladimirovskij, m. 55; 17 - Majkop; 18 - Tlia, m. 246; 19 - Aleksandrovka; 20 - Sen-
noe-Nekrasovka; 21 - cetdtuia Paskovskoe-5; 22 - Surb-Haci; 23 - Staryj Krym; 24 - Insula Serpilor (Leucos);
25 - Nisporeni; 26 - Repeahovataja Moghila (Matusov), m. 2.

Fig. 6. Distribuirea buterolelor in forma de cap de pasare. A - tipul digorian (Faskau), B - tipul Koban, C - tipul
de tranzitie (Firminis), D - tipul pontic (Matusov). 1 - Firminis; 2 - Nisporeni; 3 - Insula Serpilor (Leucos);
4 - Repeahovataja Moghila (Matusov); 5 - Sennoe; 6 - Aleksandrovka; 7 - Surb-Haci; 8 - Staryj Krym; 9 - Vladi-
mirovskij; 10 - cetituia Pagkovskoe; 11 - Majkop; 12 - Verhnij Aul; 13 - Niznij Cegem; 14 - Faskau; 15 - Koban;
16 - Tlia; 17 - Dvani; 18 - Nacargora; 19 - Klivana; 20 - Patardzeuli; 21 - Ahmylovo.

Bponsa B U3rOTOBJICHUHA paHHeCKI/I(l)CKI/IX AKHMHAKOB

Pestome
OfHUM U3 NIPU3HAKOB, YKA3bIBAIOIIMM Ha apXau4HOCTh CKU(CKOTO KJIMHKOBOTO ODYXKU:, ABJAETCA HCIIOJIb-
30BaHUE B U3TOTOBJIEHUN aKMHAKa OPOH3BI, Yallle BCEIO B COUYETAHUU C JKeJIe30M. TeXHOJIOTHIO M3TOTOBJIEHUS
paHHecKupCKIX OUMETA/UTHIECKUX PYKOATEH BO3BOJAT K «kKUMMEPUMCKOU CXeMe», B PAMKAX KOTOPOU M3rOTaB-
JINBJINCH T. H. KUHXXaJIbl KabapAMHO-IATUTOPCKOro Tuna. CamMble MO3/JHHE U3 HUX, CKOpPee BCEro, IOKUBAIOT JI0
cepenunsl VII B. 10 H.3., I03TOMY OHU BIIOJIHE MOTYT IIPETEH/I0BaTh Ha POJIb IPOTOTUIIA CKU(CKOT0 aKUHaKa. bu-
MeTaJUTHdecKast TEXHOJIOTUA A0CcTalach CKU(PCKUM Opy>keHHUKaM B HACJIeJICTBO OT IIPeJIIecTBYIOIIeN TpaJuIui,
U TIepBBle OMMeTaIINYeCKHe aKWHAKY Tuma 'yaepMec Bo3HUKIN Ha pybeske VIII-VII BB. 7o H.5. Ha KaBkasze. B
Kapnatckom GacceiiHe Tak:ke U3BECTHBI paHHECKU(DCKIE aKWMHAKH, U3TOTOBJIEHHBIE TTOJTHOCTHIO JINOO YACTUYHO
u3 6poH3Hl, — Tina [TocMyI. DT KUHKAIBI OTHOCATCS K CJIEAYIONIEH 10 BpeMEHH TPAIUIIUKA — KeJIepMeCCKOH,
KOTOpas Takke NpoHukia B [Ipuuepaomopse u B KapnaTto-IlogHectposse ¢ KaBkasza. A tTun IlocMy1, BO3MOKHO,
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ABJIAJICA IEPEXOJHBIM 3BEHOM, COUYETABIINM TEXHOJIOTHUIO 6pOH30BOI‘O JINTbS 1 HOBYIO MOp(bOJ'IOI‘I/IIO. O resernye-
CKOH CBA3U aKMHAKOB THIIA I‘y/:[epMec nu KenepMec CBUAETEJIbCTBYET PAA IPU3HAKOB: TpeX4yaCTHaA PYKOATH B BU/IE
JABYX BaJINKOB C pOM6I/I‘-IEECKOﬁ HepeMI:I‘-IKOfI U II€TJIA Ha PYKOATH. bumerasinueckne aKkMHAKU SIBJISIOTCS po-
ZYKTOM JaJIbHEHIIIEH SBOTIOIIH KIIMHKOBOTO OPY?KHUsI TPOU3BOJICTBA «KABKA3CKOM 1abopaTopuu». MOXKHO Mpe-
IIOJIOXKHUTH, YTO KaKOE€-TO Bpe€MA OHHU COCYIIECTBYIOT C KHH>XKaJIaMH Ka6apzu/1Ho—n;1T1/1ropc1<oro THUIIa, HAIIPUMED, B
niepBoii mosioBuHe VII B. 710 H.3. [layipbHeNTIIEE pa3BUTHE CKU(CKOTO AaKIMHAKA U €T0 IIIMPOKOE PACIIPOCTPAHEHHE B
IIpryepHOMOpBbE MOIJIH CIIPOBOIMPOBATH OTKAa3 OT IPUMEHEHHUS GPOH3BI B CBA3H CO CJIOKHOCTSIMH TEXHOJIOTHH
Y, BO3MOKHO, JIOCTYIIOM K chIpblo. OftHaKO MOPGOIOrHs HOBOTO IPOJYKTa OKasaaach 0ojiee YCTOHYIMBOH, UTO
BIIOCJIE/ICTBUHY TIPUBEJIO K MOSBJIEHUIO HOBBIX TUIIOB uzzenuii. B Kapnaro-IlogyHaBse B paHHecKH(pCKOe BpeMs
IIPOUCXOJUT TBOPYECKasl IepepaboTKa IyIepMeCCKUX U KeJIepMeCCKUX Tpagunuii. B pesynbrate B TpaHcuiibBa-
HUH MOSBUJINCh KUHXKaIbl THNA [Tocmy, a B Baylaxuu — meun tuna ®epumkuie, apeaj KOTOPHIX HE BBIXOUT
3a IIpe/ieJibl PETUOHA, 1 OHU SBJIAIOTCA JIOKAUIBHOM O0COOEHHOCTHIO. AHAIM3 PACIPOCTPAHEHUS PaHHECKU(DCKUX
AKMHAKOB IIO3BOJIAET 3aKJIIOYUTDH, UYTO IPOHUKHOBEHNE KJIMHKOBOI'O OPYXUA B KapnaTo—HouyHaBbe IIpoxXoaunJIo
ABYMA OCHOBHBIMHU MapUIPDyTaMH: Ha HAYa/IbHOM 3Tall€ — I10 CeBepHOfI TpaHUIE JIECOCTEIIN B TpaHCI/IJ'HJBaHI/IIO, u
YyTh MO3/[HEE — TI0 I03KHOH, B 6aparaHcKyo CTeIb.

Cnucok uaatocmpayuii:

Puc. 1. AKuHaku ryaepMmecckoro Tuma. 1 - IToscko KocoBo; 2 - xyt. CrenHOH, KypraH; 3 - Tiu, 1. 85; 4 - XapbKOBCKUH
HCTOpPHUECKU My3eii; 5 - MacyioBka; 6 - I[IokpoBKa; 7 - Bepe3oBka «KapaysibHast ropa»; 8 - Opbsicka e Cyc;
9 - Crpemr; 10 - Byxop; 11 - Kymbynra (I'aynnat, ®ackay); 12 - JlomatuHo; 13 - My3eld I. 371aToycra; 14 -
Paiiropog, kypras 2; 15 - Illos10x0Bo, KypraH 13; 16 - Bory4apsr; 17 - I'pagrkck; 18 - JlanoTs (6yrop CTeHbKH
Pasuna) 6,113 r. KambimuHa; 19 - JIy6HuUIe; 20 - XyT. CTeskeHCKui; 21 - Mexkropbe-bapabaHoBo.

Puc. 2. Akunaku tuna ITocmyt (1-9) 1 GpOH30BbIE aKHHAKU CUOGHUPCKOTO 06J1MKa (10-13). 1 - PupMuUHHUIL; 2 - A0
«ITapk»; 3 - Ilocmyur; 4 - Tucabepuasb; 5, 7 - Mapurtieny, 1. 7; 6 - Mapuieny, 1. 4; 8 - Maputieny, 1. 6;
9 - BygemTe-®b1Hane, 11.6; 10 - KeI3p01Ty; 11 - TUMarmoska; 12 - bBopmiog; 13 - Pycckue ®@onbpBapku.

Puc. 3. Komnekes! ¢ akuHakamu tuna [loemymn: A - Byaemts-®rinane, 1. 6; B - Atox «Ilapk»; C - Mapumieny, 1.
7; D - Mapuuieny, 1. 6; E - Mapuiieny, 1. 4; F - Ilocmy.

Puc. 4. Pacipoctpanenrie GpOH30BBIX U OMMETAJUTMUECKUX AKUHAKOB. A - OPOH308ble AKUHAKU CUBUPCKO20
obauxa: 1 - Bopmion; 2 - Pycckue ®@onpBapku (Kamenen-Ilomonbekuii); 3 - TumamioBka; 4 - Kei3puity. B -
axunaxu muna I'ydepmec: 1 - Ioncko KocoBo; 2 - Op6sicka sie Cyc; 3 - Ctpemi; 4 - Patiropos; 5 - I'paaxkck;
6 - XapwkoB; 7 - boryuapsr; 8 - Crexxenckuii; 9 - ITokpoBka; 10 - MacyioBka; 11 - JlonatuHo; 12 - Bepe3oBKa;
13 - 3;aToycrt; 14 - JIanors; 15 - By:kop; 16 - Kym6yoita; 17 - CrenHoii; 18 - Tou; 19 - JIyoHwuIle; 20 - [1lo710X0B0;
21 - Mexropbse-bBapabanoBo. C - axunaxu muna IHocmyw: 1 - Tucabepnanp; 2 - @upMuHUII; 3 - AIOJ;
4 - Bynemrts-®piHane; 5 - Mapuiesy; 6 - ITocmymr.

Puc. 5. Byreposu B Buzle TOJIOBBI XHMINHOW TTUNBI. 1 - Hukauit Yerem, m. 4; 2 - HwkHuii Yerem, m. 2;
3 - Bepxuuii Ayir; 4-7 - moruibauK Packay; 8 - KiimBaHa; 9, 15 - KobaHcKuii MOTHIBHUK; 10 - Harjapropa, 1.
495; 11 - JIBaHw, 11.4; 12 - Crapimuid AXMbUIOBCKHH MOTHJIBHUK, II. 336; 13 - [latapazeynu; 14 - ®upMuHwuII;
16 - BraaiuMUpOBCKUI MOTWIBHHUK, II. 55; 17 - Maiikomn; 18 - Tuu, 1. 246; 19 - AnekcanipoBka; 20 - CeHHOe-
HexkpacoBka; 21 - [TankoBckoe ropozuiie 5; 22 - Cyp6-Xau; 23 - Crapsiii Kpbim; 24 - 0. 3meunnstii (JIeBke);
25 - HucniopeHckuii paiios; 26 - PenaxoBaras Morwia, rpo6HUIA 2.

Puc. 6. PactipocTpanenue 6yTepoJiel B BU/E TOJIOBBI XUIITHOM NTHIBL: A - duzopckuil mun (Packay), B - kobaHckuil
mun (Kobany), C - nepexodustii mun (@upmuruw), D - npuuepHomopckuit mun (Mamycos). 1 - QUpMUHUIIL;
2 - HucmopeHsl; 3 - 0. 3meunnbiii (JIeBke); 4 - PensixoBatast Morusa (MartycoB); 5 - CeHHOEe; 6 - AJIeKCaHPOBKA;
7 - Cyp6-Xau; 8 - Crapsiii KpbiM; 9 - Bj1aiuMupoBCKUN MOTHIIBHUK; 10 - [TamkoBckoe ropoauine; 11 - Madkorr;
12 - Bepxuuii ayn; 13 - Huwkauii Yerem; 14 - ®ackay; 15 - Koban; 16 - Tiwm; 17 - [IBanu; 18 - Hamapropa;
19 - KimuBana; 20 - [latapaseysuy; 21 - Crapuinii AXMBITOBCKUH MOTHJTbHUK.
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