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Abstract

Sheath-ends are poorly represented in works regarding weaponry of the Cimmerian period (10th–7th century BC), despite forming
an important component, particularly among the melee weapons of the time. There are several reasons for this neglect: until
recently, the number of known sheath-ends was quite small, thus making it impossible to speak of types, variants or cultural
affiliations; also, most of the previously published sheath-ends are spread over a large territory and were published many decades
ago. Therefore, some of them may be unknown to researchers due to the age of publications, as well as linguistic and cultural
barriers. Over the past few years, a larger number of new sheath-ends has emerged. Some of them belong to previously known
types, others are completely new. Their analysis is here conducted using the comparative method. The total number of sheath-
ends now knownmakes it possible to begin a discussion about their types, chronology and origins, which will undoubtedly develop
as new finds appear.
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Background

The Cimmerian period (10th–7th century BC) can be
considered the very first period of Ukrainian history, due
to the earliest written information (albeit scarce) regarding
the inhabitants of the north Pontic region. The sources
(primarily Herodotus in the fourth part of his Histories) tell
the legend of how people (or rather a union of several
peoples) called ‘the Cimmerians’ fell into civil war because of
the imminent threat of Scythian tribes from the east. The
survivors were later forced to depart, leaving the north
Pontic region for Scythians to conquer (Herodotus, IV).

The modern archaeological data, however, suggest a
somewhat more complex picture. By the beginning of the
Early Iron Age, the north Pontic region was indeed inhabited
by several local peoples, which I here consider as being
represented by different archaeological cultures, whose
origins can be traced deep into the Bronze Age. However
the number of finds (both of military and civilian use)
indicates extensive contacts with nomadic tribes from the
eastern steppe region long before the 7th century BC, when
the Scythian era fully began. These “proto-Scythians” — a
name suggested by V.I. Klochko for many years (V.I. Klochko

& Murzin 1987; V.I. Klochko 2009) — most likely had
integrated into Cimmerian society (at least partly), partici-
pating in several raids into central-eastern Europe (modern-
day Hungary, Romania, Moldova, Bulgaria, Poland, Austria
etc.). They also contributed to the formation of Cimmerian-
period weapons and weaponry complexes. Among these
items are the sheath-ends.

Previous work

In recent years the number of known sheath-ends has
increased dramatically — in addition to the previously
known types, three new ones have appeared. This calls for
their analysis, as well as the revision of the old finds in a
new light.

Although they are not the main subject, sheath-ends
appear in many writings dedicated to Cimmerian weaponry,
including works which are foundational to modern
Cimmerian studies (e.g. Terenozhkin 1976; Chochorowski
1993; Dudarev 1999).

In his book Kimmerijcy, Terenozhkin (1976), who wrote
about Cimmerians in Ukraine, briefly mentions several
sheath-ends which were found in Ukraine, the central
Caucasus and central Russia, as well as a single find from
Romania. However, the author pays little attention to these
artefacts, simply providing pictures and a brief description.
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One of the sheath-ends from Ukraine was even described as
part of a belt (Terenozhkin 1976, 63).

In his monograph, Chochorowski (1993) focused on the
Cimmerian invasion of central-eastern Europe and presents
three sheath-ends. Each has a different appearance, thus they
belong to three different types. One comes from the Czech
Republic, two others from Hungary. The author named each
of the types according to the place where they had been
found. However, these names now require revision, as new
finds suggest that these types did not originate in central-
eastern Europe, but were brought there from the north
Pontic region.

The article ‘Eastern objects or western imitations?’ (Szabo
et al. 2018) presents an up-to-date view of European
archaeology on the Cimmerian sheath-ends. Unlike
Chochorowski, the authors name one of the sheath-end
types after a region in the northern Caucasus, probably after
the dagger type which comes from there (Szabo et al. 2018).
However, this must be criticised, as there are currently no
known connections between the daggers and the sheath-end,
apart from a resemblance in the ornaments.

Currently, the subject of Cimmerian sheath-ends faces
two main problems: first of all, the available information is

largely outdated. Secondly, modern-day Ukraine — the core
of the Cimmerian area — remains relatively unknown to
many European archaeologists, whichmay well be the reason
for suggesting inappropriate names (e.g. Szabo et al. 2018).
The goal of this paper is therefore to introduce new finds of
sheath-ends and to create a new typology based on them.
This requires the revision of the previously known artefacts,
the incorporation of newly found ones, and themapping of all
of them.

Methods

The main method employed in this article is comparative or
analogical. Unfortunately, all of the newly discovered items
are stray finds without any archaeological context. The same
is true for some of the previously published sheath-ends.
Therefore, only the item itself is available for study, which
makes a stylistic comparative method the most suitable one.
After compiling all the known finds of Cimmerian sheath-
ends, I divide them into several types based on their general
similarities and differences. The number of sheath-ends
affiliated to some of these types is enough to further
subdivide the corpus into variants within the type, also based

Figure 1. Distribution map of known sheath-ends. Yellow: Subotiv type, large variant. 3 Sumy region (Ukraine); 4 Brno-Obřany (Czech Republic).

Orange: Subotiv type, medium variant. 1–2 Poltava region (Ukraine); 3 Caucasus (Russia); 4 Mohyliv Podilskyi (Vinnytsia region, Ukraine); 5 Kropyvnytskyi

region (Ukraine); 6 Subotiv (Cherkasy region, Ukraine); 7 Huly (Kyiv region, Ukraine). Red: Subotiv type, small variant. 1 Kropyvnytsky region (Ukraine); 2

Luhansk region (Ukraine); 3–5 Lviv region (Ukraine); 6 Chernihiv region (Ukraine); 7 Zandak cemetery (Caucasus); 8 Serzhen-Yurt cemetery (Caucasus,

Russia); 9 Unknown (Dagestan); 10 Echkyvash cemetery (Caucasus, Russia); 11 Psekup cemetery (Caucasus, Russia); 12 Hermenchyk village (Kabardino-

Balkaria, Russia); 13 Kharkiv region (Ukraine). Blue: Dunakomlod type. 1 Kharkiv region (Ukraine); 2 Akhmylovo (Russia); 3 Dunakomlod (Hungary); 4

Unknown (Croatia); 5 Talne (Cherkasy region, Ukraine); 6 Bila Tserkva (Kyiv region, Ukraine).Green: Novomyrgorod type. 1 Novomyrgorod (Ukraine); 2

Ugra (Romania); 3 Akhmylovo (Russia); 4 Kakasd (Hungary); 5 Biharugra (Hungary). Violet: Ring-edged type. 1 Khmelnytskyi region (Ukraine); 2 Vinnytsia

region (Ukraine); 3 Cherkasy region (Ukraine). Gray: Spiral-ornament type. 1 Chernihiv region (Ukraine); 2 Summy region (Ukraine); 3 Dnipro region

(Ukraine); 4 Vinnytsia region (Ukraine); 5 Lviv region (Ukraine); 6–8 Poltava region (Ukraine); 9 Myrgorod (Poltava region, Ukraine). White: Triangular-
ornament type. 1 Lviv region (Ukraine); 2 Suvorovo (Ukraine); 3 Kamianets-Podilskyi (Ukraine); 4 Artand (Hungary); 5 Murgesti (Romania).
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on their similarities and differences: size, specifics of the
ornamentation etc.

The ornamentation itself is another subject of my
analysis. By comparing it to the pictures on non-military
items (mainly jewellery) it is possible to attribute the sheath-
ends to certain archaeological cultures (which are here
interpreted as representing groups of people) which resided
in the north Pontic region. Different depictions of a given
ornament on different sheath-ends can suggest which of the
items were created first and which were later imitations,
crafted as a result of exchange and trading. In addition to the

division into types and variants (where possible), items are
mapped to show the distribution of different types and
variants throughout eastern Europe (Figure 1).

Figure 2. Subotiv type sheath-ends: large (A), medium (B) and small

(C) variants. A: 1–2 Unknown (Ukraine); 3 Summy region (Ukraine);

4 Brno-Obrany (Czech Republic) (Chochorowsky 1993, fig. 13.3). B: 1–2
Poltava region (Ukraine); 3 Unknown (Caucasus, Russia); 4 Mohyliv

Podilskyi (Vinnytsia region, Ukraine); 5 Kropyvnytsky region (Ukraine);

6 Subotiv (Cherkasy region, Ukraine) (Terenozhkin 1976, fig. 50.4); 7 Huly

(Kyiv region, Ukraine) (Terenozhkin 1976, fig. 37.5); 8 Museum of Ukrainian

Arms and Armory (Brovary, Kyiv region, Ukraine). C: 1 Kropyvnytsky

region (Ukraine); 2 Luhansk region (Ukraine); 3–5 Lviv region (Ukraine);

6 Chernihiv region (Ukraine); 7 Zandak cemetery (Caucasus) (Dudarev

1999, fig. 168); 8 Serzhen-Yurt cemetery (Caucasus, Russia) (Terenozhkin

1976, fig. 68.7); 9 Unknown (Dagestan) (Metzner-Nebelsick 2001, fig. 11);

10 Echkyvash cemetery (Caucasus, Russia) (Terenozhkin 1976, fig. 69.6);

11 Psekup cemetery (Caucasus, Russia) (Dudarev 1999, fig. 63);

12 Hermenchyk village (Kabardino-Balkaria, Russia) (Dudarev 1999, fig.

154.14); 13 Kharkiv region (Ukraine); 14 Museum of Ukrainian Arms and

Armory (Brovary, Kyiv region, Ukraine).

Figure 3. Sheath-ends of Dunakomlod (A), Novomyrgorod (B), ring-

edge (C), spiral-ornament (D), and triangular-ornament (E) types. A:
1 Kharkiv region (Ukraine); 2 Akhmylovo (Russia) (Szabo et al. 2018,
fig. 5.7); 3 Dunakomlod (Hungary) (Chochorowsky 1993, fig. 13.2);

4 Unknown (Croatia) (Metzner-Nebelsick 2002, pl. 97.13); 5 Talne

(Cherkasy region, Ukraine); 6 Bila Tserkva (Kyiv region, Ukraine). B:
1 Novomyrgorod (Ukraine); 2. Ugra (Romania) (Terenozhkin 1976, fig.

95.2); 3 Akhmylovo (Russia) (Terenozhkin 1976, fig. 95.1); 4 Kakasd

(Hungary) (Chochorowsky 1993, fig. 13.1); 5 Biharugra (Hungary)

(Metzner-Nebelsick 2002, pl. 135.8).C: 1 Khmelnytskyi region (Ukraine); 2

Vinnytsia region (Ukraine); 3 Cherkasy region (Ukraine). D:
1 Chernihiv region (Ukraine); 2 Summy region (Ukraine); 3 Dnipro region

(Ukraine); 4 Vinnytsia region (Ukraine); 5 Lviv region (Ukraine); 6–8 Poltava

region (Ukraine); 9 Myrgorod (Poltava region, Ukraine). E: 1 Lviv region

(Ukraine); 2 Suvorovo (Ukraine) (Terenozhkin 1976, fig. 32.1); 3 Kamianets-

Podilskyi (Ukraine); 4 Artand (Hungary) (Szabo et al. 2018, fig. 5.11);
5 Murgesti (Romania) (Szabo et al. 2018, fig. 5.10).
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Results

Currently there are six clearly distinguishable types of
Cimmerian sheath-ends. Some of them were previously
known, while others are being introduced for the first time
in this article. The former include the Brno-Obrany type
(or Subotiv type, which is a more suitable name for
reasons explained below) (Figure 2), the Dunakomlod
type (Figure 3 A), and the Kakasd (or Novomyrgorod) type
(Figure 3 B). Newly identified types are the ring-edge
type (Figure 3 C), the spiral-ornament type (Figure 3 D), and
the triangular-ornament type (Figure 3 E). The number of
Subotiv type finds allows us to distinguish three variants:
large (c. 10–13 cm long) (Figure 2 A), medium (c. 6–9 cm
long) (Figure 2 B), and small (c. 3–4 cm long) (Figure 2 C). Not
only are the items of Subotiv type spread over a large area
(from central-eastern Europe to the northern Caucasus), but
they were also used over some duration, as indicated by
the finds from the Subotiv settlement (Figure 5.1), an
unspecified location in the northern Caucasus (Figure 5.5),
the Echkyvash cemetery (Figure 5.8) and the Kropyvnytsky
region (Figure 5.9). These sheath-ends were found with
weapons of different variants and stages of bimetallic
weaponry: in the first two cases bimetallic longswords, in
the Echkyvash cemetery a developed variant of bimetallic
daggers (with bent, sharp-edged cross-guard), and in the
Kropyvnytsky region with a dagger of Kabardino-Pyatigorsk
type, which evolved from the cross-shaped handle type of
bimetallic weaponry.

Currently, there are 26 finds of Subotiv type (four large,
eight medium and 14 small ones), six of Dunakomlod type,

five of Novomyrgorod type, three of the ring-edge type, nine
of the spiral-ornament type, and five of the triangular-
ornament type. Nineteen sheath-ends were previously
published, while the rest are new finds. The analysis of sizes
reveals an interesting (though imperfect) pattern: the length
of sheath-ends decreases from west to east. In central-
eastern Europe mostly large items were found, in the
Caucasus mostly small ones. In the north Pontic region,
however, this pattern breaks down: long sheath-ends are
found mostly to the east of the Dnipro river.

Discussion

As the different types of Cimmerian sheath-ends have not
previously been systematically studied, there is a problem
with different naming systems in different works. As already
mentioned, Chochorowski (1993) names three types found
in central-eastern Europe after the places where they
were first discovered: Brno-Obrany (Czech Republic)
(Figure 2 A.3), Dunakomlod (Figure 3 A.2), and Kakasd
(Hungary) (Figure 3 B.4). Recently the latter type received an
alternative name, which is even more inappropriate (see
above). Therefore, new names are suggested in this article.
Firstly, the Brno-Obrany type should be called the Subotiv
type, after the eponymous hillfort (Cherkasy region, Ukraine)
where a Cimmerian longsword with a sheath-end of this type
has been found (Figure 5.1). This sword is considered one of
the most famous finds of the Cimmerian period in Ukraine. In
addition, most of the sheath-ends which belong to the type

Figure 4. Examples of spiral and triangular decoration on Late Bronze Age to Early Iron Age items. A: 1 Subotiv hillfort (Hershkovich 2016, fig. E4);

2 Hordiivsky cemetery, mound 16 (Berezanska et al. 2011, figs 29–30). B: Hordiivsky cemetery, kurgan 31 (Berezanska et al. 2011, fig. 58.5). C: Unknown

(Dagestan) (Metzner-Nebelsick 2001, fig. 11). D: Kyiv historical museum (Ukraine) (Terenozhkin 1976, fig. 47). E: Stepantsi (Cherkasy region, Ukraine)
(Terenozhkin 1976, fig. 42).
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are found in modern-day Ukraine, which also calls for a
Ukrainian name.

Secondly, a sheath-end of the Kakasd type was recently
found in Novomyrgorod (Kropyvnytsky region, Ukraine)
(Figure 3 C.1), along with a bimetallic dagger with cross-
shaped handle. Such daggers were widespread in the north
Pontic region during the Cimmerian period. This indicates
that this type of sheath-ends might also have originated in
what is now Ukraine, and thus a name associated with
Ukraine seems pertinent.

The origins of the other types pose no less interesting
questions. Three other sheath-ends, similar to the find from
Dunakomlod, come from the Kharkiv region (Ukraine)
(Figure 3 A.1), from Croatia (exact location unknown)
(Figure 3 A.4) and from Akhmylovo (western Russia)
(Figure 3 A.2). The first example is the smallest and could
be the earliest. The third item could have been brought there
as a trophy. The item from Croatia is the only known iron
sheath-end of the Cimmerian period. This puts this artefact
later than the ones from Hungary and Russia. A sheath-end
similar to the find from Croatia was found in the Cherkasy
region (Figure 3 A.5). It greatly resembles the shape of the
Dunakomlod type in general, but has two major differences:

first, its surface is covered in multiple tiny blisters; second,
much like the sheath-end from Croatia, it is not cast in a
mould, but made by collapsing the metal into a cone shape—
in both cases this is indicated by the appearances of the inner
sides of the sheath-ends. An item of somewhat different
shape, but with similar blisters and crafted using the same
technology was found in the Kyiv region (Figure 3 A.6). The
small number of such finds complicates their interpretation.
For now we can only speculate that the sheath-ends from the
Cherkasy and Kyiv regions could represent one of the late
variants of the Dunakomlod type, similar to the find from
Croatia, or, perhaps, its bronze imitations.

The ring-edge type is represented by three finds from
three neighbouring Ukrainian regions: Khmelnytskyi,
Vinnytsia, and Cherkasy. The circle on the edge of each
sheath-end is unique. The spatial clustering of all three might
indicate that the type is a local tradition, while different
ornamentation represents different, but culturally close
groups.

The origin of two other types— the spiral-ornament and
the triangular-ornament type— can be determined via their
ornamentation. The decoration of the former has the shape
of two connected spirals, placed next to each other. Such

Figure 5. Sheath-ends associated with weapons.

1 Subotiv (Cherkasy region, Ukraine)

(Terenozhkin 1976, fig. 50.4); 2 Unknown

(Dagestan) (Metzner-Nebelsick 2001, fig. 11);

3 Zandak cemetery (Caucasus, Russia) (Dudarev

1999, fig. 168); 4 Serzhen-Yurt cemetery

(Caucasus, Russia) (Terenozhkin 1976, fig. 68.7);

5 Unknown (Caucasus, Russia); 6 Kizburun-1

(Caucasus, Russia) (Dudarev 1999, fig. 15a);

7 Brno-Obrany (Czech Republic) (Chochorowsky

1993, fig. 13.3); 8 Echkyvash cemetery (Caucasus)

(Terenozhkin 1976, fig. 69.6); 9 Kropyvnytsky

region (Ukraine); 10 Novomyrgorod (Ukraine);

11 Dnipro region (Ukraine).
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ornaments are quite common in the Chornolissia culture, the
earliest finds come from the Final Bronze Age graves of the
Hordiivsky cemetery. Another, more similar, example of this
kind of ornament is seen on the bracelet from the Subotiv
settlement (Figure 4 A.1). This means that the spiral-
ornament type represents a local tradition and culture.

Ornamentation in the form of several triangles is also
found on the item from one of the burials in the Hordiivsky
cemetery (Figure 4 B). Similar (though rectangular) orna-
ments are also present on the handle of a dagger which
continues the tradition of the Late Bronze Age Bilozerska
culture swords (Figure 4 D). Both triangular and rectangular
ornamentation is also seen on the bronze handle of the Late
Bronze Age post-Talysh type dagger (D. Klochko 2024)
(Figure 4 E). All of this supports the idea that this type also
originates in the north Pontic region. The set of triangles is
also seen on a Subotiv-type sheath-end and piece of scabbard
on a classic Cimmerian dagger found in Dagestan. However
the context of this find is more questionable than for the
items discovered in Ukraine. Interestingly, the form of the
ornament on sheath-ends from Ukraine differs from that on
the finds from Romania and Hungary, both in shape and
location of the triangles. Since the ornamentation on the
former is closer to the finds from the Hordiivsky cemetery, it
can be suggested that sheath-ends from Romania and
Hungary are imitations of examples brought by the
Cimmerians from the north Pontic region.

Conclusions

The recent finds of sheath-ends extend our knowledge about
this kind of weaponry. We can now divide the Brno-Obrany
type (or Subotiv type) into three variants (large, medium and
small) in respect to the size of the items. Also, several new
types can be defined based on some of the newly found
artefacts: the ring-edge type, the spiral-ornament type, and
the triangular-ornament type. Various indications strongly
suggest that most of the Cimmerian sheath-end types
originate in the north Pontic region: most of the Subotiv
type artefacts of different variants were found in Ukraine; the
Kakasd type sheath-end was found in Ukraine along with a
dagger of a type also mostly found in this area; and the

decoration on the sheath-ends of spiral-ornament and
triangular-ornament types continues the local tradition of
the Chornolissia culture of the Final Bronze Age.
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RESUMÉE

Extrémités de fourreaux d’Europe de l’Est à la fin de l’âge du
Bronze et au début de l’âge du Fer ancien
Les extrémités de fourreaux sont peu représentées dans les

travaux sur l’armement de la période cimmérienne (Xe–VIIe
siècle av. J.-C.), malgré leur importance, notamment parmi les
armes de mêlée de l’époque. Plusieurs raisons expliquent cette
négligence : jusqu’à récemment, le nombre d’extrémités de
fourreaux connues était assez réduit, rendant impossible toute
typologie, variante ou affiliation culturelle ; de plus, la plupart
des extrémités de fourreaux précédemment publiées sont
disséminées sur un vaste territoire et ont été publiées il y a
plusieurs décennies. Par conséquent, certaines peuvent être
méconnues des chercheurs en raison de l’ancienneté des
publications, ainsi que de barrières linguistiques et culturelles.
Ces dernières années, un nombre plus important de nouvelles
extrémités de fourreaux est apparu. Certaines appartiennent à
des types déjà connus, d’autres sont complètement nouvelles.
Leur analyse est menée ici par la méthode comparative. Le
nombre total d’extrémités de fourreaux désormais connu
permet d’entamer une discussion sur leurs types, leur
chronologie et leurs origines, qui se développera sans aucun
doute au fur et à mesure des nouvelles découvertes.

Mots-clés: extrémités de fourreaux; Cimmériens; région
pontique nord; âge du Bronze; âge du Fer ancien; armement

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Osteuropäische Scheidenenden der späten Bronze- und
frühen Eisenzeit
Scheidenenden werden in Arbeiten zu den Waffen aus der

Zeit der Kimmerer (10.–7. Jahrhundert v. Chr.) kaum
berücksichtigt, obwohl sie einen wichtigen Bestandteil insbe-
sondere der Nahkampfwaffen dieser Zeit darstellen. Für diese
Vernachlässigung gibt es mehrere Gründe: Bis vor kurzem war
die Anzahl der bekannten Scheidenenden recht gering, sodass
es unmöglich war, von Typen, Varianten oder kulturellen
Zugehörigkeiten zu sprechen; außerdem sind die meisten der
bisher veröffentlichten Scheidenenden über ein großes Gebiet
verbreitet und wurden vor vielen Jahrzehnten veröffentlicht.
Daher sind einige von ihnen der Forschung aufgrund des Alters

der Veröffentlichungen sowie sprachlicher und kultureller
Barrieren möglicherweise unbekannt. In den letzten Jahren ist
eine größere Anzahl neuer Scheidenenden bekannt geworden.
Einige davon gehören zu bereits bekannten Typen, andere sind
völlig neu. Ihre Analyse erfolgt hier anhand der vergleichenden
Methode. Die Gesamtzahl der heute bekannten Scheidenenden
ermöglicht es, eine Diskussion über ihre Typen, Chronologie
und Herkunft zu beginnen, die sich mit neuen Funden
zweifellos weiterentwickeln wird.

Schlagwörter: Scheidenenden; Kimmerer; Nordpontische
Region; Bronzezeit; frühe Eisenzeit; Waffen

RESUMEN

Las conteras en el este de Europa durante el Bronce final y el
inicio de la Edad del Hierro
Las conteras están poco representadas en los trabajos

relacionados con el armamento del período cimerio (siglos X–
VII a.C.) a pesar de constituir un componente importante entre
las armas de combate cuerpo a cuerpo de la época. Existen
varias razones para esta desatención: hasta ahora el número de
conteras conocidas era muy reducido, lo que impedía hablar de
tipos, variantes o adscripciones culturales; además, la mayor
parte de estos terminales fueron publicados hace décadas y
están dispersos en un amplio territorio. Por ello, dada la
antigüedad de las publicaciones y las barreras lingüísticas y
culturales, algunas de ellas podrían ser desconocidas para los
investigadores. En los últimos años, se ha documentado un
mayor número de estas conteras. Algunos de ellas pertenecen a
tipos previamente conocidos, mientras que otras son com-
pletamente nuevas. Se presenta su análisis a través de un
método comparativo. El número de total de conteras en la
actualidad hace posible iniciar una discusión sobre sus tipos,
cronología y orígenes, lo que indudablemente se implementará
a medida que se produzcan nuevos hallazgos.

Palabras-clave: conteras; Cimerios; región póntica
septentrional; Edad del Bronce; inicios de la Edad del Hierro;
armamento
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