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Introduction

The dynamics of development of settlements sur-
rounded by artificial fortifications in Bronze Age in 
the territory of present-day Poland reflects a general 
trend that is visible in other regions of Europe. The 
first period when relatively few fortified settlements 
were built was the first half of the 2nd millennium 
BC. However, intensification of the phenomenon of 
erecting fortifications around settlements can only 
be noticed with the development of the Urnfield 
cultural complex. This process concerned mainly 
the western, northern and southern local groups 
of the Lusatian culture in today’s Poland. The be-
ginning of the process of establishing fortified set-
tlements of the Lusatian culture in the territory of 
Poland cannot be determined precisely. Therefore, 
a general timeframe of this phenomenon must be 
adopted, ranging from Bronze Age D to the turn of 
Hallstatt D and La Tène A.1 In this period, numer-
ous settlements enclosed by artificial fortifications 
were built in the aforementioned areas. From the 
perspective of their location in a specific landscape, 
their scale, the inner layout, the size and type of for-
tification, as well as probably their initial functions, 
fortified settlements in the Late Bronze Age and the 
Early Iron Age are very heterogeneous in character, 
and in addition have very different statuses of ar-
chaeological investigation.2

The older developmental stage of fortified set-
tlements in the territory of present-day Poland 
is characterised by a significantly low number of 
sources material. The sites identified until now form 
a small group of settlements, clearly connected  
with two cultural traditions. Four settlements 
which have been discovered in Greater Poland and 
Silesia so far should be linked with the development 
of local groups of the Únětice culture. The fortified 
character and the Early Bronze Age chronology 

1 Puziuk 2010, 6.
2 Niesiołowska-Wędzka 1974; Janiak 2003; Puziuk 

2010.

Mateusz Jaeger 

Fortified Settlements of the Early Bronze Age in Poland

of two other sites in Greater Poland (Sło panowo,  
Pudliszki), as proposed in older litera ture on 
the subject, have been verified negatively.3 In 
south-eastern Poland, in the Polish part of the 
Western Carpathians, there are three known sites, 
which were the result of the northern development 
of settlement of the Otomani-Füzesabony culture, 
as well as the development of local communities 
of the Mierzanowice culture. Both groups of Early 
Bronze Age fortified settlements will be discussed 
separately here, taking into consideration the avail - 
able information concerning their inner layout, 
form of fortifications and chronology. Thus collected  
information will also serve an attempt to locate 
the fortified settlements discussed in wider con-
texts regarding the roles which are most frequently  
assigned to the settlements of this kind. These 
sites are readily referred to as centres of exchange, 
trade and crafts. They are regarded as evidence of 
a dynamic hierarchy in communities of the Early 
Bronze Age. Finally, they are also frequently linked 
with military and defensive significance and func-
tions. However, specific sources are not always con-
sidered in this regard; the claims are much more 
frequently based on general knowledge, which in 
many cases may be inconsistent with specific ex-
amples of fortified settlements.

Fortified Settlements in Greater Poland 
and Silesia

As mentioned above, only four examples of forti-
fied settlements, the establishment and function 
of which can be connected with the development 
of Únětice culture settlements in Greater Poland 
(Bruszczewo) and Silesia (Radłowice, Nowa Ce-
rekwia, Jędrychowice), have been investigated so 
far (Fig. 1). While the cultural and chronological 
attribution of the sites of Bruszczewo and Radło-
wice has never raised any doubts, the settlements  

3 Jaeger 2010a.
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in Jędrychowice and Nowa Cerekwia, for several 
decades basing on the initial excavations and publi-
cations, have been linked to a local group referred to 
as the “Nowa Cerekwia group”. This group was un-
derstood as a characteristic combination of Únětice 
and Mad’arovce/Věteřov features and regarded as an 
element of the larger Mad’arovce-Věteřov-Böheim-
kirchen cultural complex.4 The establishment of 
fortified settlements was supposedly the effect of an 
external cultural impact (also understood as popu-
lation migrations).5 At present, in light of radiocar-
bon dating and re-analysis of pottery stylistic, these 
sites have been linked with the local development 
of Únětice culture communities.6

4 Gedl 1964, 51; 1985.
5 Niesiołowska-Wędzka 1980, 35.
6 Molak 2008; 2010.

Inner Layout

In the case of Únětice settlements in the terri tory 
of present-day Poland, most information con-
cerning the inner layout was definitively obtained 
from research on the settlements in Bruszczewo 
and Radłowice. The site in Bruszczewo has been 
an arable field for decades. Long years of plough-
ing, including particularly deep and destructive 
steam-engine ploughing in the 19th century and 
other agrotechnical measures resulted in great de-
struction of strata from the Early Bronze Age. The 
magnitude of this problem may be illustrated by 
the fact that only in one trench (47/05) a cultural 
layer linked to the Únětice settlement has survived 
in fragments.7 Next to contemporary destructive 

7 Czebreszuk/Suchowska 2010, 545 Fig. 2.

Fig. 1 Distribution of Early Bronze Age Fortified Settlements in Poland (graphics by M. Stróżyk)
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processes, some elements of the Early Bronze Age 
settlement must have been destroyed during the 
younger phases of the site’s use. 

In consequence, little data is available on the 
inner layout of the Bruszczewo settlement.8 What 
was nevertheless recorded is a large number of 

8 Müller/Kneisel 2010, 762.

storage pits and postholes (Fig. 2).9 In addition, 
excavations and geomagnetic investigations sup-
port the view that between the most densely settled 
part of the settlement and the fortifications there 
was an empty space of ca. 20 meters in width.10 

9 Czebreszuk et al. 2004a, 73; Kneisel 2010, 94 Fig. 1.
10 Czebreszuk et al. 2004a, 73.

Fig. 2 Bruszczewo. Plan of the settlement with excavated elements of the inner layout and fortifications: 1 ditch; 2 palisades; 3–4 fas-
cines; 5 wooden wall; 6 pits; 7 excavated area; 8 houses in wet area; 9 probable course of Early Bronze Age ditch (after Jaeger 2016a)
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Certainly, some of the postholes must be relics of 
Early Bronze Age post houses. What is not certain, 
however, is their chronology. For the most part, 
these features lack any archaeological artefacts 
that would allow researchers to attribute them 
to a specific period of Bruszczewo’s habitation.11 
The arrangement of the postholes revealed in the 
course of excavations is insufficient to reconstruct 
unequivocally the remains of huts. Quite possibly, 
some postholes that are regularly arranged along 
an East-West axis are relics of Early Bronze Age 
structures.12 How the huts looked we can presume 
only indirectly by relying on information from 
other sites with a similar chronology.

In the case of sites located in Poland, our 
knowledge is extremely modest due to the absence 
of large-scale planned excavations.13 The majority 
of Early Bronze Age settlements was only partially 
investigated, often as part of excavations of multi-
cultural sites. They yielded above all discoveries 
of different types of pits and postholes. In several 
cases, features of exceptionally large size were in-
terpreted as the remains of dwelling structures – 
“semi-dugouts”.14 Post huts were small structures 

11 Czebreszuk et al. 2004a, 74.
12 Czebreszuk et al. 2004a, 74 Fig. 28.
13 Sarnowska 1969, 16; Butent-Stefaniak 1997, 166–171; 

Lasak 2001, 249–253.
14 Sarnowska 1969, 14; Butent-Stefaniak 1997, 167.

measuring from 9 to 25 m2 and may have had a 
similar form like hut remains known from Ger-
many and Moravia, about which more is known.15 
In Moravia, four types of post houses occurring in 
Early Bronze Age settlements were distinguished: 
small above-ground houses, houses sunk into the 
ground, hall houses and circular ones.16 At the site 
of Bruszczewo, a circular arrangement of postholes 
within a relatively small area, which is typical of 
houses built on a circular plan, was not found in 
any of the investigated settlement parts (see Ve-
lešovice).17 Neither are there any regularly spaced 
postholes, typical of hall structures (see Šumice).18 
It can be tentatively assumed that instead small 
above-ground post houses provided shelter to the 
settlement’s inhabitants. Such structures are known 
from many Únětice culture sites in Moravia (e.g. 
Sedlec, Holubice, Moravská Nová Ves).19

Next to postholes, the mineral soils in Bruszcze-
wo settlement yielded a single feature which is 
probably the relic of a house built sunken into the 
ground. Feature 78, only partially explored, was 

15 Stuchlík 2000, 221–229; Schefzik 2006, 154–155 Figs. 
11–12.

16 Stuchlík 2000.
17 Stuchlík 2000, 237 Fig. 13.
18 Stuchlík/Stuchlíková 1999, 178 Fig. 8 (Eching/Öberau 

type); Schefzik 2006, 140 Fig. 1.
19 Stuchlík 2000, 224–226 Figs. 3–6.

Fig. 3 Bruszczewo. Hypothetical reconstruction of building (feature no. 78) (after Stróżyk 2015)
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trapezoidal in shape, measured 4.4 m in length 
and 2.4 to approx. 4 m in width, and had a stone 
hearth.20 Dwelling features partially sunk into the 
ground are known from other Únětice culture set-
tlements.21 However, feature 78 differs significantly 
from huts described by these quoted authors: in 
both Radłowice and Moravian Budkovice, post-
holes were recorded with structural elements of 
houses.22 Moreover, feature 29 in Radłowice yield-
ed daub fragments bearing twig impressions, show-
ing the way in which the walls had been built.23 By 
contrast, in Bruszczewo no postholes were found 
that related to feature 78. Perhaps an explanation 
should be sought in another type of structure used 
to build the house (log structure?) (Fig. 3).24

Owing to the specific conditions prevailing in 
Bruszczewo’s peat layers, which fostered the pres-
ervation of organic materials, numerous elements 
of wooden architecture survived at the site. Aside 
from two fascines and a wooden wall in the oxy-
gen-free environment, discoveries were made of 
fragments of structural elements of buildings, 
possibly of dwelling character. Excavation of peat 
layers calls for a specific methodology. One of its 
more important precepts is that the trench size be 

20 Czebreszuk et al. 2004a, 75 Fig. 29.
21 Lasak 1988, 48; Stuchlík 2000, 235–236.
22 Lasak 1988, 48; Stuchlík 2000, 236 Fig. 12.
23 Lasak 1988, 48.
24 Stróżyk 2015, 393.

kept rather small.25 For this reason, the structur-
al elements of houses described below, situated at 
the shoreline of the original lake, have been ex-
plored only in part. In total, fragmentary elements 
of four wooden structures were discovered and 
interpreted as the remains of huts.

The first structure was unearthed in trench 30. 
It was situated west of an inner wattle and consisted  
of a cluster of 26 piles, which had been halved. 
The structure was accompanied by the remains of 
a hearth.26 A second structure in trench 31 could 
be seen in the geomagnetic plan as a roughly rec-
tangular anomaly.27 Located north of the afore- 
described structure, its elements were uncovered  
si multaneously in two quadrats (5 and 7).28 These 
were two perpendicular and two longitudinal 
beams. The end of one of the beams was secured 
with large stones. An unusual detail could be re-
corded in this structure: namely, one of the beams 
was placed on piles which were mortised in pur-
pose-made openings in the beam (Fig. 4).29 Noted  
between the beams were birch bark, clay and twigs, 
which must have been the remains of a floor.30 
West of the first structure in trench 30, in the  

25 Kneisel 2010, 140.
26 Kneisel et al. 2008, 157. 162; Kneisel 2010, 104.
27 Ducke/Müller 2004, 63 Fig. 23.
28 Kneisel 2010, 115 Fig. 24.
29 Kneisel 2010, 118 Fig. 32.
30 Kneisel et al. 2008, 162; Kneisel 2010, 126.

Fig. 4 Bruszczewo. Construction detail of possible hut no. 2 remains (after Kneisel et al. 2008)
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area between the mineral soils and peat zones of 
the site, the poorly preserved remains of a third 
structure were unearthed. What was left included 
a single massive post, a large number of postholes 
with a small-diameter, and the so-called “shadows” 
left behind by the wood that had rotted away in 
the mineral layer.31 The remains of the last (fourth) 
house were discovered in trench 52 (quadrat 11), 
located on the slope of the promontory and joining 
both zones of the site. Only part of the house was 
explored including the remains of a collapsed wall 
in the form of layers of burnt and unburnt clay.32 
Found close to the house was a large deposit of 
charred grain.33 Additionally, quadrat 8 in trench 31  
yielded a characteristic concentration of small 
twigs. It is quite probable that these are remains of 
a destroyed wattle wall or fence.34

While discussing the inner layout of the settle-
ment, it is worth noting that the only grave discov-
ered in Bruszczewo until now was located a short 
distance from the above structures. Uncovered in 
quadrat 2 was the grave of a male wrapped in a 
willow twig mat.35 The current knowledge about 
the layout in this part of the site suggests that here 
we are dealing with a burial within the settlement 
bounds. In Poland, we know of examples of the 
co-occurrence of graves and economic features of 
Únětice culture sites (e.g. Wrocław-Oporów, Do-
masław).36 This way of burying the deceased – by 
placing them in graves dug in an inhabited area 
or in utility pits – is not an exception in Únětice 
communities. Numerous burials within settle-
ments are known from other areas of intense set-
tlement of this culture (Germany and Czech Re-
public). In the territory of present-day Germany, 
their high share (25%) among all known Únětice 
burials demonstrates that it was one of the ways of 
treating the bodies of deceased persons.37 The fre-
quently noted human burials in storage pits and 
in proper graves in the area of settlements in the 
territory of present-day Czech Republic should be 
interpreted similarly.38

31 Kneisel et al. 2008, 163.
32 Kneisel 2010, 137–138 Fig. 64.
33 Kneisel et al. 2008, 163.
34 Kneisel et al. 2008, 162 Fig. 6; Kneisel 2010, 128–130 

Fig. 51.
35 Jaeger 2012a.
36 Sarnowska 1969, 226; Butent-Stefaniak 1997, 169–170.
37 Knipper et al. 2015.
38 Langová/Danielisová 2013.

Summing up, it is quite clear that the state of 
preservation of the mineral soils in Bruszczewo 
settlement largely prevents any reconstruction of 
houses. Nevertheless, it can be tentatively assumed 
that mainly small post huts were built within the 
settlement bounds. In one case, there is evidence 
for another type of structure: a hut partially sunk 
into the ground, possibly built of logs. Fortunately, 
specific data were supplied by the peat zone of the 
site. Relying on them, it can now be claimed with 
certainty that buildings stood along the shoreline 
of the original lake, some of which were dwelling 
structures.

In case of the settlement in Radłowice, the 
excavation research covered an area of approx. 
1000 m2. As a result, numerous remains of internal 
structures within the settlements were recorded. 
These included: five semi-dugouts, remains of at 
least nine above-ground houses, post houses, more 
than 100 postholes (partly connected with the re-
constructed buildings) and more than 200 holes 
– remains of different kinds of unspecified timber 
structures.39 All buildings were located in close 
proximity of each other, oriented with the longer 
axis on North-East-South-West or North-West-
South-East line. The preserved buildings probably 
demonstrate various stages of Early Bronze Age 
structures; however, the unambiguous superposi-
tion of two outlines of post huts, oriented in differ-
ent directions, was recorded only in one case (H/1 
and I/2 buildings) (Fig. 5). Some of the unearthed 
buildings probably had walls reinforced with clay, 
which is evidenced by the fragments of pluggings 
with imprints of timber structural components.40 
Two groups of different sizes were distinguished 
among the structures sunk into the ground. The 
group of larger structures includes semi-dugouts 
from 4 to 8 m in length and up to 5 m in width. 
Their approximate outline was elongated oval, and 
they were sunk into the ground at 0.25-0.30 m on 
the average (maximum depth 0.50 m). In a num-
ber of structures of this type, in their lower parts, 
additional small pits were discovered, which were 
probably used for storage.41 Smaller underground 
structures, probably having various economic 
functions, were usually up to 2 m in length and 
from 0.50 m to 1.50 m in length, and their out-
lines were approximately oval or rectangular with 

39 Lasak 1993, 71; Lasak/Furmanek 2008, 125.
40 Lasak 1993, 73.
41 Lasak 1993, 72–73.
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rounded corners. They were sunk into the ground 
at approx. 0.30 to 0.40 m on the average. A few of 
these structures were accompanied by posthole 
pits, some located on their edges, suggesting the 
initial existence of an unidentified roof truss. In 
the case of the post houses, two of them (i.e. the 
above-mentioned structures in superposition) 
were fully unearthed. Both were similar in form 
(approx. rectangular) and size. The surface marked 
with the system of posthole pits amounted to  
approx. 9 to 9.50 m2. The larger post houses, with 
the estimated surface of approx. 25–28 m2, were not 
fully examined (e.g. buildings E and B).42 Among 
the unearthed remains of buildings in Radłowice, 
a specific planned manner of space development 
cannot be recognised. It appears that the order and 
type of buildings was merely a consequence of the 
space available at a particular moment and the size.

42 Lasak 1993, 70. 73 Fig. 2.

We have much less information concerning 
the inner layout with reference to the settlements 
in Jędrychowice and Nowa Cerekwia. Both sites 
were investigated to a limited extent, partly dur-
ing the rescue excavations. In Jędrychowice, no 
remains of buildings, but only numerous utility 
pits were recorded within the excavated area (Fig. 
6). In the case of Nowa Cerekwia, we have cer-
tain information indicating a specific manner of 
planning the settlement structure and concerning 
the type of dwelling structures (Fig. 7). The settle-
ment was surrounded by two ditches (see below). 
Twenty structures were discovered within the area 
surrounded by the ditches; however, only four of 
them were examined during excavation. Two of 
them were underground structures, interpreted by 
the researchers as the remains of “dwelling pits”.43 
This function of the structures was apparently evi-
denced by a very rich inventory of finds, e.g. in the 

43 Kunawicz-Kosińska 1985, 114 Fig. 5.

Fig. 5 Radłowice. Distribution of Early Bronze Age features across the settlement: 1–2 remains of buildings; 3 postholes; 4 ditch 
(after Lasak 1993)



272 Mateusz Jaeger 

Fig. 6 Jędrychowice. General plan of the site with location of archaeological trench (a) and sondages (b) 
(after Chochorowski 1985; LiDAR data source www.geoportal.gov.pl) 

form of a large collection of fragments of pottery, 
several grinding stones, a quern, a grinder and the 
clay end of a bellows’ nozzle.44 No further remains 
of buildings or structures similar to the above-de-
scribed underground structures were discovered in 
the area surrounded by the larger ditch. However, it 
was only in this part of the site that pits with bone 
tools were recorded, as well as almost complete 

44 Kunawicz-Kosińska 1985, 116.

skeletons of wild animals (European hare, vole, red 
fox, European polecat, doe and deer), preserved in 
anatomical order.45 The difference in the quality of 
archaeological material and in the layout of archae-
ological structures in both parts of the site, noted 
by the authors, was interpreted as the reflection of 
the initial functional difference between two zones 
of the space used in the settlement. The majority 

45 Kunawicz-Kosińska 1985, 119. 121.
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of economic and manufacturing operations would 
take place within the part of the settlement sur-
rounded by the larger ditch.46 There was also ad-
ditional information concerning the discovery of a 
post hut with the size of 8 × 8 m in the settlement 
during the pre-war research conducted by German 
archaeologists. However, the precise location of this 
structure is not known.47

It should be emphasised that, similar to the 
case of Bruszczewo and a feature of Únětice cul-
ture sites in Germany and Czech Republic, burials 
of humans were also discovered in Jędrychowice 
and Nowa Cerekwia. In total, three burials are 
known from the two settlements: two burials with 
the skeletal remains of four people and one cre-
mation.48 The burial of an adultus-maturus female 
(about 35 years old) was discovered in Jędrycho-
wice. Visible on the right and left parietal bones of 
the skull of the deceased, were characteristic inju-
ries in the form of circular holes, that is traces of 
violence and blows that caused her death.49 These 

46 Kunawicz-Kosińska 1985, 121. 124.
47 Butent-Stefaniak 1997, 173.
48 Szybowicz 1985, 93. 101.
49 Szybowicz 1985, 95 Photos 1–2.

injuries are similar in form to the injuries ob-
served on the skulls discovered in Tollense.50 The 
burial of the female was located under the ram-
part surrounding the settlement.51 The body of the 
deceased was in a position that suggested inten-
tional burial (in flexed position on the left side), 
and in a circular pit of approx. 150 cm in depth 
and approx. 180 cm in diameter. There were also a 
few fragments of pottery and of animal bones, as 
well as a human tooth of another person buried 
in the pit.52 One inhumation and one cremation 
were discovered in Nowa Cerekwia. Three indi-
viduals were identified in the inhumation grave: 
two males (one juvenis-adultus, approx. 20 years 
old, and one adultus, approx. 25–28 years old) and 
one female (adultus, approx. 25–28 years old).53 
The remains were discovered in a pit of approx. 
240 cm in depth, with circular form in vertical 
projection and conical section.54 The deceased 
were placed in a slightly flexed position on the 

50 Jantzen et al. 2011, 422 Fig. 4.
51 Szybowicz 1985, 93.
52 Szybowicz 1985, 93–94 Fig. 1.
53 Szybowicz 1985, 101. 103.
54 Kunawicz-Kosińska 1985, 123 Fig. 11.

Fig. 7 Nowa Cerekwia. General plan of the site with location of archaeological trenches (after Kunawicz-Kosińska 1985) 
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right side. A mug characteristic for the late stage 
of the Únětice culture, two amber beads and a few 
fragments of pottery, as well as small fractions of 
animal bones were discovered in the pit’s fill.55 On 
the younger male’s skull were found healed traces 
of successful trepanation.56 The second burial in 
Nowa Cerekwia is a cremation grave. The burnt 
human remains were found inside a small ceramic 
vessel as well as outside, around it.57

Unfortunately, the available publications do not 
provide any precise information about the loca-
tion of the above-described burials. However, in 
the case of Únětice culture settlements, we are un-
doubtedly facing an increasingly frequent situation 
in which economic, dwelling and sepulchral struc-
tures were located in close proximity of each other.

Fortifications

We have a large amount of information concerning 
Early Bronze Age fortifications in the territory of 
present-day Poland. Even in the case of settlements 
in Nowa Cerekwia and Jędrychowice, which have 
been only partly excavated, the range and scope 
of the investigations allow the reconstruction of 
basic parameters and types of architectural solu-
tions applied in fortified constructions. The most 
complete and at the same time unique information 
was provided by research conducted in Bruszcze-
wo where, as has already been mentioned, the 
an aerobic conditions of deposition enabled the 
recording of structures entirely made of timber, 
usually not-preserve in this part of Europe.

The first information about the fortifications 
on the Bruszczewo promontory referred to a 
stone-earthen rampart topped by a timber struc-
ture, which had been rebuilt on three occasions.58 
The investigations carried out in the 1990s made it 
possible to verify this information. The stratigraphy 
interpreted by the the first excavator Z. Pieczyński 
as rampart remains was actually mixed material, 
including stone clusters, connected with the use 
of the site in Early Medieval and modern times.59 
The new stage of research involving drilling and 
aerial photography produced the first information 
on a ditch surrounding the settlement. The ditch 

55 Kunawicz-Kosińska 1985, 121.
56 Szybowicz 1985, 103.
57 Szybowicz 1985, 103.
58 Pieczyński 1985; Czebreszuk et al. 2004b, 20.
59 Czebreszuk 2004, 83.

was investigated in two phases of excavations. Dur-
ing the first phase in the 1990s, the ditch profiles 
were uncovered in trenches no. 7 (northern part 
of the site), no. 10 (north-eastern part) and no. 16 
(western part).60 The second phase, taking place in 
the 2006–2007 seasons encompassed the defences, 
including the ditch, in the entrance area. The drill-
ings and aerial photographs were supplemented 
by geophysical prospection in the 2003 season.61 It 
helped to gain a comprehensive visualization of the 
structure of archaeological remains, part of which 
can be unequivocally called fortifications (Fig. 2).

Generally, it must be stressed that the very lo-
cation of the settlement was chosen taking stra-
tegic considerations into account. Namely, the 
settlement stood on a small promontory jutting 
out into the valley of the Samica River. Hence, 
the site was originally surrounded by water. The 
north-western part of the promontory was cut 
off by a ditch. In effect, the settlement was a com-
pletely isolated, almost circular space of 120 m in 
diameter and measuring about 1.5 ha.62

The ditch varied in width. In trench 7 it was 20 m  
wide while its depth was up to 4.5 m.63 In the  
entrance area (trench 51) the ditch was much nar-
rower, and it must have measured only approx. 10-
12 m. Considering the relationship between the 
depth of the ditch and that of the body of water, 
and the nature of strata recorded in the bottom 
of trench 7, it can be safely assumed that origi-
nally the ditch was filled with water.64 Apart from 
the ditch, another obstacle barring entrance to 
the settlement were rows of palisades, which were 
unearthed on the inner side of the ditch (Fig. 8). 
They were about 2 m apart65 and originally they 
had been installed directly in the water. For this 
reason, their bottom parts survived in relatively 
good condition enabling researchers to estimate 
their size and to determine the kind of wood used 
to build them.66 The palisades were made of rows 
of oak trunks up to 30 cm in diameter. The ra-
diocarbon datings obtained show that individual 
sections of one of the palisades were regularly re-
paired over a timespan of about 200 years.67

60 Müller/Czebreszuk 2003, 451 Fig. 6.
61 Ducke/Müller 2004.
62 Czebreszuk et al. 2004a, 71.
63 Czebreszuk et al. 2004a, 71-72 Fig. 26.
64 Czebreszuk et al. 2004a, 71.
65 Müller/Czebreszuk 2003, 465 Fig. 10.
66 Müller/Czebreszuk 2003, 457-458 Figs. 11-12.
67 Czebreszuk et al. 2004a, 71-73 Fig. 27.
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Fig. 9 Bruszczewo. Timber structures in the peat zone of the site (after Stróżyk 2015) 

Fig. 8 Bruszczewo. Three rows of palisades (after Stróżyk 2015)
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In the entrance area, in the inner palisade row, 
a breach was recorded in which a dark streak of 
charcoal and burnt clay could be discerned. The 
streak formed a crescent about 4 m long while its 
width varied from 0.1 to 0.2 m. This layer is pre-
sumably what remained of a burnt gate.68

In trench 51 a large assemblage of daub frag-
ments was recovered, which show how certain el-
ements of the entrance area had been built. A large 
part of the daub fragments bear wood impressions, 
which differ in diameter.69 Next to a small number 
of stake impressions of about 5 cm in diameter there 
is a large number of impressions of small branches 
only about 1.5 cm in diameter. The arrangement of 
impressions – frequently parallel (possibly vertical) 
clusters of three elements (two next to each other 
with the third protruding forward) – does not pro-
vide enough information to draw any conclusions 
about the construction of the gate. What is certain, 
however, is the fact that in the entrance area there 
was a structure built of wooden elements of differ-
ent sizes and additionally secured with clay.

Unique information on the structure, sizes and 
construction of defences at Bruszczewo was sup-
plied by investigations in the peat zone of the site. 
In the oxygen-free environment prevailing there 
discoveries were made of excellently preserved 
fragments of wooden structures designed to pro-
tect the settlement’s shoreline.

There were three lines of wooden structures 
stretching roughly along the North-South axis: 
two wattle structures (fascines) and a timber wall. 
The former consisted of bundles intertwined with 
branches (Fig. 9).70 In 2005, excavations in quadrat 
4 (trench 30) supplied the first clear evidence of dif-
ferences between the two lines of wattle. The inner 
structure was built of thinner branches measuring 
2–4 cm in diameter, while the outer wattle, closer 
to the lake, consisted of thicker branches measuring 
6–8 cm in diameter.71 Relying on the length of col-
lapsed piles, found in different quadrats, which once 
were elements of the wattle, their original minimum 
height can be roughly estimated at about 3 m.72

In front of both wattles, looking from the lake, 
there stood a massive timber wall. It was built of 
beams inserted between double posts. The excel-

68 Kneisel 2010, 96-98.
69 Jaeger/Stróżyk 2015.
70 Müller 2004, 125-133 Figs. 64-78.
71 Kneisel 2010, 112.
72 Kneisel 2010, 114.

lent state of preservation of timber structures in 
the peat zone of the site helped to determine tree 
species in many instances.73 The most widely rep-
resented species in the examined piles was that of 
oak. Its share amounted to 62 %.74 In some trenches,  
oak was the only species used for building all or 
certain defence elements. Next to oak, relatively  
frequent use was made of ash and alder. Other spe-
cies identified at the site were clearly far less im-
portant. The dominance of oak suggests that it was 
carefully selected. Undoubtedly, the specific prop-
erties of oak played a role. Oak is a particularly de-
sirable building material because of its flexibility, 
durability and cleavability as well as resistance to 
water and, at a specific age (60–70 years), to fire.75 
Also ash and alder make a good building material 
suitable for a damp environment.76 The use of oth-
er tree species, less suitable for building purposes, 
may be tentatively explained by chronological dif-
ferences, i.e. the fact that the defences were built in 
phases, or during repair work on the structures. As 
well established by the study of the original natural 
environment surrounding the settlement, the pro-
cess of the slow degradation of the environment 
(seen in the deforestation of the surrounding area 
during the late phase of the settlement’s life) might 
have resulted in making use of more easily avail-
able but less suitable tree species.77 There are still 
too few dendrological studies available to consider 
this hypothesis as the only plausible explanation. 
It is supported to some extent by several recorded 
instances of the secondary use of older pieces of 
timber, which originally had undoubtedly served 
other purposes, to construct individual fortifica-
tion elements. For example, in the fortifications 
from trench 31/6, a beam was used bearing char-
acteristic tool marks made on a tree cut down 10 
years earlier than other trees recorded in the same 
structure.78

The good state of preservation of timber struc-
tures allowed researchers to study how individual 
posts had been worked. A considerable number 
of them were sharpened.79 Close scrutiny of five 
examples of tool marks left on posts in Bruszcze-

73 Kneisel/Kroll 2010.
74 Kneisel/Kroll 2010, 567 Fig. 2.
75 Romanowska-Grabowska 1991, 221.
76 Kneisel/Kroll 2010, 566. 568.
77 Kneisel/Kroll 2010, 570.
78 Kneisel/Kroll 2010, 574. 648 (P6031A).
79 For excellent illustrations see Kneisel/Kroll 2010, 587-

651.
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wo showed a remarkable coincidence between the 
width of the tool marks and that of the cutting 
edge of a bronze axe found at the site.80 In the case 
of a site of a unique character on a regional scale, 
which Bruszczewo unquestionably is, this find-
ing is of crucial importance. Not only the monu-
mentality of Bruszczewo fortifications, but also 
the way they were built – using widely available 
bronze tools – sent people a clear signal of how 
advanced the social organization of settlement in-
habitants was.81

Despite its limited range, excavations in Jędry-
chowice and Nowa Cerekwia provided certain in-
formation concerning the fortifications in those 
settlements. The settlement of Jędrychowice was 
surrounded by a double line of fortifications be-
tween which the ditch was located. The inner ring 
of fortifications consisted of a row of buildings, 
probably with a log frame structure, 3 m in width. 
On the ditch side, the buildings were protected by 
a gravel and loess embankment of 1 m in width, 
perhaps additionally faced with a structure made 
of loosely arranged stones. The outer earthen 
rampart had different base width in the three ex-
amined spots (6 m in the South section, 8 m in 
the North section and 10 m in the West section), 
whereas its initial height was estimated by the re-
search authors at approx. 3–4 m. The ditch located 
between the described structures had a V-shaped 
cross-section and differed in size in the particu-
lar examined sections (10 m in width and 3.5 m 
in depth in the South section, 14 m in width and  
3.2 m in depth in the West section, 12 m in width 
and 4 m in depth in the North section, as well as 
13 m in width and 3.9 m in depth in the East sec-
tion). The course of the line of fortifications was 
adjusted to the area’s topography, which addition-
ally raised the defensive value.82

As mentioned above in the description of the 
inner layout of the settlement in Nowa Cerekwia, 
this site was surrounded by two ditches. However, 
it was only partially investigated. It was dug cross-
wise down to the undisturbed soil layer in three 
places, whereas in several other areas only the 
ceilings were recorded. The first ditch surrounded  
a smaller area of approx. 60–80 m in diameter, 
whereas the outer ditch enclosed an area of approx. 

80 Kneisel/Kroll 2010, 570-572 Fig. 5.
81 Jaeger/Czebreszuk 2010, 220–221.
82 Chochorowski 1985, 52–53 Fig. 4.

150 m in diameter.83 In particular examined are-
as, the ditches differ in size, ranging from approx.  
6 m to 14 m in width and 3.5 m in depth.84 In the 
recorded profiles, their sections are V-shaped.85 In 
one of the examined sections of the outer ditch, 
there were distinct postholes of approx. 20–30 cm 
in diameter recorded at the bottom, probably the 
remains of a palisade (Fig. 10).86 Due to the frag-
mentary character of the excavation of the site, 
it is difficult to make an unambiguous statement 
about the prudent hypothesis proposed by au-
thor of research in Nowa Cerekwia, according to 
which the layers recorded at the site are the relics 
of a clay and gravel rampart located on the outer 
side of the ditch, surrounding the smaller part of 
the settlement.87

The structures discovered in Radłowice are 
completely different in form from the described 
examples of complex fortifications around the set-
tlements in Bruszczewo, Jędrychowice and Nowa 
Cerekwia. The settlement was probably surrounded  
by two lines of artificial fortifications. They were  
investigated through excavations only to a small ex-
tent. However, the research results clearly demon-
strate small-sized structures (Fig. 5). The width of 
the inner ditch varied, ranging from approx. 0.9 
to 1.9 m on the average. In the widest places (un-
earthed to a length of approx. 30 m), it was 3 to 5 m  
in width. The depth was determined as approx. 
1.0 to 1.5 m. The ditch was divergent not only in 
terms of size, but also structure. In several spots, 
the research authors identified traces of repairs and 
reconstructions, as well as remains of timber struc-
tures, both postholes and traces of beams arranged 
along the ditch wall.88 The second ditch was located  
at a distance of approx. 4 m from the above- 
described inner ditch. It was approx. 1.75 m in width  
and only 0.25–0.4 m in depth. Both ditches were 
accompanied by soil embankments with the pre-
served height of approx. 0.5–0.7 m and preserved 
width at the base of approx. 2.4–2.6 m.89 The site in 
Radłowice was located in a specific area, protected 
by a still water pool from the West. Due to the rel-
atively small sizes of ditches, the type of sediments 

83 Kunawicz-Kosińska 1985, 109.
84 Kunawicz-Kosińska 1985, 109. 113. 115 Figs. 3–4.
85 Kunawicz-Kosińska 1985, 113 Fig. 4.
86 Kunawicz-Kosińska 1985,113. 115 Fig. 4c.
87 Kunawicz-Kosińska 1985, 112.
88 Lasak 1993, 74 Fig. 3c.
89 Lasak 1991, 33-39.
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in them (suggesting a longer presence of water)90 
and the fact that they were located precisely in the 
coastal zone of the still water pool, the research au-
thors suggest that the discovered structures could 
have had a certain hydrotechnical function (dewa-
tering this part of the settlement and/or collecting 
water for economic purposes) rather than a defen-
sive character.91

Summing up, with the exception of the case of 
Radłowice, the complexity and significant sizes 
of fortifications discovered in settlements of the 
Únětice culture in the territory of present-day Po-
land should be emphasized. The case of Bruszcze-
wo seems to be particularly significant in this 
regard. The specific anaerobic deposition condi-
tions resulted in the preservation of elements that 
had been initially built only of timber. It can be 
assumed that similar structures also existed in 
some of the known sites (not only in the territo-
ry of Poland). The palisades crowning the earthen 
ramparts should be considered as equally prob-
able, elements of defensive structures of Bronze 
Age settlements, but unpreserved today. The lower 

90 Lasak 1991, 39.
91 Lasak 1993, 76; Lasak/Furmanek 2008, 124.

parts of these structures were destroyed as a conse-
quence of natural and anthropogenic post-deposi-
tion processes; as a result, very rarely we are able to 
record their initial structures during excavations.

Chronology

The chronology of all sites discussed so far has been 
determined both by means of typochronological 
pottery analyses and radiocarbon dating. More-
over, in case of the settlement in Bruszczewo, we 
have additional information, i.e. age determination 
using the dendrochronological method. In general, 
it is from this site that the largest amount of data 
in the field of absolute chronology derives from.92 
Overall, 116 14C-dates have been obtained during 
many years of research in Bruszczewo, 78 of which 
were carried out in the laboratories in Poznań and 
Kiel in AMS technology. The total calibration of 
dates related to the Early Bronze Age phase of set-
tlement in Bruszczewo covers the entire first half 
of the 2nd millennium BC. However, more precise 
conclusions concerning the dynamics of settlement 
can be drawn taking into consideration the origin 

92 Czebreszuk et al. 2015; Jaeger 2016a, 58–61.

Fig. 10 Nowa Cerekwia. V-shaped sections of the outer ditch and preserved postholes at the bottom 
(after Kunawicz-Kosińska 1985) 
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of analysed samples from three distinct zones: lay-
ers in the peat zone, structures in the peninsula area 
with mineral soils, as well as layers and structures 
in the fortification area. The dating of the first of 
the above-mentioned zones, the peat zone, indi-
cates the period 1950–1680 BC. Structures located 
in the central (mineral) zone of the settlement be-
gan with the period starting also around 1950 BC. 
However, they indicate a longer period of activity 
in this part of the settlement, whose end is dated 
at about 1500 BC. The widest range of datings con-
cerns the area of fortifications investigated through 
excavations. They indicate the period from about 
2000 BC to about 1450 BC. Taking into considera-
tion datings from this part of the site, the beginning 
of settlement activity in Bruszczewo was probably 
related to digging the ditch and building the first 
palisade. The available 14C-datings in this case indi-
cate the timespan of approx. 2020–1940 BC. More-
over, the above-mentioned datings attained with 
the dendrochronological method indicate the dy-
namics of construction of specific timber structures 
over time. In the peat zone of the site from which 
the discussed age designations originate, the old-
est element was the external fascine structure. The 
first trees used for its construction were cut down 
in 1797 BC, while the last ones in 1790 BC. Four 
years later, in 1793 BC, construction of the internal 
fascine structure was started. The last timber used 
for its construction was obtained from the trees cut 
down in 1787 BC. The external wall made of half-
beams was also built in the same year.93

We have much less information concerning the 
absolute chronology of the sites in Jędrycho wice, 
Nowa Cerekwia and Radłowice. The first two 
sites were dated using the radiocarbon method to 
the end of 1980s (14C-dates 7 and 3 respectively). 
On the basis of non-calibrated datings obtained 
at that time and using samples from particular 
storage pits, the age of both sites was generally 
determined as at the turn of Bronze Age A2 and 
Bronze Age B1.94 The later calibration of datings 
moved back the period of functioning of both set-
tlements and linked it with the classical stage of 
development of the Únětice culture.95

With reference to the site in Radłowice, we have 
only two 14C-datings. According to the authors, 
their different ranges would confirm the two phases 

93 Czebreszuk et al. 2015.
94 Molak 2010, 300–301.
95 Molak 2008; 2010.

in the settlement’s functioning (the classical phase 
and the late phase of the Únětice culture). However, 
it is necessary to exercise some caution in this re-
spect due to the small number of datings (1 date per 
1 settlement phase) and the quality of samples (the 
older date was obtained from charcoal).

Summing up the above information, it can be 
concluded that the phase of establishment of for-
tified settlements of the Únětice culture is related 
to the classical phase of its development.

Fortified Settlements in the Polish  
Western Carpathians

The second of the groups of the Early Bronze Age 
fortified settlements mentioned in the introduc-
tion are located in south-eastern Poland, in the area 
of the Polish part of the Western Carpathian range 
(Fig. 1). Overall, we know three sites with fortifi-
cations dated to the Early Bronze Age. However, 
it should be emphasized that in one site (Trzcini-
ca), the remains of fortifications of two settlements 
from different periods were found, linked with 
two cultural units: the Otomani-Füzesabony cul-
ture and the Pleszów group of the Mierzanowice 
culture, which was related to some extent with the 
former. In case of the Pleszów group, the presence 
of Carpathian elements in the form of influences 
in the pottery style has long been discussed in lit-
erature on the subject.96 The settlement established 
by the population of Pleszów group still remains 
the oldest known example of fortified construc-
tion in the region. Its establishment was preceded 
by a larger settlement process related to the ex-
pansion of Otomani-Füzesabony culture.97 This 
phenomenon resulted in increasingly numerous 
discoveries of settlements, at least three of which 
were fortified.98 These include: Trzcinica, Trepcza 
and Maszkowice.

Inner Layout 

In the case of the site in Trepcza, we have no in-
formation regarding the inner layout of the settle-
ment. This is due to the fact that the Early Bronze 
Age layers in the form of remains of fortifications 

96 Kadrow/Machnik 1997, 138; Gancarski 1999; Górski 
2010, 228–231 with further literature.

97 Górski 2010.
98 Gancarski 1999, 146; 2002.
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were discovered as a result of excavations direct-
ed towards investigating and documenting the 
Early Medieval settlement.99 The site in Trzcinica 
was investigated over many seasons’ time, precise-
ly due to the identified remains of fortifications 
and cultural layers from the Bronze Age. As men-
tioned above, the result was the discovery of re-
mains of the settlement linked with two cultural 
units. Further, their succession in the settlement 
was not related to any hiatus. Many years of ex-
cavation brought to light the remains of cultural 
layers, mainly accumulated near particular lines 
of fortifications (ramparts); however, they did not 
provide any significant information concerning 
the arrangement and type of layout of both settle-
ments. The research authors focused mainly on in-
vestigation of the structure of fortifications and the 
succession of particular construction phases with-
in their borders. With regard to the inner layout of 
the earlier settlement connected with the Pleszów 
group, only assumptions were made about the pos-
sible existence of houses with post structure or log 
frame structure and walls covered with clay, which 
was preserved in the form of burnt daub pieces 
with traces of whitening.100 With reference to the 
settlement layout in the Otomani-Füzesabony cul-
tural phase, the available publications only con-
tained information about the assumed existence 
of a compact inner layout, adjacent to the line of 
fortifications.101 A relic of this type of layout could 
have been the build-up of stones discovered near 
the southern rampart section, interpreted as a relic 
of a log-frame building.102 The location (near the 
line of fortifications) of two buildings, the remains 
of which were discovered in the course of exca-
vations in Maszkowice, was probably similar. In 
the layers connected with the second settlement 
phase of the site (Maszkowice II; about 1700–1620 
BC),103 remains of two buildings were recorded, 
between which a large storage pit was located.104 
The buildings, located near the gate/passage vis-
ible in the stone wall, were built on an approxi-
mately quadrangular plan with the size of approx. 
6 × 5 m. Within the borders of remains of the huts, 
charred wooden elements (boards) were recorded, 

99 Gancarski/Ginalski 2001, 305. 308.
100 Gancarski 2006, 17. 215 Photo 141.
101 Gancarski 2002, 109; 2006, 21.
102 Gancarski 2006, 23. 109 Photo 37.
103 Przybyła 2016, 299–300.
104 Przybyła/Skoneczna 2011, 13 Fig. 5.

and in one case also a thin layer of off-white clay, 
interpreted as the remains of a floor.105

In view of the above information, it is diffi-
cult to draw general conclusions concerning the 
manner of establishing the inhabited space and 
the types of buildings erected in the settlement. It 
seems that a certain repetitive feature in the dis-
cussed region of Poland could have been the loca-
tion of buildings in close proximity to each other, 
near (along?) the fortifications. This manner of 
erecting buildings is known from many sites of 
different groups from the Bronze Age in the Car-
pathian Basin.106

Fortifications 

We have much more information about the for-
tifications unearthed in Carpathian settlements. 
This results from the scale and range of excava-
tion research conducted there, as well as research 
questions of the authors who, facing the multi- 
phase history of settlement in particular sites, 
have determined their detailed chronology on the 
basis of investigations on the stratigraphy of forti-
fied settlements.

In Trepcza, underneath two younger (Early 
Medieval) layers of remains of a rampart structure, 
the debris of sandstone and a charred beam of 1 m  
in length connected with them were unearthed. 
These remains were located in a pit of up to approx.  
0.8 m in width and they constituted elements of an 
Early Bronze Age dam structure.107 No fortifica-
tions were identified in other parts of the site.

More complete information on fortifications 
was obtained after many years of research in Trzci - 
nica. In the course of the research, remains of a 
complex system of timber and earthen fortifica-
tions and ditch, modified over the development of 
the settlement, were revealed. The site is located 
in an area that offers a very good natural defen-
sive position (Fig. 11). A pragmatic manner of 
using this convenient topography can be noticed 
in each stage of the expansion of fortifications in 
Trzcinica.108 During the first phase habitation by 
Pleszów group communities, the settlement was 
protected by structures built on the southern and 
part of the western side. The fortifications had the 

105 Przybyła 2016, 300.
106 Jaeger 2016a, 78. 82. 107.
107 Gancarski/Ginalski 2001, 311–312 Fig. 6B.
108 Gancarski 2006, 87 Fig. 12.
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form of a rampart with a base width of approx. 
1.8–2.5 m and preserved height of approx. 1.1 m. 
The rampart walls were built of beams arranged 
between vertical posts. The posts were dug in pairs 
deep into the substrate (even up to 0.9 m in depth) 
and located at intervals of approx. 1.6–2.1 m from 
each other.109 The rampart was additionally pro-
tected by a palisade, in some sections inclined in 
a distinctive manner (even at an angle of approx. 
70˚) towards the interior of the settlement. The 
palisade was located entirely in the undisturbed 
soil layer, thus traversing the rampart embank-
ment along its entire height. The documented dis-
tance between the palisade posts was between 0.1 
m and 0.5 m, whereas the diameter of preserved 
postholes ranged between approx. 0.2 m and  
0.3 m. The lower part of the rampart was stabi-
lised by timber beams located along its axis. The 
outer wall of the rampart was probably lower in 

109 Gancarski 2006, 99 Photo 30; 152 Fig. 21.

height than the inner wall.110 Access to the settle-
ment was easiest from the western side. It seems 
logical that for this reason part of the area had to 
be protected with artificial fortifications. Unfor-
tunately, they were destroyed during the later pe-
riod of settlement. Part of the inhabited area (on 
the northern side and on the side of the nearby 
river) was probably protected only by the signif-
icant steepness of the slope of the hill on which 
the settlement was established, or alternatively by 
a simple structure, e.g. in the form of a palisade.111 
In the following stage of settlement, related to the 
Otomani-Füzesabony culture communities, the 
older fortifications were modified. It was prob-
ably at that stage of settlement that the palisade 
or a similar light timber structure was built on the 
northern and eastern sides. The buildings, erected 
in a compact layout, were adjacent to this part of 

110 Gancarski 2002, 107. 110 Fig. 12; 2006, 16.
111 Gancarski 1999, 136; 2006, 17.

Fig. 11 Trzcinica. General plan of Early Bronze Age site and fortifications (after Gancarski 2006)
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fortifications.112 Further modifications of the sys-
tem of fortifications consisted of the construction 
of a small soil embankment in the part of the 
site that had previously been protected either by 
the topography of the area (steep slopes), or the 
above-mentioned palisade or other simple timber 
structure associated with the Pleszów group set-
tlement. Further elements of fortifications were 
discovered underneath the medieval rampart  
layers. They had the form of a double row of pali-
sades. However, radiocarbon dating of posts of 
these palisades does not allow them to be linked 
unarguably with the prehistoric settlement peri-
od.113 During the initial habitation phase of the 
settlement by Otomani-Füzesabony culture com-

112 Gancarski 2006, 21.
113 Gancarski 2002, 109. 111; 2006, 21.

munities, in the southern part of the hill, a tun-
nel was dug across the rampart, within which the 
road and entrance to the settlement were located 
(Fig. 12). Perhaps the entire entrance to the set-
tlement was additionally protected by a form of 
a kind of above-ground structure; however, this 
type of defensive architecture is extremely rarely 
preserved in stratigraphic contexts. In some sec-
tions the road was fitted with transverse timber 
beams. The walls of the pass formed in the ram-
part, in which a kind of a gate was also probably 
located, were reinforced with palisades.114 The 
above-described fortifications were damaged by 
fire. However, the structures were renovated and 
modified, whereby the entire settlement area was 
expanded to approx. 2 ha by adding space in the 

114 Gancarski 1999, 140 Fig. 5; 2002, 111.

Fig. 12 Trzcinica. Remains of the Early Bronze Age road and gate related to younger Otomani-Füzesabony settlement 
(after Gancarski 2006)
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western part of the hill, protected with sectional 
ramparts, palisades and the natural steepness of 
slopes.115 The space in front of the burnt rampart 
was fitted with timber beams, crosswise to the 
rampart axis. This prepared surface was covered 
with a layer of clay, reaching the height of the old-
er rampart. The character of fortifications in oth-
er parts of the hill was preserved. On the side of 
the upland, access to the settlement was protected 
by a shallow ditch of approx. 1 m in depth and 
approx. 8–9 m in width. It seems probable that 
the second row of fortifications was built during 
the above-described phase of expansion of forti-
fications, a distance of approx. 8–9 m behind the 
rampart. They had the form of a “shelf ” of approx. 
304 m in width, created in the ground and in a 
course consistent with the rampart line. On the 
outside, the “shelf ” was probably protected by a 
palisade, or a kind of wall made of timber.116 In 
the last phase of development of the settlement in 
Trzcinica, during which clear stylistic influences 
of Trzcinica culture were noted, the inhabitants 
no longer attached importance to maintaining or 
modifying the fortifications.117

The most spectacular remains of fortifications 
were discovered in Maszkowice. This site had al-
ready been examined in the 1960s and 1970s. 
However, excavations at that time were focused on 
the central part of the hill.118 The new stage of ar-
chaeological research in Maszkowice was oriented 
towards investigating the hill’s edges. It was in this 
part of the site that fortifications were unearthed, 
which differed from the structures known from 
other Carpathian sites (Fig. 13).119 During the first 
settlement phase distinguished at the site (Maszko-
wice I), the population that had arrived in the area 
(there are no traces of any older settlement at the 
site) created an artificial terrace on the flat surface 
upon which fortifications were raised. The main el-
ements of the terrace were a clay embankment and 
a stone structure in the form of a dry wall. The clay 
embankment was approx. 5–9 m in width and was 
based on the internal façade of the stone wall. In 
the opinion of the author, both elements were built 
at the same time and their establishment pre ceded 

115 Gancarski 2006, 22.
116 Gancarski 1999, 142; 2002, 112–113 Photo 125; 2006, 

22–23. 135 Fig. 19. 151 Fig. 20.
117 Gancarski 1999, 142.
118 Cabalska 1977; Przybyła et al. 2012, 226-228
119 Przybyła/Skoneczna 2011; Przybyła 2016.

the actual beginning of settlement on the hill.120 
The stone wall structure was complex. The inner 
façade was made of a dry wall built of a single row 
of sandstones of significant size and weight. The 
wall’s height preserved to this day reached approx. 
1.2 m. The outer structure façade was also made 
of a single row of stones, the only difference being 
that their sizes were much larger, reaching even up 
to 200 kg in weight in some cases. The outer wall 
façade also differed from the inner façade in the 
choice of construction material. The stone blocks 
were selected according to their sizes and possibil-
ities of adjusting the structure against each other. 
Part of them were finished into regular quadran-
gular blocks. The initial height of stone fortifi-
cations was estimated at approx. 2.7 m to 3 m.121 
Stone was also used for building the gate structure 
in Maszkowice. The preserved width of the pass 
was approx. 1.5 m, whereas its walls were formed 
by tall (approx. 1.5 m) sandstone blocks.122 The 
fortifications discovered in Maszkowice are com-
pletely different from those known from the other 
sites of the Otomani-Füzesabony culture, as well 
as from other groups of Carpathian Bronze Age.123 
The use of stone for constructing fortifications was 

120 Przybyła 2016, 294.
121 Przybyła 2016, 294–296.
122 Przybyła 2016, 297–298.
123 Przybyła 2016, 297–298.

Fig. 13 Maszkowice. Uncovered portion of dry stone wall 
(after Przybyła 2016)
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(and continues to be) traditionally regarded in the 
archaeology of the Central European Bronze Age 
as evidence for a civilizational impact of commu-
nities inhabiting a broadly understood “Aegean” 
zone.124 The author of research in Maszkowice also 
supports the hypothesis of an external origin of the 
architectural models, on the basis of which the for-
tifications of the above-described settlement were 
built.125 Referring to a wide set of potential inspi-
rations for builders in Maszkowice, he points out 
the Caput Adriae area and a very well-known set-
tlement in Monkodonja, a site that has the most 
formal common features with Maszkowice (use of 
rock blocks, including regular/processed blocks, 
and a complex stone structure of fortifications in 
the entrance zone to the settlement), as well as the 
similar chronology of both sites (second half of the 
18th century BC).126 Taking into consideration the 
small scope of excavation research on the stone 
fortifications in Maszkowice, as well as the modest 
sequence of 14C-datings that still needs to be de-
veloped, it is easy to understand the caution of the 
research author, who does not speak directly and 
unambiguously about the potential origin of con-
struction know-how, based upon which the discov-
ered stone fortifications were built. In my opinion, 
it is still worth conducting an in-depth discussion 
(which was not developed during the latest pre-
sentation of results of research in Maszkowice)127 
about potential relationships (namely: whether 
it is necessary to indicate such relationships and 
whether we should completely reject the opinion 
about the local origin of the applied construction) 
between this discovered stone construction and 
similar situations known from Alpine settlements 
(in the territory of Austria, Switzerland and part 
of northern Italy). In this context, the convergent 
approach towards a specific, mountainous location 
of settlements, visible in the relevant preparation of 
a stable substrate for the construction of fortifica-
tions, seems to be more important than the stone 
fortifications. The construction of the terrace and 
the preparation of an area for settlement and for 
bearing the pressure of heavy structures (buildings 
and fortifications) in this manner was also a solu-
tion applied certain Alpine settlements.128

124 Jaeger 2014.
125 Przybyła 2016, 302.
126 Przybyła 2016, 303.
127 Przybyła 2016, 303.
128 Jaeger 2016a, 28.

Summing up, the careful selection of location 
of settlements in the mountainous landscape of 
the Polish Western Carpathians should be empha-
sized primarily. Areas with difficult access were 
chosen, which offered a natural defensive charac-
ter on the one hand, and probably allowed control 
of specific parts of the landscape and mountain 
passes/trails, on the other hand. The fortifications 
in the above-described examples also reflect the 
pragmatism of the people who built them: their 
form and scale corresponded perfectly to the local 
topography of the area. In the majority of cases, 
the fortifications were combinations of wooden- 
earthen or wooden structures and ditches,  
universally applied throughout prehistory. The 
stone fortifications from Maszkowice are obvi-
ously exceptional in this context. They were made 
of the locally available rock material;129 however, 
the manner of using the stone differs significant-
ly from other examples recorded in this part of 
Europe during the Early Bronze Age. The stone 
structures and preparation of the building area 
(terrace) resemble examples in Alpine settlements, 
which in turn should seriously contribute to a 
deeper analysis of latitudinal relationships con-
necting the Carpathian Basin area with territories 
located to the north-west. This is particularly sig-
nificant, because the most frequently presented 
studies mostly analyse longitudinal relationships 
between the Carpathian communities, reaching 
the “Aegean” zone on one side and the Nordic 
zone on the other.130 In the context of increasing-
ly frequent and more clearly visible evidence for 
the key role of copper from the Mitterberg area 
in producing objects characteristic of Carpathian 
metallurgy,131 the consequences of maintaining 
latitudinal relationships among the Danube and 
Tisza river communities seem to be an important 
valid research postulate.

Chronology

The chronology of fortified settlements in the Polish 
Western Carpathian area is based on typochrono-
logical findings of (rare) metal and ceramic sources 
material, as well as on a set of radiocarbon datings. 
We have the longest series of 14C dates in case of 
settlements of the cultural groups of Pleszów and 

129 Przybyła 2016, 297.
130 E.g. Kristiansen/Larsson 2005.
131 Compare recently: Pernicka et al. 2016.
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Otomani-Füzesabony in Trzcinica. A significantly 
smaller number of datings were obtained for the 
settlements in Trepcza and Maszkowice.

Only a few bronze objects were unearthed in 
the settlement in Trepcza as well as set of pottery 
that is not subject to precise typochronological 
evaluation. These finds and one 14C-date (a char-
coal sample analysed in the laboratory in Kiev; 
Ki-6789, 3055±80 BP) only allow an approximate 
date at the turn of 17th to18th century BC to be de-
termined, the probable period of existence of the 
Early Bronze Age settlement at the site.132

Overall, 73 radiocarbon datings were gained as a 
result of archaeological research at the site in Trzci-
nica. Both bones and charcoal were dated, each 
time with the use of material that did not raise 
any stratigraphic doubts.133 Despite the postulated  
precision in selection of samples, the dated set  
included dates that differ from the expectations 
of the research authors. We should emphasize the 
necessary caution in adopting a specific interpre-
tation of the results of radiocarbon analysis. In the 
set of 73 datings, charcoal was dated in as many as 
50 cases (mainly in the laboratories in Kiev and 
Rome, in one case in Gliwice). In case of these 
datings, we need to take into account the possi-
bility of ageing of the samples. The other 23 dated 
samples were performed on bones. The 14C-dates 
obtained were connected with the following 
stratigraphic units:
a)  layers of settlements of the Pleszów group,
b)  the layer in which finds of Pleszów and Oto-

mani-Füzesabony groups were found (“cultural  
change” layer),

c)  Otomani-Füzesabony culture settlement layers,
d)  the road built during the Otomani-Füzesabony 

phase.
According to the interpretation presented 

by the research author, the phase of the Pleszów 
group settlement would cover the time from 2100 
to 1650/1600 BC. Therefore, the dates from Trzci - 
nica differ significantly from the much more uni-
versally accepted opinion that this group was es-
tablished and developed in the territory of Less-
er Poland at a later time (1900–1600 BC).134 The 
phase of cultural change recorded in the pottery 
style in Trzcinica is dated approx. 1600 BC. The 
functioning of the older Otomani-Füzesabony 

132 Gancarski/Ginalski 2001, 312–315.
133 Gancarski 1999, 147.
134 Kadrow/Machnik 1997, 122; Jarosz 2015, 198.

settlement is related to two radiocarbon dates that 
indicate approx. 1550 BC. The period of existence 
of a developed Otomani-Füzesabony settlement 
is marked by dates ranging from 1650 to 1400 
BC. The functioning of the road related to the 
Otomani-Füzesabony settlement has been deter-
mined with ten radiocarbon dates for the period 
from 1600-1550 BC to 1350-1300 BC.135 However,  
in the case of the last, the Otomani-Füzesabony 
road, we are only dealing with dates obtained 
from charcoal, so their ageing resulting from the 
thickness of the beams used for road construction 
is possible. The above-mentioned chronological 
findings concerning the settlement in Trzcinica 
cannot be currently verified. Until now, the very 
rich archaeological material (a huge collection of 
pottery) and precise information concerning the 
stratigraphic position of the dated samples have 
not been published.

Similar to the other above-described settle-
ments, the settlement in Maszkowice, apart from 
the layers of the Early Bronze Age, also yield - 
ed evidence of the later habitation phases of the 
hill. The entire stratigraphic sequence at the site 
was divided into separate stratigraphic units,  
construction phases, of of which the first three,  
labelled I, II and III respectively, correspond to 
the oldest period of occupation of the hill, i.e. the  
Early and Middle Bronze Age. The basis for the 
determined chronology of the site is a detailed  
stylistic analysis of pottery,136 synchronised with  
specific chronological systems applied in the 
descrip  tion of Otomani-Füzesabony cultural 
sources137 and stratigraphic observations, verified 
by a few radiocarbon datings.138 The oldest con-
struction phase at the site (Maszkowice I) provided 
charcoal samples, the analyses of which indicated 
the 21st century BC. This result was rejected by the 
research authors as unreliable.139 The chronology 
of stone fortifications was determined on the basis 
of results from dating samples obtained at the en-
trance zone to the settlement. The first two dates 
(1 of charcoal and 1 of grain) indicated the time 
between the 20th and 19th century BC. The follow-
ing date (sample from an endocarp of cf. Prunus 

135 Gancarski 1999.
136 Przybyła/Skoneczna 2011, 21–28; Przybyła et al. 2012, 

231–235.
137 Przybyła/Skoneczna 2011, 27.
138 Przybyła 2016.
139 Przybyła/Skoneczna 2011, 14; Przybyła 2016, 294.



286 Mateusz Jaeger 

spinosa) provided a result (3447±22 BP), which 
was interpreted as the basis for the conclusion that 
the gate and stone fortifications were built not later 
than approx. 1690 BC.140 Moreover, the duration of 
construction phase Maszkowice II was estimated  
on the basis of dates from charcoal (2 samples)  
and grains (2 samples), obtained from the  
remains of dwelling structures. The dating results, 
including the stylistic analysis of pottery, allowed 
the framework of chronology of the Maszkowice 
II phase to be determined as the period from ap-
prox. 1700 to approx. 1620 BC.141 The oldest phase 
of habitation of the hill probably ended around 
1500 BC, which is supposedly evidenced by two 
dates from charcoal and one date from grain, dis-
covered in the layers related to the Maszkowice 
III phase.142 Therefore, in view of the radiocar-
bon datings, the oldest settlement on the hill in 
Maszkowice functioned for about 250 years (from 
approx. 1750 to approx. 1500 BC).143 The site in 
Maszkowice provided spectacular source mate-
rials, deviating from the formerly known “stand-
ard”, in the form of remains of stone fortifications. 
In order to understand this phenomenon better 
and to gain confidence about its significance, it is 
necessary to expand the set of radiocarbon dat-
ings obtained from reliable short-lived samples 
with a specific stratigraphic location, as well as to 
extend the scope of archaeological research.

The role and function of fortified  
settlements

The development of fortified settlements during 
the Early Bronze Age spanned most of the Euro-
pean continent. However, throughout this exten-
sive territory, one sees that this process varied in 
terms of intensity and duration. Individual cul-
tural-geographic regions, such as the Carpathian 
Basin, can easily be deemed areas where fortified, 
often multi-strata settlements were the leading 
mode of habitation during the first half of the 2nd 
millennium BC, involving particular cultural and 
economic processes, with the consolidation of set-
tlement and population at the fore.144 On the other 

140 Przybyła 2016, 298.
141 Przybyła 2016, 300.
142 Przybyła 2016, 301.
143 Przybyła 2016, 294.
144 Kienlin 2015; Jaeger 2016a.

hand, in some regions of the European continent 
settlements were never accompanied by fortifica-
tions, despite intense cultural development and 
stable patterns of economy, including long-range 
exchange; the latter case is best illustrated by the 
Nordic zone. Hence, the emergence and function 
of fortified settlements cannot be seen as a uni-
versal phenomenon, relying on allegedly similar 
features of social-cultural-economic systems, such 
as developed trade, including trade with remote 
locations, metalworking, controlled access to and 
exchange of certain strategic goods (e.g. metals, 
amber), and warfare. In each instance the presence 
of the above should be approached as a hypothe-
sis requiring verification, both as regards the given 
settlement and the regional context.

Social hierarchy, prestige goods, and warfare 
are terms that denote the primary phenomena, 
which tend to be automatically linked either with 
the establishment and/or the function of fortified 
settlements in Europe. At the same time, the terms 
can be correlated with particular notions of the 
function and significance of fortified settlements, 
according to which they were: 
–  the most elaborate forms in the local settle-

ment system, attesting to the increasing com-
plexity of social structures and the emergence 
of the ruling elites = social hierarchy (on a 
microscale, i.e. at settlement level, and on a 
macro scale, i.e. across the region);

–  central hubs in the existing network of con-
tacts and exchange/trade (especially long-
range ones) = prestige goods;

–  installations of key military-defensive impor-
tance = warfare.

It should be noted that only in a few cases can 
the above approaches to the role of fortified set-
tlements be treated as mutually exclusive. Given 
the available body of sources material, it would be 
rather more accurate to adopt the thesis that their 
functions and roles were interwoven.

Social hierarchy and fortified settlements

This issue is the most complex problem to be ad-
dressed in the context of studies on fortified set-
tlements. For this reason, only some of its aspects 
will be discussed here. Most important is that there 
are two levels on which hierarchy of the commu-
nities in fortified settlements may be considered. 
The first could be termed a “micro-level”, while 
the other would constitute a “macro-level”. The 
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micro-dimension denotes the settlement itself and 
its space, which in some cases had been structured 
in a manner suggesting specific internal divisions 
within the community that inhabited it. The scope 
of the macro-level includes the settlement and its 
place in the settlement system of a region, with 
people as its matter and active agents.

The division of the interior is postulated with 
reference to two settlements discovered in Po-
land. In Nowa Cerekwia the fortification seems to 
literally set apart sections of the site. However it 
must be admitted that this hypothesis needs to be 
verified, as the excavations were limited only to 
some parts of those sites (Fig. 7). In the case of 
Bruszczewo, a broad range of archaeological re-
search reveals a different kind of division: bound-
aries were not demarcated by any physical means, 
but by certain kinds of crafts and, even more im-
portantly, evidence of access to certain goods con-
centrated in one section, but not in the other. In 
Bruszczewo one of the latter goods was a specific 
kind of meat, which was found to have been un-
evenly distributed across the settlement.145

Also, one should mention a particular group 
of sources, which demonstrate that the interior 
of settlements functioned as a sepulchral space. 
Both in Bruszczewo as well as in Nowa Cerekwia  
and Jędrychowice a number of storage pits con-
tained human bones; standard burials within 
those settlements were discovered as well. Buri-
als have been frequently encountered in sites of 
the Únětice culture. In this context, the example 
in Bruszczewo appears particularly suggestive. 
The male buried at the site, in the vicinity of the 
dwellings, must have performed heavy physical 
labour for a prolonged time, which resulted in 
deformations and disabilities of his body. It may 
be presumed that the singular and exceptional 
form of inhumation is related to the individual’s 
quality of life, as determined by anthropological 
examination of the skeletal remains.146 Interest-
ingly enough, the case is at odds with the results 
brought by analysis of the diet and mobility of the 
deceased buried in pits in Únětice settlements in 
Central Germany: no correlation could be deter-
mined between the form of the burial, on the one 
hand, and the archaeological data and character-
istics of the deceased, on the other.147

145 Kneisel/Müller 2011.
146 Jaeger 2012a.
147 Knipper at al. 2015.

The second approach to social hierarchy in the 
context of fortified settlements is concerned with 
their status in the region. In those instances where 
it can be determined on the basis of archaeological 
research (e.g. surface surveys), fortified settlements 
of the Early Bronze Age were the most complex 
forms in the existing settlement network. Thus far, 
the long-running programme of surface surveys 
and non-invasive research around Bruszczewo has 
not yielded any evidence of a similar site in its sur-
roundings. Consequently, Bruszczewo has been tra-
ditionally attributed the leading role in the broader 
microregion of the so-called Kościan group of the 
Únětice culture. Together with barrows in Łęki 
Małe, the settlement in Bruszczewo was to evince 
the existence of a local political system, which en-
compassed a relatively extensive area.148 In the re-
cent years, attempts have been made to verify and 
revise these established assumptions. Research that 
recently began around Łęki Małe149 will make it 
possible to test the hypothesis that presumes the 
existence of two convergent systems based on the 
paradigm: fortified settlement + barrow/barrows. 
Given the data obtained so far, it seems likely that in 
the two microregions along the axis of two river val-
leys there were two distinct structures: Bruszczewo 
+ Przysieka Polska and Łęki Małe + an as yet un-
identified fortified settlement. Both structures were 
probably surrounded by a network of minor settle-
ments, and spaces, which were assigned value in a 
particular manner, manifested by numerous finds 
of single metal finds and bronze hoards. Perhaps a 
similar arrangement should be expected in the case 
of the settlement at Radłowice and the barrow in 
Szczepankowice in Silesia. Both sites are located at 
a relatively short distance of ca. 5 kilometres.150

With respect to the discussed sites, there is a 
body of data, which confirms the special status of 
fortified settlements as places where diversifica-
tion of communities was a dynamic process. The 
settlements themselves not only reflected the ex-
isting differences (at a macro-level), but also wit-
nessed constant negotiations and modifications of 
social relationships between people who inhabit-
ed the space enclosed by the fortifications (on a 
microscale).

148 Jaeger/Czebreszuk 2010; Jaeger 2012b.
149 Joint Polish-German project conducted by Adam 

Mickiewicz University in Poznań and Christian-Al-
brechts University in Kiel.

150 Lasak/Furmanek 2008, 126. 134 Fig. 9.
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Prestige goods and fortified settlements

In most general studies of the Bronze Age, authors 
underline the importance of increased commu-
nication and the mobility of people and goods. 
In the reconstructed networks of exchange, for-
tified settlements are often ascribed the key role 
of “points on the routes”. Metals and amber are 
the chief sources which testify to that particular 
role played by a number of fortified settlements in 
the territory of Poland. Bronze objects have been 
discovered in all known sites, whereas the local 
production of metal has been confirmed only in 
Bruszczewo and Jędrychowice.151 The most com-
prehensive assortment of resources originated 
from the former site. Local metallurgists obvious-
ly possessed the technical know-how for metal-
working and displayed a certain innovative poten-
tial, as the discoveries at the site itself and in the 
Bruszczewo microregion demonstrate. There are 
at least two finds showing that particular casting 
techniques were indeed known to local craftsmen. 
The first one, known from Bruszczewo, is a pin of 
the Ösenkopfnadel type found in one of the houses 
in the wetland area. The pin was produced using 
the cast-on technique. The head of the pin includ-
ing the eyelet was cast over the shaft, and a piece 
of bronze sheet was wrapped around the eye. This 
technique began to be used for producing pins 
from the Middle Bronze Age onwards. The second 
find, astonishing in its technological complexity, 
is a dagger from the “princely grave” in Przysieka 
Polska.152 The blade and the hilt were cast together;  
the hilt is hollow, having been cast with a clay core. 
Bruszczewo likely functioned as a regional centre 
of metal production with continuous access to 
raw material and metallurgical knowledge. This 
is evident in the smooth conversion from fahlore 
to pure copper (Reinkupfer) without any break in 
metallurgical activity at the site,153 but also by the 
possible production of items deposited in numer-
ous hoards in the microregion (Thüringer rings/
massive bracelets).154 The scale of metalworking 
in Bruszczewo is reliable testimony to contacts 
that the local inhabitants maintained with areas, 
in which copper ore deposits were to be found. 
In turn, the kind and the quality of bronze prod-

151 Gedl 1985a; Jaeger et al. 2015.
152 Schwenzer 2004.
153 Rassmann 2004; 2010.
154 Jaeger/Czebreszuk 2010.

ucts warrants the supposition that the settlement 
played a central role in the region, as a secondary 
centre of distribution of metal and metal objects.

Next to metal, the second strategic raw material 
of the Bronze Age is amber. It is found to be invariably 
present in fortified settlements located in present- 
day Poland; amber beads have been discovered 
in Bruszczewo, Nowa Cerekwia, Maszkowice and 
Trzcinica (Otomani-Füzesabony). As the material 
is fairly delicate and brittle, I am of the opinion 
that each find denotes a probable larger volume of 
the raw material, which had originally been used 
at the site. During that particular period amber 
became popular. Within the Únětice ecumene 
substantial amounts of amber reached the terri-
tory of today’s Czech Republic, transported from 
the shores of the Baltic Sea.155 And it travelled 
even farther south. For the period in question, i.e. 
first half of the 2nd millennium BC, the presence 
of amber is often determined in funeral contexts 
and among finds in settlements (including forti-
fied ones) throughout the Carpathian Basin.156 
That, however, was not the end of its journey, as 
demonstrated by numerous succinic finds from 
continental Mycenaean Greece.157 Like none other, 
the material reflects the dynamics of interregion-
al connections which, as many researchers argue, 
characterised Europe in the Early Bronze Age. It is 
highly probable that the lands of present-day Po-
land played a considerable role in the distribution 
of amber at that time. On the one hand, the coast 
of the Baltic Sea has the longest cultural tradition 
of regarding amber as a valuable, dating back to 
the Neolithic, and it is also where a substantial 
amount of the material came from.158 On the other  
hand, that part of Europe was a major territory 
bridging Scandinavia and the Carpathian Basin, 
two regions which at the time remained in intense 
cultural interaction.159 This “intermediary” role 
of that area is evidenced by numerous imports of 
metal objects from the South and stylistic features 
of pottery, as well as the most indicative hoards of 
the Koszider type discovered in western Pomera-
nia, which contained both trans-Carpathian and 
Nordic forms (Fig. 14).160 The available sources at 

155 Ernée 2013.
156 Marková 2003; Jaeger 2016b.
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this point warrant the assumption that commu-
nities inhabiting fortified settlements could have 
had a considerable role in organising and sustain-
ing such relationships.161

In many cases, reconstructions show that the 
networks that likely existed in the Bronze Age 
linked very distant geographical regions whose 
cultures were remote as well, such as the coast of 
the Baltic and the Aegean.162 In an overwhelming 
majority of instances, the role of fortified settle-

161 Makarowicz 2015.
162 E.g. Kristiansen/Larsson 2005.

ments is thereby much simplified, as virtually 
every time they are said to have participated in 
long-distance exchange. Due to incomplete ar-
chaeological exploration of most fortified settle-
ments in Europe, at the very general level of debate 
the potentially consequential social and economic 
roles both on a micro scale (intra-regional) and 
on a macro scale (interregional) tend to be joint-
ly attributed and are not differentiated. In other 
words, the very existence of a fortified settlement 
implies its participation in a more extensive, i.e. 
supralocal system of cultural and economic ex-
change. When the world system model is applied, 

Fig. 14 Selected Carpathian Bronze Age imports on the area of today’s Poland (after Jaeger 2016a) 
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along with the notion of peripheral zones, it is 
easy to arrive at a picture in which interrelations 
link all elements of the framework. This facilitates 
developing comprehensive narratives, in which 
individual regions where fortified settlements 
have been discovered become en masse an arena 
of far-reaching influences and active contributors 
to relationships of this kind. These overinterpre-
tations are most often encountered in discussions 
concerning interactions between Central Europe 
and the Mycenaean culture, or more broadly the 
Aegean-Anatolian sphere. With regard to for-
tified settlements on Polish territory, the 1980s 
witnessed a trend towards searching for sources  
of information, which would make it possible to  
connect that remote corner of Europe with the   
Mediterranean.163 Significantly, none of the sources  
quoted in support of such notions have stood 
the test of time. At present, however, there is an  
example which compels one to reconsider the 
question of individual fortified settlements taking 
part in developing long-range relationships.

As previously observed, the settlement of Masz-
kowice was enclosed with stone fortifications. 
In many sections, these structures were built us-
ing blocks of rock, which had been worked with 
considerable precision. For the author of the ex-
cavations, the defences in Maszkowice echo those 
structures encountered in Italy, Istria and, to a  
lesser extent, the Alpine sphere. The strategic loca-
tion of the settlement meant numerous hindrances 
for traditional agriculture and husbandry, but it en-
abled the control of a number of mountain passes, 
which could have served as communication routes. 
Leaving aside the matter of the origins of construc-
tion patterns observed in Maszkowice the distinct 
nature and “alienness” of the complex fortifications 
should be emphasize. It seems that the site can be 
seen as the first ever reliable proof of the transfer 
of technological and architectural solutions from 
culturally and geographically remote areas.

Warfare and fortified settlements

The issue of warfare seems to be a logical element to 
take into account in studies on fortified settlements. 
Fortifications around a site are immediately and as 
it were by default, presumed to have been military 
structures with a defensive purpose.164 In the light 

163 Niesiołowska-Wędzka 1980, 65; Gediga 1983, 345.
164 Przybyła et al. 2012, 247–248; Jaeger 2016a, 147–150.

of general knowledge, this presumption is correct. 
However, the available detailed data from individ-
ual sites in Poland offer grounds for a broader ap-
proach to the question of fortifications. A number 
of features suggests that they performed their mili-
tary tasks effectively: their form is complex enough, 
a considerable range of structural solutions had 
been implemented, and on top of that the location 
and the type of fortification were chosen to dove-
tail with the terrain, which often provided natural 
defences in any case. Sites from Poland represent a 
substantial amount of source material:
–  Bruszczewo: combination of a wide and deep 

ditch, three rows of palisades and also a wall 
and three additional lines of timber structures 
facing the lakeside;

–  Nowa Cerekwia: combination of a palisade, 
two deep and wide ditches and a wall;

–  Bruszczewo, Trzcinica, Trepcza, Maszkowice: 
the layout and the type of defences are aligned 
with the terrain;

–  Maszkowice: massive stone walls, made from 
finished and well-fitted blocks of rock.

The military function and efficiency of the above 
examples is beyond any doubt. Still, one should 
point to other, complementary rather than alter-
native roles that artificial fortifications could have 
had. The necessity to do so is dictated by particu-
lar material sources from the sites:
–  Bruszczewo: the existence of three lines of tim-

ber structures on the shoreline of the erstwhile 
lake adjacent to the settlement suggest pos-
sible hydrotechnical arrangement: their task 
was to hold the water that penetrated into the 
lowest-lying section of the settlement, where 
at least three huts were located; also, the only 
burial discovered to date at the site was situated 
there. In this context, the above-described ex-
ample of the settlement in Radłowice seems to 
be important additional evidence for the abili-
ty of Early Bronze Age communities to handle 
specific hydrological conditions by construct-
ing simple yet effective hydrotechnical/dewa-
tering facilities.

– Nowa Cerekwia: the combination of several 
elements of the fortifications divided the set-
tlement into separate parts. Archaeological fea-
tures of the site and find contexts in them are 
distinct. The settlement had been divided into 
two parts, the smaller of which, the inner one, 
was protected by a ditch and a wall skirting its 
outer edge.
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Consequently, although the number of con-
texts may be relatively few, they are neverthe-
less of substantial significance, as they bear out a 
more comprehensive function of certain types and 
forms of defences rather than merely a military 
one. In some cases, they may have been a measure 
employed to protect the settlement against adverse 
natural conditions (hydrotechnical function) or 
were put in place to separate particular zones of 
economic activity and, possibly, the inhabitants 
involved in such activities.

Finally, the very term of “military/defensive 
function” needs to be thoroughly considered. I do 

Fig. 15 Bruszczewo. Field-of-view map of the settlement and its surroundings (after Stróżyk 2015) 

not conceive it as a straightforward response to 
continuous physical threat from outside. Instead, 
it seems to reflect the awareness of the potential-
ity of such a threat and evince readiness to take 
countermeasures. Such readiness may have been 
maintained for a long period of time, as demon-
strated by radiocarbon datings which confirm 
that one of the palisades in Bruszczewo had been 
kept in good repair and refurbished. Fortifications 
often display astonishingly complex forms and 
massive dimensions, clearly denoting a consoli-
dated community characterised by organisational 
capacity and defensive determination. As such, 



292 Mateusz Jaeger 

these structures were to some extent a deterrent. 
In this context, one should draw attention to the 
locations of the sites. On the one hand, there are 
the Otomani-Füzesabony settlements, situated in 
places overlooking mountain passes, which may 
be interpreted as designed to physically oversee 
sections of communication routes. Bruszczewo, 
on the other hand, suggests a different motiva-
tion and expediency. The settlement was located 
on a peninsula, which was cut off from its sur-
roundings by a ditch. Although quite singularly, 
a settlement situated in that particular place was 
by no means a central point of the microregion, 
occupying a dominant elevation in the terrain. 
On the contrary, an analysis of the visibility of 
the site demonstrates that it was attempted to be 
“concealed” in the landscape, while ensuring the 
possibility of observing and controlling the sur-
rounding area (Fig. 15).165 It is a manifestation of 
a pragmatic approach often noted in ethnographic  
sources, according to which the most effective 
means of defence is “being invisible”.166

Conclusions

In light of the existing knowledge, the fortified 
settlement was a significant element of cultural 
processes in the first half of the 2nd millennium BC 
in the territory of present-day Poland. These sites, 
investigated archaeologically to a different extent, 
provide evidence of the potential significance 
of specific settlements within wider phenome-
na characteristic for the period: the exchange of 
prestigious goods and hierarchisation of local 
communities. The massive and complex fortifi-
cations also allow them to be regarded as effec-
tive military systems with a defensive character. 
The presence of complex settlement structures is 
mainly notable in light of a certain remoteness of 
this part of Europe from the main culture-form-
ing regions. Greater Poland, Silesia and the Polish 
part of the Western Carpathians appear to be pe-
ripheral areas in comparison to the roots of set-
tlements of the Únětice and Otomani-Füzesabony 
cultures. It seems probable that the local commu-
nities took advantage of this specific location, on 
the one hand “fitting” into the already existing 
trails, while on the other hand establishing their 

165 Stróżyk 2015, 395-398.
166 Earle 2017, 9.

own local networks of connections, based on the 
access and potential possibility of controlling stra-
tegic raw materials: metals and amber.
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The dynamics of development of Bronze Age fortified settlements in the territory of present-day Poland 
reflects a general trend visible in other regions of Europe. The first period when relatively few defen-
sive settlements were built was the first half of the 2nd millennium BC. However, intensification of the 
discussed phenomenon can only be noticed with the development of the Lusatian culture. The older 
development stage of fortified settlements in Poland is characterised by a significantly lower number of 
sources. The sites identified until now form a small group of settlements, clearly connected with two cul-
tural circles. The four settlements which have been discovered in Greater Poland and Silesia so far should 
be linked with local groups of Únětice culture. In south-eastern Poland, in the Polish part of the West-
ern Carpathians, there are three known sites, which are the result of northern expansion of Otomani- 
Füzesabony culture settlements, as well as the development of local communities of Mierzanowice  
culture. The text aims at detailed description of archaeological sources concerning particular features 
and aspects of functioning of fortified settlements. Moreover the collected information will serve to at-
tempt to locate the discussed settlements in wider contexts regarding the roles which are most frequently  
assigned to the archaeological sites of this kind.

Mateusz Jaeger, Befestigte Siedlungen der Frühbronzezeit in Polen

Die Dynamik der Entwicklung der bronzezeitlichen befestigten Siedlungen auf dem Gebiet des heutigen 
Polen spiegelt einen allgemeinen Trend wider, der auch in anderen Regionen Europas sichtbar wird. In 
der ersten Periode, in der ersten Hälfte des 2. Jts. v. Chr., wurden nur relativ wenige defensive Siedlungen 
errichtet. Eine Verstärkung des diskutierten Phänomens kann erst mit der Entwicklung der Lausitzer 
Kultur festgestellt werden. Die ältere Entwicklungsphase der befestigten Siedlungen in Polen ist durch 
eine deutlich geringere Anzahl an Quellen gekennzeichnet. Die bislang identifizierten Fundorte bilden 
eine kleine Gruppe von Siedlungen, die klar mit zwei Kulturkreisen zu verbinden ist. Die vier bisher 
in Großpolen und Schlesien entdeckten Siedlungen können mit lokalen Gruppen der Únětice-Kultur 
verbunden werden. In Südostpolen, im polnischen Teil der Westkarpaten, sind drei Fundorte bekannt, 
die sowohl ein Ergebnis der nördlichen Ausbreitung der Siedlungen der Otomani-Füzesabony-Kultur 
als auch eine Entwicklung der lokalen Gemeinschaften der Mierzanowice-Kultur sind. Der Beitrag zielt 
auf eine detaillierte Beschreibung der archäologischen Quellen in Hinblick auf die besonderen Eigen-
schaften und Aspekte der Funktion befestigter Siedlungen ab. Darüberhinaus dienen die gesammelten 
Information dazu, die diskutierten Siedlungen in einen weiteren Kontext bezüglich der Funktionen zu 
stellen, die am häufigsten archäologischen Fundplätzen dieser Art zugeschrieben werden.




