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Markd Andras

CONSIDERATIONS ON THE LITHIC ASSEMBLAGES
FROM THE SZELETA CAVE

The Szeleta cave was the first excavated Palaeolithic site in Hungary. The artefacts were scattered along
the layer sequence and very few of them were excavated in thin, discrete layers. After the general review
of the available documentation and some questions of site formation, four assemblages are analysed in the
present paper, all excavated in the so-called hearth levels in the entrance and the main hall of the cave.
The variability of the used raw materials and the typological differences makes possible to describe several
types of industries, but none of these was a typical Szeletian assemblage.

A Szeleta barlang volt az elsé feltarassal hitelesitett 6skokori lelohely Magyarorszagon. A leletanyag a
rétegsorban szorvanyosan keriilt el6 és csak nagyon kevés darabot lehetett vékony, jol elhatdarolhato szin-
tekhez kotni. A rendelkezésre dllo dokumentacio attekintése és néhany, a lelohely képzodéséhez kapcsolhato
kérdes targyaldasa utan négy, ugynevezett tiizhelyréteg leletanyagat tekintjiik dat, melyek a barlang bejarati
szakaszdaban és az eléesarnokban keriiltek elo. A felhasznalt nyersanyagok és tipologiai kiilonbségek alap-

jan elteérd iparokat sikeriilt elvalasztani, azonban ezek egyike sem tipusos Szeletien leletegyiittes.

Keywords: site formation, Szeletian, Gravettian

Kulcsszavak: lelohelyképzodes, Szeletien, gravetti

The monographic analysis of the Szeleta cave, the
first systematically excavated Palaeolithic site in
Hungary was published one hundred years ago
(Kapi¢ 1915). During the early fieldworks sev-
eral lithostratigraphic units (Table 1) and two large
Palaeolithic assemblages were documented: the
younger Hochsoultréen (later Evolved or Developed
Szeletian) entity in the reddish brown and light grey
layer 5 and 6 and the Protosolutréen or Early Sze-
letian industry of the light brown layer 3 (VERTES
1965; SIMAN 1995, Tab. 1).

Since the 1950s the cave has become the epony-
mous site of the Central European leaf point indus-
tries (PrRoSEK 1953), although the specialists having
first-hand information on the Szeleta artefacts gave
expressions to their doubts of the validity of this term
(GABORI-CsANK 1956, 80—81; VERTES 1956; VERTES
1967, 309; VErTES 1968, 388; GABORI 1964, 13). At
the end of the 1980s the question of “what is the Sze-
letian?”” was partly replaced by a problem directly
referred to the site: “which Szeletian is the real Sze-
letian?”” (StMAN 1990, 192 — c.f. GABorI 1989, 132),

and the expression “Szeletian of the Biikk moun-
tains” was introduced (RINGER 1990).

The archaeological and stratigraphic revision
of the find material raised new questions on both
the cultural determination of the assemblages and
the chronology of the lithostratigraphic units. For
instance, the 189 lithics found in the dark grey layer
4 (RINGER—SzZOLYAK 2004, 7. abra) were sorted into
the Developed Szeletian (characterised by the pres-
ence of Aurignacian and Gravettian elements) and
two different facies of the Mousterian industry (or
the Middle-to-Upper Palaeolithic transitional indus-
tries: RINGER 2011, 30-31), finally the presence of
Jankovichian types were also indicated (RING-
ER—MESTER 2000, Table 2; RINGER—MESTER 2001,
14-15, 3. ébra — c.f. Ringer 2002, Fig. 2). How-
ever, this later entity is rather problematic, as only
the eponymous site yielded an important number of
lithics, and even in this assemblage it was possible
to separate Szeletian (sensu Prosek) and Middle
Palaeolithic elements, partly on stratigraphic bases
(Marko6 2013). At the same time we expressed our
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Kapi¢ 1915,
ALLSWORTH-JONES 1978, 1986

RINGER-MESTER 2001

RINGER 2002

10 bat guano Holocene sediments
9 travertine layer

8 black humus layer

7 light grey cave loam
6 light grey layer

6a yellowish grey layer

b: interstadial cave soil (Laugerie?)
c: cave loess with limestone debris
d: interstadial cave soil

e: cave loess with limestone debris
f: layer of limestone debris

g: interstadial cave soil

h: cave loess with limestone debris

6 reddish brown cave loam

5 reddish brown layer

i: interstadial cave soil

5 dark grey cave loam 4 dark grey layer

j: cave loess with limestone debris
k: interstadial cave soil (Les Cottés)

4 light brown cave loam 3 light brown layer

l: cave loess with limestone debris
m: interstadial cave soil (Hengelo)

n: interstadial cave soil (Moershoofd)
o: interstadial cave soil

p: layer of limestone debris

q: interglacial cave soil (Eem)

3 dark brown cave loam 2 dark brown layer

r: interglacial cave soil (Eem)

2 plastic clay

1 stream deposit deposit

1 plastic clay and stream

Table 1 Lithostratigraphic units described from the Szeleta cave
1. tablazat A Szeletabdl leirt lithosztratigrafiai egységek

doubts about the identification of this industry after
single tools on far-lying localities, like the Szeleta
cave, where tools of this Middle Palaeolithic entity
were reported from Developed Szeletian layer 5 too
(MEsTER 2010, 121; RINGER—MESTER 2001, 15).

Most recently, the technological investigations
of the leaf shaped implements pointed that the sym-
metrical forms (morphological groups 1 and 2) are
characteristic for this evolved industry, while the
asymmetric pieces made on flakes (group 3) were
mainly found in the earlier layers (MEesTER 2010;
Mester 2011, 28; MEester 2014, 52).! However,
using the data enumerated in table 4 of MESTER
2011 and MEsTER 2014 it is clear that roughly one
third of the studied pieces of each morphological
group were collected from unknown or second-
ary position and that the second third of the pieces
belonging to group 3 were found in the Developed
Szeletian layer.

The difficulties of any analysis of the Szeleta
assemblages are obvious: several items of the 2000

pieces found in 1906—-1913 were used for thin sec-
tioning, sorted out as valueless ecofacts (28 pieces,
i.e. 1.4% of the collection), or were identified as
modern fragments. Finally a total of 183 (9.15%)
artefacts were donated to different museums in Mis-
kolc, Veszprém (where part of the tools were erro-
neously catalogued as pieces from the Balla cave),
Kaposvar and Cluj and to the private collection of
K. Maska.

After the first excavations a number of trenches
primarily of stratigraphic interest were opened in the
cave, however, the resolution was rather coarse (with
arbitrary levels of 1-2 m of thickness) or the inter-
pretation of the field observations are questioned
today (LENGYEL-MESTER 2008). That is why the
archaeological revisions of the Szeleta cave (SIMAN
1990; SiMAN 1995; RINGER—MESTER 2000; RING-
ER—MESTER 2001; RINGER—SzOLYAK 2004; RINGER
2011) were based on the lithic artefacts excavated
in 1907-1913 and stored today in the collection of
the Hungarian National Museum. The starting point



Lithic assemblages from the Szeleta cave

3cm

X
/I/(»f, A/av/f‘ft:tﬂ D (/(-Y B T R e

A -BS ,

P25 55,550 05 P PP R 5 - o I :”;/‘/}/ i
Vi ” V4 ¢ < ¢ af v ‘/, (=t
408 7 ” /7 L ’ / :
‘ Vv e AL l‘x 4 "
ﬁ/[,; p— 22 otz C
[ B M R e
| v o R Hoee Lo
J%&W“QQ 29 /_Uffj' '%?v{'w"*f? Pt we gy ,»,(,.,; NPT 4,:{, e ) //‘é// 30
1987 | Jorrassililoss aiesniebiliat. .. Love Chsn
s e i e e ol 0L G i RV R R+ O v‘“vw; e »{A/z(e.z i
ol ! : { ¥ //«‘z(\/a/x e ol %ng j‘/g/?f / ’
7?3‘2 i « r f o« o 44{-&41 /9&(;-4‘~t Clersn
48 TS Ml | (S s versale Hee (e-»(,.. I / JER
4 S i ’Z‘“,““‘" ,3%@
| " 143 « v,
77(5’3 , e e e clel.

Fig. 1 Szeleta cave: pieces with problematic provenance data. 1: backed point (inv. nr Pb/108, number in the find
registry: [408] - from “red loam” “reddish brown loam”); 2: a half-made tool (Inv. nr Pb/78, number in the find
registry: [1982]: “from unknown levels” modified to “light brown”) (drawings by K. Nagy)

1. kép Szeleta barlang: leletek problémas rétegtani adatokkal. 1: tompitott hegy (Itsz: Pb/108, gytijtoleltari szama
[408]: “Voros agyag”, “Vorosesbarna agyag” rétegbdl); 2: félkész bifacialis eszkoz (Itsz: Pb/78, gyijtdleltari szama
[1982]: “Ismeretlen szintekbdl”, “Vilagosbarna) (Nagy K. rajzai)



8 A. Marko

of our study is the 1632 pieces (81.60% of the exca-
vated artefacts of the 1907-1913 seasons) identified
in the Budapest, Miskolc and Veszprém collections.

The methods of the field works, which deter-
mined our knowledge on the site and the possibili-
ties of recent investigation, were published in details
several times (Kapi¢ 1915, 157—-158; MESTER 2002);
only the most important points and problems will be
mentioned here.

The documentation from the seasons of 1906—
1913

The stratigraphic division of the sediments was
based on the observed lithological units (Table 1)
and on technical levels of 0,5 m of thickness, indi-
cated by Roman numerals. For the horizontal record-
ing the cave was divided to six sectors marked by
capital letters (A: Entrance, B: Main Hall, C: front
section of the Main Corridor, D: rear section of the
Main Corridor, E: front section of the Side Corridor,
F: rear section of the Side Corridor and G: cavity
with stalagmites) and to squares of generally 2x2
meters, marked by Arabic numerals. Significant
differences are observed in the system of the num-
bering of the squares between the maps published
by Kadi¢ (Kapic 1915, XIII. t.) and Mottl (MotTL
1945). The find registry, stored in the Archives of
the Hungarian National Museum, recording the find
circumstances of the 2000 items can be interpreted
(with the exception of 52 pieces, i.e. 2.60% of the
items: MESTER 2002, 61) according to the maps and
section views, stored in the Hungarian Geologi-
cal and Geophysical Institute and partly published
by MortTL 1945. For example, “D 15/ on Fig 2.
means that the given piece was found in square 15
(or square 23 according to the system of the mono-
graph) in the back section of the main corridor, dur-
ing the excavation of level I. The individual identity
numbers of the find registry are referred in square
brackets in this paper.

In the past fifteen years it became widely accept-
ed that the find registry and maps and sections
by Mottl give the solid basis for the stratigraphic
evaluation of the artefacts (RINGER—MESTER 2000;
RINGER—MESTER 2001, 11; MESTER 2002; RINGER—
SzorvAk 2004, 14, LENGYEL et al. 2015, 4). For a
closer look, however, it is obvious that the original
drawings by O. Kadi¢ were completed in 1937, i.e.
(1) 24 years after the end of the excavations and (2)
without using the documentations made by J. Hille-
brand in 1909 and 1911.

Moreover, there are a number of evidences, that
the find registry was also developed well after the

field works.? It is revealing that in 1928 the prov-
enance data were recorded according to the system
of the monograph, although one of the excavators,
J. Hillebrand participated in several campaigns of
1906—-1913 (c.f. MEsTER 2002, 64, 71). Keeping in
mind that the artefacts were listed at the moment of
their recovery only from 1932 (Kabi¢ 1940, 21-22),
we assume that the “find registry” of the 1907-1913
excavations was probably completed in the 1930s,
together with the drawings by Mottl. This way it is
clear that none of the datasets are regarded as pri-
mary field documentations and cannot be used as an
exclusive source.

It is more problematic that the lithostratigraphic
data of the find registry were modified (in prac-
tice, overwritten by pencil: Fig. 1) in 1054 cases,
i.e. 52.70% of the artefacts. At 550 items the red,
reddish or reddish grey identification was replaced,
mainly to the light brown loam (layer 3), but in 19
cases (i.e. at 3.45% of the modified data) to light grey
layer 6 and 25 cases (4.55%) to reddish brown layer
5. These modifications affected not only the strati-
graphic data of some “Jankovichian® implements,
but also of a Gravettian point (Fig. 1, 1), collected in
the same technical unit. Otherwise, the stratigraphic
position of this piece, compared to the Zwierzini-
cian tools (Kozrowski—SacHse-Kozrowska 1981) is
highly questionable, as in the monograph published
six years after the recovery of this part of the cave
“dark grey cave loam” (i.e. layer 4: Kapi¢ 1915,
264, nr. 106, 32. abra I) was given.?

The best examples to demonstrate the problems
with the modified data of the find registry are the
items [1976]-[2000], linked to the light brown
layer and technical level IV in square 13 (square
30 by Kadi¢) of the rear part of the main corridor
(RINGER—SzOLYAK 2004, 4, 3. abra). In fact, these
data were indicated only at the artefact nr. [1976]
and at the other items the ,,unknown” data were
modified, with one exception by ditto marks (Fig.
1). Moreover, the place of recovery of three pieces
including a half-made tool (Fig. 1, 2) was given
as ,,uncertain” in the monograph too (Kabi¢ 1915,
234, nr. 9, 7. abra; 260, nr. 93, 26. abra; 245, nr.
46, 16. abra). On the whole, it seems to be clear,
that the supposed Early Szeletian artefact concen-
tration in the dark part of the cave (RINGER—SzoLYAK
2004, 27) and especially the occurrence of a backed
blade fragment® in the same technical unit (RINGER
—MEesTER 2001, 16; RingEr 2011, 24) should be
explained by the late modification of the data, which
themselves were written well after the field works.

It is clear that the uncertainties in the documen-
tations of the Szeleta cave® make rather difficult
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Fig. 2 Szeleta cave, lithic tools collected from secondary position. 1: leaf point (Inv. nr Pb/73, find registry nr [133])
found in guano; 2: double scraper, number [488] from the infilling of a pit (according to the find registry)
or from the dark grey layer 4 (Kapi¢ 1915, 266, nr. 110, 33. abra) (drawings by K. Nagy)
2. kép Szeleta barlang, masodlagos helyzetben gytijtott kdeszkozok. 1: guandban talalt levélhegy (ltsz: Pb/73,
gyujtdleltari szama [133]); 2: a gytjtoleltar szerint gddor kitdltésébdl, a monografia szerint sotétsziirke 4. rétegbdl
gyujtott kettds kapard (Kabpi¢ 1915, 266, nr. 110, 33. abra) (Nagy K. rajzai)
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to interpret the artefacts excavated more than one
hundred years ago. However, there is another group
of problems at the evaluation of the assemblages,
largely independent from the human factors: the role
and the character of the post-depositional effects.

Problems of the site formation

Mechanical mixing of artefacts found in cave
sediments is often supposed in Hungary (for the
osseous and leaf shaped tools see: Marko 2011),
however, the question was never studied in details.
The results of the recent investigations of the Sze-
leta assemblages also raised several ad hoc tapho-
nomic explanations. The hearths larger than five
square meters (RINGER—SzoryAk 2004, 14—16), the
inconsistencies observed in the stratigraphic posi-
tion of certain leaf shaped tools (MesTeErR 2010,
120; MEsTER et al. 2013, 61) and the radiocarbon
dates (Apams 2002, 53; ADAMS—RINGER 2004, 545—
546; LENGYEL—MESTER 2008), the refitted lithics
documented from different lithostratigraphic lay-
ers (RINGER—MESTER 2000, 266; RINGER—MESTER
2001, 13; LENGYEL—MESTER 2008, 81) or the vari-
ous industries described from the same arbitrary
excavation units (RINGER—MESTER 2000, 266—
268; RINGER—MESTER 2001, 13—-16; RinGER 2011;
MEsTER et al. 2013, 61) could have been caused by
post-depositional factors.

One of the first papers on the excavations of the
Szeleta cave reported that several chipped stone
artefacts, including leaf shaped tools were collected
from ,,alluvial”, Holocene deposits (Kapic 1909,
533, 525, nr. 5). During the later excavations sever-
al Palaeolithic tools were also found on the surface,
in black loam or in guano (Fig. 2, 1). These obser-
vations, together with the potsherds documented in
Pleistocene layers (HiLLEBRAND 1910, 665) show
that the uppermost levels of the sediment were at
least partly disturbed before the excavations. The
most obvious evidences are the pits of treasure hunt-
ers and the features of Prehistoric or Historic peri-
ods (Kapi¢ 1915, 206-208). The largest one, found
in the main hall on the surface of 8x4 meters, reach-
ing 4 m of depth (pit x : Kapic 1915, 207) yielded
at least seven Palaeolithic artefacts (see: Fig. 2, 2).

A note by J. Hillebrand (HiLLEBRAND 1910, 52)
throw light on another aspect of the assemblage for-
mation. In certain levels rich in limestone pebbles
the bones and lithics were heavily worn which led
him to suppose, that these artefacts were washed
into the cave from the surface (HiLLEBRAND 1910,
652-653). In the sixties L. Vértes attributed tech-
nological importance to the angle of the retouched

edges (VERTES 1962) and at the end of the same dec-
ade Fr. Bordes (Borpes 1968a, 180; BorDES 1968Db,
180) suggested that the steep, sometimes alternating
“retouch” and the more or less extensive shine on
the surface of the pieces are traces of natural fac-
tors. In the next years rolling (GABori 1969, 159;
GABORI-CsANK 1970, 8; GABor1 1981, 103; GABORI
1982, 5; GABori 1989, 137), cryoturbation (LAPLACE
1970, 279; ALLSWORTH-JONES 1978; ALLSWORTH-
Jones 1986, 87-88; Doposi 1989, 236; RINGER
1989, 224; SiMAN 1990), both of these agents (Svo-
BODA—SIMAN 1989, 302) or trampling of cave bears
(Apams 1998, 8-9; Apams 2009, 253; LENGYEL et
al. 2015, 4) were suspected as the main factor at the
shaping of these artefacts.

After macroscopic and low resolution micro-
scopic observations the lithics could be sorted into
several intuitive categories. The first of them is
indicated by non-continuous edge damages (Fig. 8,
1). The more intense mechanical impact led to the
formation of steep scars along one or each edge, and
as it is obvious in the cases of the pieces of flint and
limnic quartzite after the patina formation. The next
group is consisted of pieces with slightly rounded
ridges and blurred scars (Fig. 8, 6), finally the arte-
facts with heavily damaged edges (Fig. 8, 4) are not
possible to classify in typological and technological
point of view.

The most heavily altered artefact of the cave, as
rolled as a pebble (Fig. 3, 1) was collected in the
light brown layer (level IV) in the rear of the main
corridor (square 27 of Mottl and 26 according to
the monograph). In the same technical unit a little
chip of limnic quartzite/limnosilicite (Fig. 3, 2),
in the neighbouring square 28 (or 32) a blade of
silicified wood (Fig. 3, 3) were found, both with-
out obvious traces of mechanical damages. The
occurrence of pieces of various states of preserva-
tion in a relatively small area warns us to the dif-
ficulties in making conclusions after the study of
single artefacts: tools of Fig. 8, 1 and 4 were col-
lected from the same technical level (square 2 of
the main hall) in layer 3/b. On the other hand, our
data coincide with the observations by M. Gabori
(GABorI 1981, 103; GABori 1982, 5): in the lower
layers the leaf shaped tools are heavily altered,
while the other groups of artefacts are more or less
intact. We argue, however, that this does not imply
the presence of a Mousterian layer under the Early
Szeletian one. Instead, the proportion of the arte-
facts seems to be the main factor: the relatively
thick bifacial tools were rather more affected by
rolling than the thin flakes and blades. The low
number of the pieces known from each arbitrary
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Fig 3 Szeleta cave, artefacts from the end of the main corridor (photograph by A. Dabasi)
3. kép Szeleta barlang, a féfolyoso végén gyjtott leletek (fotd: Dabasi A.)

unit in the cave, however, prevents any further
investigations.

Conjoining of broken or knapped artefacts may
give important data about the site formation (e.g.
BorpEs 2003; Mark6 2015). The remarks of the
find registry document that 47 items (i.e. 2.35%
of the total inventory), missing from the collec-
tion today could have been refitted into 9 groups.
In the preliminary reports of the recent revision
works three refitted flakes of porphyry tuff were
repeatedly mentioned (RINGER—MESTER 2000, 266;
RINGER—MESTER 2001, 13; LENGYEL-MESTER 2008,
81) and during our works confined merely to the
collection of the Hungarian National Museum we
were able to identify 35 refit groups. As a total 79
pieces are refitted, forming 3.95% of the inventory
and 4.84% of the available pieces (for the details
see the Appendix).

The elements of refit group 5 were possibly bro-
ken during the excavations (c.f. Kapi¢ 1912, 182),
showing that the numerical data received mechani-
cally from the find registry may be misleading at the
evaluation of the find density: at the given example
four of the six pieces excavated in a single technical
unit (RINGER—SzoLyAk 2004, 2, 5. abra) were refit-
ted. The freshly broken pieces of group 10 (Fig. 4,

7) on the other hand were found in three squares at
the edge of the large feature in the Main Hall and
this fragmentation event may be in connection with
the pit x, of historic age.

The elements of refit groups 21 and 25 (Fig 4,
5-6) were found in the “grey” layer 4 or 6, but at a
distance of 15 and 12 m from each other. This later
group provides an important data to the reconstruc-
tion of the site formation, as the little flake without
bulb of percussion was refitted to a scar similar to
natural edge modifications.

According to the find registry the fragments
of groups 28 and 32 (Fig. 4, 2-3) were excavated
in the entrance of the cave, partly in the yellow,
partly in the light brown layer. The interpretation
of these observations, however, is rather problem-
atic as the stratigraphic data of two pieces were
modified from yellow to light brown loam. The
fragments of group 27 (Fig 4, 4) were found in the
yellow and the “grey” (4/6) layers and the refitted
lithics of group 22 (Fig. 5, 2) show connections
between light brown (originally “red”) layer and
the yellow one. In fact, the designation “yellow”
does not necessarily refer to layer 6a, as during
the 1911 excavations yellow loam with limestone
fragments was documented from level III until
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VI in the entrance of the cave (Kapic 1911, 179;
Kapi¢ 1915, 170). On the sections of this part of
the cave (fig. 7, c.f. Kapi¢ 1915, XV. t. I-1I) dark
grey and light brown loam is indicated. Gener-
ally, there are a lot of uncertainties in our data,
but the large vertical distance of the conjoining
artefacts in the entrance of the cave (at least 2,5
meter in the case of the fragments of group 31 and
1,5 m at the refit group identified by Ringer and
Mester), probably crossing the lithostratigraphic
layers suggest for an important mechanical mix-
ing.

In the Carpathian Basin the first observa-
tions on cryoturbated sediment on a Palaeolith-
ic site were reported from dark grey layer 4 (or
dark brown layer 7) of the Dzerava skala, West-
ern Slovakia (Pro$ex 1951, 295-296, Obr. 188;
Prosek 1953, 185). Concerning the Szeleta cave,
the papers by Fr. Bordes are commonly referred
to: during the excavations of the Pech de I’Azé 11
artefacts with steep, alternating scars, originally
identified as intentionally shaped tools (BorRDEsS—
Bourcon 1950) were collected from the sediment
of polygonal structure (BorbEs—BourGoN 1951a,
522, 532). However, this site is a shallow rockshel-
ter with a northwest orientation and the sediment
was affected by cryoturbation during the Riss gla-
ciation (Texier 2006), while the 60 m long Sze-
leta cave looking into southern direction is heated
by sunlight even during winters (RINGER—SzOLYAK
2004, 27). Moreover, as B. Adams (Apams 1998,
8) stressed, the geologist O. Kadi¢ did not observe
any structures in the sediment. In fact, only rather
general information is available about each layer,
and the detailed description of the cryodeforma-
tion is missing even from the modern stratigraph-
ic evaluations of the cave sediment (e.g. RINGER
1988). Finally, in spite of the supposed cryotur-
bation and large hearth-layers few artefacts bear
traces of thermal alterations recognised by a bare
eye. The potlid-type and angular fracture or the
»grainy” fracture surfaces cannot be linked unam-
biguously to any of the thermal extremity (PurDY
1974, 40—42; Purpy 1975, 135; StaPerT 1976, 20;
LuepTkE 1992, 97, 100). The dull surface with net-
like cracking system or the smoky pieces on the
other hand obviously suggest the effect of fire.

Trampling could modify the shape of lithic
pieces generating steep, alternating removals, as
the pioneering experiments by Fr. Bordes revealed
(BorDES—BourGoN 1951b, 17). The recent stud-
ies (THiEBAUT 2007; McPHERRON et al. 2014) shed
light on a number of important factors, like the pet-
rologic properties of the raw material, the dimen-

sions and proportions of the lithics, or the nature
and the characteristic grain size of the sediment
substrate. According to the observations, howev-
er, these edge-damages are found on a restricted
part of the tool and there are no inferences that the
shine typical for the Szeleta implements would
have formed by trampling.

The interpretation of the refit group 25 and the
observations on the most heavily altered artefact
found at the end of the cave, which is best pro-
tected from the frost are of crucial importance at
the reconstruction of the site formation. The large
distance between the little fragment similar to a
retouch flake and the piece with a steep scar sug-
gest that flowing water and moving sediment parti-
cles could have been the most probable factors that
caused the alterations observed on the artefacts.

Nevertheless, three important points should
be stressed. According to O. Kadi¢ (Kapi¢ 1915,
196—-197) the structure and the morphology of the
artefact-bearing sediment differs from the fluvial
ones and the “slightly washed out” hearths docu-
mented in level VII and VIII, in close association
with lithic tools suggest for a wet but not fluvial
environment. Possibly the observation by Mottl
(MortTL 1945, 1554, 1559) about heavy drips and
the presence of an intermittent spring in the cave
after a single rainy month in 1936 may resolve this
conflict and can give an explanation of the sur-
face and edge alterations observed on the pieces.
Secondly, our idea is based solely on the study of
the artefacts, too. In our opinion new excavations
carried out in or in front of the cave with modern
methods of documentations and sedimentology
(e.g. micromorphology, fabric analysis of arte-
facts, bones and limestone fragments, etc.) can
support or reject our reconstruction about deci-
sive role of periodically flowing water at the site
formation. Finally, we should keep in our mind
that “site formation is a process, rarely an event”
(HayNgs 1988, 155).

The coarse-grain resolution of the documen-
tations makes possible to fix the position of the
majority of the artefacts in the sediment in an area
of 4 square meters in horizontal, in a thickness of
0,5 m in vertical direction and in a volume of 2
cubic meters. In the following we review some
assemblages linked to discrete stratigraphic units,
generally interpreted as hearth levels (RiNG-
ER—SzoLYAK 2004). Instead, we prefer the term
“culture bearing layer” used in the field reports
(Kapic 1907, 345; Kapic 1909, 526; Kapic 1911,
174; Kapic 1913, 282; HILLEBRAND 1910, 648).

Artefact bearing layer 3/a in the entrance



Lithic assemblages from the Szeleta cave 13

2

3

Fig. 4 Broken artefacts from the Szeleta cave, refit groups 31, 28, 32, 27, 21, 25 and 10 (photograph by A. Dabasi)
4. kép Torott kdeszkozok a Szeleta barlangbol, 31, 28, 32, 27, 21, 25. és 10. dsszeillesztési csoport (fotd: Dabasi A.)

This feature was most probably identified in autumn
1912, when level VIII and IX was excavated on a
surface of 12 square meters. Unfortunately, no
observations were published in the field reports
(Kapr¢ 1913, 282; Kapi¢ 1915, 176). According
to the monograph 39 pieces were collected from
the “hearth layer” of level VIII having a maximal
thickness of 15 cm (Kapi¢ 1915, 197, 223). In the
find registry 28 pieces from the “light brown hearth
layer” (with the original designation of “from dark
grey band” or “dark grey loam”) are listed and fur-

ther two pieces were found in the same level VIII
but in the light brown loam (originally “red loam™).
Moreover, a thick flake, collected in square 26 and
a leaf shaped scraper from the light brown loam of
level IX were described by Kapi¢c (1915, 248, nr.
54, 18. abra II; 238, nr. 21) in details as pieces from
the same layer, suggesting that the pieces from these
levels may also belong to this feature. As a total,
the number of available pieces assumed to belong
to layer 3/a (identical with hearth la and 1b by
RINGER—SzoLYAK 2004, 1. &bra), is 32.

The spatial distribution of the artefacts and the
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Hearth level in the light brown loam, level VIII Light brown loam
Square after Mottl A/3 A/21 B/22 B/26 A/3,level VIII  A/3 level IX | Total
Square after Kadi¢ A/ll A/15 B/3 B/36 A/11 A/11
Avas-type hydroquartzite 1
Hydroquartzite 2 1 1 2 7
Felsitic porphyry 10 1 24
Total 13 1 7 2 2 32
Table 2 Raw material distribution of the assemblage from the culture bearing layer 3/a
2. tablazat A 3/a leletegyiittes nyersanyag-eloszlasa
Felsitic Avas-type hydroquartzite Hydroquartzite Total
porphyry e g
Unilaterally retouched blade 2 2
Bilaterally retouched blade 1 1
Leaf-shaped scraper 2 2
Retouched flake 1 1
Retouched edge fragment 3 1 4
Double scraper 1 1 2
“Raclette” 1 1
End-scraper? 1 1
Total 1 1 2 14

Table 3 Retouched tools found in the culture bearing layer 3/a
3. tablazat A 3/a leletes réteg retusalt eszkozei

feature indicated on the section views is slightly
different (see Figs. 6 and 7). From the stratigraphic
point of view no artefacts were found in the under-
lying level IX (with the exception of the above
mentioned pieces) and layer 3/a was separated from
3/b by a sediment sterile in archaeological point of
view. However, the feature is not an intact artefact-
bearing layer as pit x, cut the layer and the presence
of the proximal fragment of the blade of refit group
31 (Fig. 4, 1) support the significant post-deposi-
tional mixing.

Three quarters of this little assemblage is made
of felsitic porphyry, collected at the cave from a dis-
tance of 2-3 kilometers from the cave. Beside the
different hydrothermal raw materials, including the
variant from the Avas hill, imported from a distance
of 10-12 kilometres (Table 2), two pieces of obsid-
ian from the sources lying at least 40 kilometres of

distance were also listed in the find registry, but the
artefacts are missing today.

No cores are present in the assemblage; a peb-
ble of felsitic porphyry with a single scar and traces
of preparation along its periphery is interpreted as
a tested piece. Because of the intense fragmenta-
tion it is problematic to classify certain blanks and
taking technological observations. The presence of
the lip on five blades and one flake fragment indi-
cate the use of soft hammer, however, the original
stratigraphic position of these artefacts remained
an open question. The large bulb of percussion on
a flake shows that hard hammer was also used.

According to the find registry both bifacial
pieces were collected in level IX. The problems
of typological classification are well illustrated by
the number of retouched edge fragments (includ-
ing a piece of convergent tool) and the presence



Lithic assemblages from the Szeleta cave

15

0 3cm

Fig. 5 Reduction refits on artefacts of porphyry tuff: refit groups 9 and 22 (drawings by K. Nagy)
5. kép Porfirtufa leletek dsszeillesztése: 9. és 22. csoport (Nagy K. rajzai)
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Fig. 6 Map and sections of layer 3/a
(after the drawings by M. Mottl, stored in the Geological and Geophysical Institute of Hungary; modified)
6. kép A 3/a réteg alaprajza és metszetei
(Mottl Marianak a Magyar Foldtani és Geofizikai Intézetben 6rzott rajzai nyoman, modositva)

of a “raclette”, i.e. heavily fragmented piece with
retouched or naturally damaged edges. The scars
on the retouched blades and the possible end
scraper are rather irregular, too. The double scrap-
ers on the other hand are typical but fragmented
pieces of this little collection.

Level 3/b in the Entrance and the Main Hall

This characteristic feature was identified during
the 1911 and 1912 excavations by Kadi¢ as a dark
grey band in the light brown loam (or “yellow
loam”, “rusty red loam”: Kapi¢ 1912, 179; Kabic
1913,282; Kapi¢ 1915, 170, 176-177) in level VIL.
A large number of lithic tools were found in the fea-
ture (“lower reddish hearth level in the main hall”:
Kabi¢ 1915, 197) having a maximum thickness of

20 cm. The artefact bearing layer is well document-
ed on sections [ and II by Kapic 1915, XV. t., as well
as on the sections compiled by Mottl (Fig. 7). Layer
3/b was identified in level VI too (Kabi¢ 1915, 223)
and according to the find registry an end-scraper on
bilaterally retouched blade was found in the “light
brown hearth layer” of this level (Table 5). On the
other hand, no artefacts are known from the hearth
layers (number 3 and 4: RINGER—SzoLYAK 2004, 15)
depicted on the transversal section of Fig. 6.

The sections show a slightly larger area than the
artefact scatter, excavated on a surface of at least
9x6 meters and partly destroyed by the large pit x,.
Apart from the lithics of layer 3/b and that one found
in the pit infilling, only 5 pieces were collected from
5 squares in this level in the main hall, showing that
the artefact concentration is well defined horizontal-
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Fig. 7 Map and sections of layer 3/b
(after the drawings by M. Mottl, stored in the Geological and Geophysical Institute of Hungary; modified)
7. kép A 3/b réteg alaprajza és metszetei
(Mottl Marianak a Magyar Foldtani és Geofizikai Intézetben 6rzott rajzai nyoman, modositva)

ly. As we mentioned above layer 3/b was separated
by a sterile layer from layer 3/a, but in the overlying
level VI a rich collection of artefacts were found in
the light brown layer. In this case the stratigraphic
separation is possible only after the observations
recorded in the find registry.

In the monograph (Kapi¢ 1915, 223) 101 arte-
facts were mentioned from feature 3/b. Of the 108
pieces listed in the find registry, 92 lithics, collected
from 8 squares, i.e. roughly 32 square meters are
available for investigations (including the single
tool of the hearth layer of level VI: Table 4).

The raw material composition of this assemblage
is dominated by felsitic porphyry. The hydrother-
mal rocks from the Avas hill and from not identi-
fied sources, finally lydite (most probably from the
western part of the Biikk mountains) are represent-

ed by several pieces (Table 4). The two pieces of
obsidian listed in the find registry are missing in this
case too.

Only one core with lamellar scars on the narrow
flaking surface is present in the collection, made on
a felsitic porphyry pebble. The striking platform of
the piece was formed by a single scar and prepared
along its lateral edge (Fig. 8, 8). Because of the
intense fragmentation and rolling of the pieces, the
evaluation of the blanks and tools is rather problem-
atic in this case too, especially that the edges of the
thin artefacts seem to be relatively intact (Fig. 8, 1),
while the thick artefacts have shiny, heavily altered
surfaces (Fig. 8, 4).

Two fifth of the tools are broken pieces or edge-
fragments of uni- and bifacially worked tools (Table
5). The intentional retouch is doubtful in many



18 A. Marko

A3,

Square after Mottl | A/l A/3 A/4 A/10 |A21 |B/2 B/3 B/22 Total level VI
Square after Kadi¢ | A/14 | A/11 | A/17 | A/10 |A/15 |B/2 B/7 B/3 A/l
Avas-type 1
hydroquartzite 9 2 2 3 6 4 3 29
Hydroquartzite 2 4
Felsitic porphyry 3 7 12 8 11 3 5 49
Wooden opal 1 1
Lydite 1 1 1 3
Radiolarite 1 1
Burned silex 1 1
Sandstone? 1 1
Chalcedony 1 1
Quartzite 1
Total 13 13 16 3 16 18 3 9 91 1

Table 4 Raw material distribution of the assemblage from the culture bearing layer 3/b

4. tablazat A 3/b leletegyiittes nyersanyag-eloszlasa
Avas-type
Felsitic hydro- Hydro-
porphyry quartzite quartzite Lydite Total

End-scraper on retouched-truncated blade 2 2
Retouched blade 2 1 3
Bilaterally retouched blade 1 1
Blade with alternating retouch 1 1
Truncated blade 1 1 2
Backed bladelet 1 1
Plano-convex leaf shaped scraper 3 3
Biconvex leaf shaped tool 1 1
Bifacial tool 1 1
Fragment of a retouched tool 4 4
Retouched edge fragment 2 2
Bifacially retouched edge fragment 1 1 2
Fragment with alternating retouch 2 2
Total 20 1 1 3 25

Table 5 Retouched tools found in the culture bearing layer 3/b
5. tdblazat A 3/b leletes réteg retusalt eszkozei

cases, especially at the not continuous and steep
scars. The bifacial tools are mainly of plano-convex
cross-section (Fig. 8, 1, 6) with the exception of the
piece of heavily altered shape (Fig. 8, 4). The end-

scrapers of the collection were shaped on retouched-
truncated blades with denticulated edges (Fig. 8, 7),
most probably at least partly due to natural edge-
modifications. Similarly, the intentional modifica-
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tion of retouched blades (earlier: “raclettes”: Fig. 8,
3) and the presence heavily fragmented retouched
pieces (Fig 8, 5) is rather problematic and there are
no burins in this collection.

The backed bladelet found in layer 3/b (Fig. 8,
2) is seemingly the earliest occurrence of this type
in the cave. However, a bladelet of “fresh” (non-
patinated) hydrothermal raw material, wearing trac-
es of punch technique on its butt was found in the
same square B/2. Bearing in mind the lesson of refit
group 31, we cannot rule out the post-depositional
disturbances in this case, t00.°

During the 1999 field works a thin hearth level,
identified by layer 3/b of Kadi¢ was excavated in the
entrance of the cave. Two bone samples from this
layer yielded 12 000 and 14 000 B.P. old AMS dates
(Apams 2002, 53; Abams—RINGER 2004, 545-546),
which are younger than the data measured from
samples collected from overlying levels and they
seem to be too young for cave bear bones (PAcH-
ER—STUART 2009). As Adams and Ringer (Apams—
RiNGerR 2004, 546) pointed, the place of sampling
is lying very close to the modern surface used by
visitors of the cave, and that is why the recent con-
tamination seems to be the best explanation for the
anomalous dates (c.f. LENGYEL et al. 2015, 2).

Artefact-bearing layer 3/c: the “Aurignacian occu-
pation” in the Szeleta cave

In September 1928 a typical split based point was
excavated in the side corridor of the cave by F. R.
Parrington (Cambridge) and J. Hillebrand (HiLLE-
BRAND 1928, 100—101; SAAD 1929, 245). The piece,
associated with “Late Aurignacian” lithics and a
bone awl was found in level IV (SaAp 1929, 245)
in the same layer as the ,,primitive leaf-points” in
other sections of the cave. However, the typical
Aurignacian lithics are absent from this assemblage
(ALLsworTH-JoNES 1978, 15-18, 33): in the collec-
tion of the Hungarian National Museum there is
a dihedral burin and a thick flake with steep scars
found close to the 1928 antler point (both made
of Avas-type limnic quartzite) and a rolled leaf
shaped scraper was collected at the northern wall
of the side corridor (Fig. 9).

K. Siman linked the artefacts to the assemblage
of the artefact bearing layer 3/c by Kadi¢ (SiMAN
1990, 189-190). This feature having a maximum
thickness of 25 cm was excavated in 1913 in the
western part of the main hall. The characteristic
layer of dark grey colour was observed in level
IIT and IV, in the light brown loam. The majority
of the associated artefacts were found around a

large and flat limestone block (Kapi¢c 1915, 177,
197-198). The feature was depicted on section
VIII of the monograph, but it is absent from sec-
tion VI (Kapi¢ 1915, XVI. t.), as well as from the
sections compiled by Mottl (Fig. 10). On these
later drawings the large block mentioned by Kadi¢
was depicted in connection with lithostratigraphic
layer 4, showing that Mottl could have erroneously
interpreted the term “dark grey band”.

In our view the notes of the excavator (Kapi¢
1915, 197-198, XVI. t.) clearly show that layer 3/c
was excavated in light brown layer 3. Importantly,
the items [1923] and [1853] of the find registry,
found in the “dark band” (Fig. 11, 1; Fig. 12, 5) are
described as pieces from hearth level 3/c (Kapi¢
1915, 252, nr. 68,252, nr 67, 21. abra). On the oth-
er hand, a retouched blade (item [1870] with the
inv. nr. of Pb/50) found in level III was enumerated
among the tools of the dark grey layer 4 (Kapi¢
1915, 245, nr. 43, 15. abra I).” These data are in
contradiction with another note (Kapic¢ 1915, 224—
225) that the 16 lithics collected from this level
including the bifacially worked implement (Fig.
12, 5) most probably belong to the assemblage of
the underlying hearth level.

In the levels underlying layer 3/c four artefacts
were found in two squares of the “culture bear-
ing layer” or hearth level of level V. The charac-
ter and the origin of this “hearth”, not depicted on
the section views was questioned by Ringer and
Szolyak (RINGER—SzoLvAk 2004, 16: hearth nr. 5)
as a possible Holocene-age pit, however, one of
the pieces fits to a fragment found in the reddish
layer (refit group 15) suggesting for a Pleistocene
age of the feature. Apart from these artefacts, only
two pieces were found in the sediments directly
underlying layer 3/c: the reconstruction of a verti-
cally separated feature (SiMAN 1990, 192) seems to
be reasonable.

Of'the 77 lithics listed from the two levels in the
find registry 64 pieces are available today. Moreo-
ver, as refit group 2 shows the 13 pieces found in
the “light grey layer” (originally “red loam”) of
level 111 excavated in two squares should also be
taken into consideration at the evaluation of the
assemblage (see above); this way the number of
the studied pieces from this feature is 77 (Table 6).

The artefacts are made of limnic quartzite/lim-
nosilicite types, dominantly from the Avas hill,
but three other variants are also represented. Five
blade fragments, two flakes and two retouched
tools are made of felsitic porphyry, and the extra-
local rocks are represented by a single piece, most
probably of flint.
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Fig. 8 Szeleta cave: artefacts from artefact-bearing layer 3/b (drawings by K. Nagy)

8. kép Szeleta barlang: a 3/b réteg leletei (Nagy K. rajzai)
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Fig. 9. Szeleta cave: tools from the 1928 excavations (drawings by K. Nagy)
9. kép Szeleta barlang: az 1928-as feltaras eszkozei (Nagy K. rajzai)
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In the assemblage there is a single core in the
initial stage of exploitation, abandoned because
of the cleavage surfaces hidden in the Avas-
type hydroquartzite block (Fig. 11, 1). The crest
preparation on the frontal and distal part of the
piece is similar to the cores found in the “grey
layer” (level III) in the eastern part of the main
hall (Fig. 11, 3), suggesting that the same form
of cores were used in the upper layers in the Sze-
leta cave. Another piece from layer 3/c with the
prepared striking platform and a single scar on
the exploitation surface formed on the narrow
side of a tabular raw material block is classified
as a pre-core.

The crested blade of refit group 2 (Fig. 12,
2) is the longest piece found in the Szeleta cave
(122 mm with a missing distal part). Besides,

there are two flakes in the assemblage with trac-
es of crest preparation on their dorsal side.

Six blades and five flakes show lip on the ven-
tral edge of the butt, suggesting the widespread
use of soft hammer. A retouched flake fragment
(Fig. 13, 1) on the other hand was removed from
the core by a hard hammer. The pebble of quartz-
ite was described in the monograph as a hammer
(Kapi¢ 1915, 252, nr. 69), but it is not found in
the collections and cannot be identified among the
items of the find registry.

One third of the formal tools (Table 7) from layer
3/c are classified as burins of various types (Fig. 12,
3-4; Fig. 13, 2-3, 7-8) with generally short scars
giving atypical form to the tools. In some cases the
length of scars were limited by a shallow notch (Fig.
13, 2) and the double burin from the “light grey
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Fig. 11 Cores from layer 3/c and from the “grey layer” of the main hall (drawings by K. Nagy)
11. kép Magkdvek a 3/c rétegbdl és az eldcsarnok ,,sziirke rétegbdl” (Nagy K. rajzai)
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layer” (with a lateral notch: Fig. 12, 4) is rather simi-
lar to a microblade core formed on a flake. Finally, a
piece with distal truncation (Fig. 12, 1) is also clas-
sified as burin, even if the relatively poor quality of
the raw material and a modern damage at the tip of
the tool does not allow the clear identification of the
scar. Recently a piece of identical outline and dor-
sal pattern was published as a diagnostic shouldered
point (LENGYEL et al. 2015, Fig. 4, 9);® the proximal
part of the piece depicted by us, however, is frag-
mented, not intentionally modified.

The slightly rolled and rather atypical end-
scrapers of this assemblage are made of felsitic
porphyry. The edges of the retouched blades
are damaged and the relatively high number of
retouched flake fragments and fragmentary tools
is due to the quality of the raw material.

Importantly, no leaf-shaped pieces are found
in the assemblage, and the single bifacial tool is
rather problematic in typological point of view
(Fig. 12, 5). This tool was made on a thick flake
covered by cleavage surfaces and on the ventral
side traces of thinning of the bulb of percussion
are seen. Finally, in the collection there is a char-
acteristic flake from the surface retouching with
scars of potlid type on the ventral face of the piece
(Fig, 13, 5).

The hearth level in the first section of the side cor-
ridor

This cultural layer was excavated by J. Hillebrand
in the upper horizon of the “upper red” layer 5 in
level T (HiLLEBRAND 1910, 648). The feature was
indicated neither on the sections of the mono-
graph (Kapic 1915, XV. t. VI and IX) nor on the
drawings by Mottl (Fig. 9). Moreover, contrarily
to the hearth level excavated by Kadi¢ at the end
of the side corridor (Kapi¢ 1915, 177, 201) it was
not discussed at the history of the excavations or
in the chapter consecrated to the stratigraphy and
the archaeological features (Kapic 1915, 166—168,
200, 225-226; but see: Kapic 1911, 174). At the
description of a leaf point (Kapi¢ 1915, 254, nr. 73,
XVI. t. 2) and two backed bladelets (Kapi¢ 1915,
262-263, nr. 101, 31. abra I; 263, nr. 102, 31. 4abra
IT), however, “the light yellow hearth layer in the
front part of the side corridor” was given as the
place of recovery. According to the find registry as
a total of seven lithics including these tools were
found in the “hearth” or “cultural layer” in the front
part of side corridor, but the numbers of squares
suggest for back section (c.f. Table 8, MotTL 1945,
Kapi¢ 1915). The base map showing the studied

surfaces by the end of 1911 season shows that a
surface of 48 square meters was excavated in the
front section of the side corridor (Kapi¢ 1912, 33.
abra) which is in accordance with the data about
the size of the 1909 trench (Kabpi¢ 1915, 167). The
recent reconstruction of a two times larger exca-
vated surface from the same season (MESTER 2002,
67, Fig. 10) seems to be erroneous.

Five of the six pieces of this collection available
today are leaf shaped tools of symmetric and asym-
metric cross-section and steeply retouched bladelets
(Fig. 14)° made of felsitic porphyry. As refit group
30 (fragments of a bifacial thinning flake: Fig. 15,
4) suggests this culture-bearing layer is linked to the
reddish brown layer 5 from where 15 pieces were
collected (according to Kapi¢ 1915, 226). In the find
registry 9 artefacts are listed from this layer in the
front and 3 from the back section of the side corri-
dor, the later ones are missing from the collections.
Among the 8 pieces available for the analysis differ-
ent forms of leaf-points (Fig. 15, 2-3) and a borer
made on a thick flake (Fig. 15, 1) are worth to men-
tion (see note 7). Beside felsitic porphyry, hydrother-
mal raw material probably from the Hernad valley
(Korlat type) is also found among the raw materials
of this little collection.

According to the notes of Hillebrand (HiLLE-
BRAND 1910, 648; c.f. SvoBoDA—SIMAN 1989, 302) the
occurrence of cave bear bones found in anatomical
order and the presence of sharp, angular limestone
fragments prove that the sediment in this part of the
cave lying out-of-the-way was not affected by seri-
ous disturbances. Accordingly, on the edges of leaf
shaped tools only minimal edge damages are visible
and only the flat (“ventral”) side of one of the leaf
tools seems to be rolled (Fig. 15, 3), suggesting that
in this part of the cave mechanical factors did not roll
the pieces and probably did not mix the sediment sig-
nificantly.

Methodological observations

Compared to the vast excavated surface and volume
(according to the reports 950 cubic meters of sedi-
ment were dug during the excavations by Kadic),
very few artefacts were found in the Szeleta cave
during the one year, 3 months and 3 weeks long
(Kapie 1915, 178) field works from 1906 until
1913. Regrettably, the excavation techniques did
not allow the documentation of the smaller artefacts
(chips, bladelets, burin spalls and flakes of sur-
face retouching or tiny fragments of larger pieces).
The maximal number of the pieces excavated in a
single technical unit is only 29 (in level I1I of square
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Fig. 12 Szeleta cave. 1: Artefacts from layer 3/c, level IV;2-5: Artefacts from layer 3/c, level I11
(drawings by K. Nagy; photo by J. Kardos)
12. kép Szeleta barlang. 1: A 3/c réteg I'V. szintjébdl szarmazo lelet; 2—5: A 3/c réteg III szintjébdl szarmazod leletek
(Nagy K. rajzai, fot6 Kardos J.).
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Fig. 13 Szeleta cave: artefacts from layer 3/c, level IV (drawings by K. Nagy)
13. kép Szeleta barlang: a 3/c réteg IV. szintjének leletei (Nagy K. rajzai)
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80 in Main Hall, ,,grey loam”), i.e. less than 15 piec-
es were found in each cubic meter and 8 pieces in
square meters as an average. In the discussed fea-
tures the maximum number of pieces found in a
technical unit is 10 (from layer 3/a), 22 (layer 3/b)
and 20 (layer 3/c) of which 10, 18 and 16 could
be analysed. Evidently, these figures suggest for
very low density artefact-scatters, showing that the
reconstructions of short occupation episodes (see
HiLLEBRAND 1910, 653—-654; GABORI-CsANk 1970,
RiNnGER 1989; RiINGER 2001, 97) seem to be correct.

Because of the few excavated artefacts, changes
in the provenance data of some dozens of pieces
could basically modify the accepted picture. By the
revision of the pieces linked to level IV of square
D/13 (D/30 by Kadi¢ — see above) we questioned the
reliability of the data of (1) 1.20% of the assemblage
excavated in 1907-1913; (2) 1.17% of the pieces
found in Pleistocene layers and identified in the col-
lections; (3) 3.26% of the pieces found in the light
brown layer 3; and (4) 13.44% of the artefacts found
in the rear part of the main corridor (after RINGER
—Szoryak 2004, 17, 6-7. abra).

It is clear that the uncritical use of the find registry
and the drawings completed dozens of years after the
excavations and biased by the potential errors raised
during re-writing and by the uncontrollable correc-
tions leads to a considerable distortion or even loss of
stratigraphic information. We agree with the sceptical
views of Siman (SiMAN 1990, 189) and in this paper
these data were compared to that one found in the
yearly field reports (Kapic 1907; Kapic 1909; Kabi¢
1912; Kapi¢ 1913; HiLLEBRAND 1910; HILLEBRAND
1911) and the monograph published two years after
the end of the excavations (Kapi¢ 1915). Typically,
the stratigraphic position of two of the ten tools pub-
lished by Lengyel and his colleagues (Fig. 4, 7 and 9)
differs if one looks the data of both the find registry
and the monograph (see notes 4 and 9). Regrettably,
at two other pieces (LENGYEL et al 2015, Fig. 4, 3-4)
these data are erroneous even compared to the book-
ings of find registry, which calls certain doubts about
the conclusions of that article.

The identification of the original stratigraphic
position of the artefacts was the most problematic
point at the assemblages of the Pech de I’Az¢é IV.
Importantly, the analysis started only 20 years after
the excavations by Fr. Bordes. Taking into consid-
eration that his site yielded more than 90 thousand
point-provenienced lithics from 52 square meters
and the observations were documented on more
than 2500 pages (DiBBLE et al. 2005), the Szeleta
collections are “essentially useless” (expression by
DiBBLE et al. 2005, 319) indeed.

The more than 100 years old identification of
different stratigraphic units as the yellow, grey,
dark grey or red loam does not imply sensu stricto
stratigraphic contemporaneity in each section of the
cave. This may explain the occurrence of different
industries, e.g. in the dark grey layer of the Szeleta
cave units (RINGER—MESTER 2000, 266-268; RING-
ER—MESTER 2001, 13—-16; RinGer 2011). This way
we suggest an alternative explanation instead of the
palimpsest formation and post-depositional mix-
ing of artefacts of several occupational episodes, as
artefact-bearing layer 3/a, 3/b and 3/c were all indi-
cated in the find registry as “dark grey band”.

As a case study we present some problems of
the layers excavated by L. Vértes in the entrance
of the cave in 1966 (trench A: VERTES 1968, 382).
The light grey, greyish brown and brown units
were correlated with layers 6, 4 and 3 by Kadi¢,
however, at the place of the excavations layer 6
and 4 were completely missing in the sixties (see
the transversal section on Fig. 7) and it seems to
be unrealistic to suppose that layer 3/b by Kadi¢
having a maximum thickness of 20 cm is equal to
the 1,4 meter thick greyish brown layer by Vértes.
For a closer view a piece found in the lower part of
the grey layer was refitted to a fragment from the
upper part of the same unit, another to a piece from
the brown layer. Taking into consideration that two
fragments of the same quartzite implement were
found in the lower, and three pieces fragmented
according to the potlid pattern in the upper level
of the greyish layer, the significant disturbance
reconstructed after the assemblage excavated by
Kadi¢ in the entrance of the cave is confirmed (c.f.
LENGYEL—MESTER 2008, 81).

Recently it was suggested that the speleologist
Vértes who established the research of cave sedi-
ments in Hungary did not recognise the secondary
character of the uppermost layer excavated in 1966
(LENGYEL-MESTER 2008, 80)'. Instead we remind
to the observation about the presence of a 2 meter
thick yellow loam with limestone fragments in the
entrance of the cave (Kapi¢ 1911, 179; Kapic 1915,
170). In our view the 32 000 years old radiocarbon
date may refer to this local sedimentary unit.

Another problem discussed here is the question
of the supposed but not proved taphonomic impacts.
Our results show that certain post-sedimentational
mixing is evident in layer 3/a, 3/b and probably
3/c too, making the technological and typological
evaluation of the little assemblages problematic. In
the material excavated in the side corridor, how-
ever, no important disturbance could be observed.
In the reddish brown layer and the cultural layer
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Fig. 14 Szeleta cave: retouched tools from the culture layer of the side corridor (drawings by K. Nagy)
14. kép Szeleta-barlang: az oldalag leletes szintjének eszkozei (Nagy K. rajzai)
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Fig. 15 Szeleta cave. 1-3: Retouched tools from the reddish brown layer excavated in the side corridor;
4: Retouched tools from refit group 30 (drawings by K. Nagy)
15. kép 1-3: Szeleta barlang: az oldalag vorosesbarna 5. rétegének eszkozei;
w4: A 30. dsszeillesztési csoport eszkdzei (Nagy K. rajzai)
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Culture bearing layer, level | Reddish brown layer, level 11
Squares by Mottl | E/34 E/37 E/38 | Total| E/6 E/7 E/13 E/16 E/28 Total
Squares by Kadi¢ | F/5 F/8 F/9 E/5 E/6 E/10 E/13 E/23
Felsitic porphyry 2 2 2 6 1 1 3 5
Hydroquartzite 2 1 3
Total 2 2 2 6 2 1 1 1 3 8

Table 8 Raw material distribution of the assemblage from the culture layer and reddish brown layer of the side corridor
8. tablazat Az oldalag kulturrétegének és a vorosesbarna réteg leleteinek nyersanyag-eloszlasa

from the uppermost level of the same unit symmet-
ric and asymmetric leaf shaped implements were
found in close association. This way the hypoth-
esis is rejected that these groups of artefacts could
belong to distinct cultures or technological tradi-
tion. Similarly, we could not confirm the presence
of the Jankovichian industry or the poorly defined
Jankovich type implements in the analysed mate-
rial. We presume that the study of the assemblage
(including leaf shaped implements of asymmetric
forms made on flakes: Kapic 1934, 49-51, Fig. 18,
Taf. VI) from the Puskaporos rockshelter, dated to
the same, or a slightly younger period as the last
Palaeolithic occupations of the Szeleta cave (e.g.:
RimNGER 2011, 22) would give important new data
on this question. Provisionally we suggest that the
term “‘Puskaporos-type” leaf shaped tools would be
adequate for denoting these artefacts.

Conclusions

1. In the entrance of the Szeleta cave the sediment
was heavily disturbed before the excavations. The 20
Palaeolithic tools found in Holocene deposits, mak-
ing 1% of the total find material and 4.2% of the arte-
facts available from the light grey and yellow layers
in 1907-1913 (RINGER—SzoLYAK 2004, 7. abra) sug-
gest important mixing in the top horizon of the Pleis-
tocene layers in each section of the cave.

The lithics collected from deeper units, basical-
ly from the light brown layer 3 are partly rounded
most probably of mechanical impacts (rolling), while
cryoturbation and trampling had played only a sub-
ordinate role. To explore the complexity of the site
formation modern excavations, preferentially in the
entrance section of at least 10 square meters would
be necessary. In addition to taphonomic information
it would be possible to interpret the layer sequences
and to correlate the sampling points of the 1966 and
1999 excavations. Moreover, the observations during

these works may give an explanation on the absence
of the small artefacts and the generally low number
of excavated pieces: are these features due to the
excavation methods, to taphonomic factors or pos-
sibly to the character of the occupations?

2. Our working hypothesis that the study of the
thin artefact-bearing or hearth layers makes possible
to get information from largely undisturbed horizons
was questioned after identifying refit group 2, 30 and
31 and the identification of intrusive pieces in layer
3/b. The impact of taphonomic factors is enhanced
by the low number of artefacts: the evaluation of the
four features is based on the analysis of 215 pieces
(10.75% of the excavated assemblage and 13.17% of
the artefacts available today).

3. At the junction of the side corridor Gravettian
artefacts associated with symmetric and asymmet-
ric leaf shaped implements were excavated in the
culture-bearing layer and in the reddish brown loam.
After the refits these pieces are contemporaneous in
stratigraphic point of view in both layers and in agree-
ment with the view by K. Siman (SiMvAN 1990) we
link the assemblage to the Gravettian entity. Impor-
tantly, no shouldered points are known from this part
of the cave and there is no reason to date the artefacts
to the Late Gravettian period. Instead, we remind that
there is only one site in Hungary where Gravettian
and leaf shaped tools were found in a well dated con-
text, the 30-29 thousand years old upper layer of the
Istalloskd cave (Marko 2015, 33, note 158).

The systematic analysis of the assemblage of the
Puskaporos rockshelter may shed new light on the
characters of this industry. Theoretically, some data
can be expected from the study of the assemblages
excavated in the rear part of the Szeleta cave, from
where, however, only 27 and 16 pieces are report-
ed from the artefact-bearing layer and the reddish
brown layer, including the Gravette-type point (Fig.
1, 1) with problematic stratigraphic position. Anoth-
er characteristic piece, a Pavlov-type point after A.
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Ringer (RiNGER 2001, 96, 98) or shouldered point by
LEnGYEL et al (2015, Fig. 4, 8) was found in the red-
dish brown loam at the north-eastern wall of the cave
and according to the data of the find registry, at a dis-
tance of at least 4 meters from the relatively richest
artefact concentration.

Importantly, the cultural layers found in the
uppermost level of the reddish brown loam in the
side corridor and in the lowermost part of the yellow
loam at the rear part of the cave are separated by an at
least 30 m long section where this stratigraphic unit
was not observed. This way, it is problematic to ana-
lyse the artefacts as a single assemblage, especially, if
they are counted at the pieces of the yellow loam (cf.
LEnGYEL et al. 2015, 3).

4. The evaluation of the “Aurignacian” occu-
pation of culture bearing layer 3/c is problematic.
This collection differs from the other assemblages
reviewed in this paper in respect of the dominance
of the Avas-type raw material, the few leaf shaped
implements and the relatively high number of burins.
On the other hand, K. Siman compared this assem-
blage to the Aurignacian I collection of the Istalloskd
cave (SvoBopa—SIMAN 1989, 311), but our analysis
show a different picture. The poor lithic assemblage
is characterised by unidirectional blade production
with the use of soft hammer and crested blades of
Upper Palaeolithic type in technological, the domi-
nance of burins and presence of a single bifacial tool
of non-Szeletian type in typological point of view.
The Avas-type limnic quartzite/limnosilicite, the
main raw material of layer 3/c is completely absent
from the lower layer of the Istallosko cave as the char-
acteristic raw material of this later assemblage (flint,
radiolarite and Korlat-type limnic quartzite: MARKO
2015, 20-26) or the open-air sites around KosSice
(Korlat-type hydroquartzite: Kaminska 1991, 8-10,
30-31) was not used in the Szeleta 3/c assemblage.
The typological composition of layer 3/c differs from
the Istalloské lower layer: the typical elements of
the Szeleta assemblage are the burins, while in the
later material retouched blades and their fragments
are dominating forms. In fact, the presence of split
based points is seemingly the single common point
of these two assemblages. In the blade industry with
a number of burins of layer 3/c in the Szeleta cave
Gravettian types, including shouldered points are
absent and single pieces (Fig. 12, 4, collected from
the light grey layer of level III) are similar to Aurig-
nacian types indeed.

5. The identification of the Early Szeletian indus-
try with layer 3/b and 3/a (SiMAN 1990, 189-190)
is also problematic, especially because of the docu-
mented disturbances. The assemblages are character-

ised by the dominance of the felsitic porphyry and the
strong presence of leaf shaped tools, even if in layer
3/a these forms are known exclusively from level IX.

The high number of the fragmentary and rolled
tools together with the taphonomic observations
makes it impossible to compare the assemblages to
the Szeletian industry as it was defined by Fr. Prosek
(Prosex 1953) and as it is generally understood today.
As a next step it would be possible to critically study
the artefacts from level VI (light brown layer) of the
main hall of cave. However, merely 150 artefacts
were collected from a surface of 124 square meters
and from a volume of 62 cubic meters, which is rath-
er few compared to the vast assemblages of the open-
air sites e.g. in Moravia. The low number of artefacts
together with a complicated process of assemblage
formation makes difficult to appoint a typical assem-
blage from the collection of the eponymous site.

On the other hand, looking from the aspect of
priority, the term “Szeletian” was originally used
for labelling Gravettian industries with leaf points
(ANDREE 1930) or for the ,,Protosolutréan” finds of
the Szeleta cave (HiLLEBRAND 1935, 30 — for further
details see: RINGER 2014). Taking into consideration
the problems with the excavations, the documenta-
tion and the accessibility of the excavated artefacts
dispersed into six collections in three countries and
finally the taphonomic problems, the Szeleta cave is
not the best choice for an eponymous site of cultural
entity having a large distribution. In our view we
must return to 1968, when the term “Szeletian” was
suggested to be used exclusively for the assemblages
known from the Biikk mountain (VERTES 1968; FRE-
UND 1968, 372; c.f. GABORI 1968, 373). In this respect,
the publication of the assemblages of the open-air
sites on the Avas Hill and around it (VERTES 1965;
SvoBopA-SIMAN 1989, 307; RINGER 1993, 77-78;
RmNGER 2001, 97-98) may shed new light on the old
questions posed by the Szeleta artefacts.
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Notes

1

In fact, it is a bit difficult to follow the arguments of
the technological approach published in the past few
years. In the first paper consecrated to this topic 44
studied artefacts were enumerated (MesTER 2010,
Table II), although a half made tool depicted on Fig.
5, 5 (see Fig. 1, 2 in this paper) is missing from the
list. Later the number of the studied pieces changed
to 77, 73 (MEsTER 2011, 24, 4. tablazat; 2014, Tabl.
3,4 - c.f. MEesTER 2011, 25, 1. tablazat; MESTER 2014,
45, 47, Tableau 1) or 72 (MEsTER 2014, Tableau 2).
In 2010 58% of the elements of group 3 (asymmetri-
cal tools, made on flakes) were stated to be “strati-
graphically earlier than the Developed Szeletian™ and
MESTER (2010, 120—-121) argued that “on the basis of
the lithic technology of bifacial tools that the Janko-
vichian and the Early Szeletian belong to the same
archaeological culture”. Later 61.1% (MEgsTER 2011,
28) or 50.0% (MEsTER 2014, 52) of the pieces were
linked to the early industry of the cave, noting, that
leaf shaped tools are not suitable for solving cul-
tural questions. After the conversion of the percent-
age data, used without reason at groups having only
32,21 and 20 (or 32, 22 and 23) elements it became
obvious, that the pieces found in the dark grey layer 4
(and with a rather unusual argumentation layer 5 too:
MEsTER 2010, 120) were sorted into the earlier period
(MEsTER 2011, 28; MESTER 2014, 52). In fact, four of
the five studied pieces of layer 4 belongs to the group
1 and 2, linked to the Developed Szeletian (MESTER
2011, 4. tablazat; MesTer 2014, Tableau 4). Even
more problematic is that the tools found in “grey”
layer 4 or 6 were partly numbered at the younger (five
pieces belonging to the groups 1 and 2), partly (two
artefacts of group 3) at the early industry (using the
data given by MesTer 2011, 4. tablazat; c.f. MESTER
2014, 52, note 61). In our view the stratigraphic posi-
tion of the seven tools found in “layer 4 or 6” is “not
known precisely”, especially, because J. Hillebrand
(HiLeBrAND 1910) was the first to distinguish the
light and dark grey layers during the 6™ excavation
season of the Szeleta cave. Finally, in the most recent
paper 37 bifacial leaf points excavated in 1907-1913
and stored in Budapest, Miskolc and Cluj are present-
ed (LENGYEL et al 2015, Table 5), however, in Table
1 of the same article the number of leaf points is 31.
This time the asymmetric pieces are regarded as made
by typical Middle Palaeolithic method.

For example, the bones collected in 1906 and sup-
posed to be manufactured (Kapi¢c 1907, 340; Kapi¢
1915, 159-160) or the prehistoric ceramics discussed
in a separate chapter of the monograph (Kapi¢ 1915,
273-276) are not found in this list. Moreover, the lith-

ics are not enumerated in the order of their recovery.
Item [83] (leaf point of asymmetric contour) and [84]
(Molodova-type knife) were found in spring 1907 in
the test pit at the end of the main corridor, however,
as a total only 40 pieces were collected during this
season (Kapic 1907, 342-345, 4. ébra; Kapi¢ 1915,
161). At the same time, a polished chisel found in
the same year is listed under the number of [1339],
while a leaf shaped tool, excavated in 1911 is item
[1396] of the list. Furthermore, the artefacts [239],
[274], [279]-[281] and the piece of [1009], described
in details by Kapic¢ 1915, 233, nr. 5, were all collected
from single unit (light brown layer, in level V, square
B/14 — or B/15 by Kadi¢). Similarly, a blade of obsid-
ian [456] and a leaf point [1272], linked to the red-
dish brown layer in level I in square C/49 (or C/38
after Kadi¢), were excavated in May 1909 (MESTER
2002, 6667, Fig. 9). On the published photographs
of item [1831] (inv. nr. Pb/71, see Fig. 14, 2 in this
paper) the number of 71 (Kapi¢ 1915, XVII. tabla 2)
or 21 (Kapi¢ 1934, Taf. V, 2) is clearly visible. In fact,
item [71] is a blade collected from Holocene guano
(inv. nr Pb/625), and the piece [21] (“manufactured
fragment”) is found in the Cluj collection, according
to the notes of the find registry. Finally the numbers
on the pieces published by HErmaN 1908, 256, Taf.
VII-VIII, 1-2, also show the original numbering of
the artefacts, different from the system of the find reg-
istry.

According to Kadi¢ (Kapi¢ 1915, 168 — see also:
Kapi¢c 1912, 33. abra) no lithic tool was found in
level II at the end of the cave. Taking into considera-
tion that two artefacts from this technical unit were
published in 1911 (HiLLEBRAND 1911, 72. abra; Kabpi¢
1911, III. tabla), we suppose that the excavations of
this part of the cave were carried out by J. Hillebrand
(HiLLeBRAND 1910, 649) during the summer of 1909.
However, no details are known about the field works,
which are not mentioned in the papers consecrated
to the history of the excavations (Kabi¢ 1915, 167;
MEsTER 2002, 67, Fig. 10).

In a recent paper the recovery of this piece (item
[1996], inventory nr.: Pb/667) was placed to the front
section of the Main corridor (LENGYEL et al. 2015, Fig
4, 3 with an erroneous reference in the text on page
4 — c.f. Table 1 of the same article).

It was possible to compare the data of the find regis-
try and the monograph in 53 cases and roughly at a
quarter of the items (13 cases) we found differences
in the stratigraphic data. The rigorous approach by K.
Siman let her securely identify only 10% of all the
artefacts (SvoBopa—SIMAN 1989, 301).
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6

LENGYEL et al 2015, Table 1 mentioned three backed
bladelets from layer 3 of the main hall without details.

dark band as the core (Fig. 11, 1) found in the neigh-
bouring square 35, enumerated by Kadic among the

7 1In the monograph of the Hungarian Old stone age, pieces of the hearth level (see above).
published by Kadi¢ twenty years later, however, the 9 According to Lengyel and his colleagues (LENGYEL
same piece is found among the tools of the lower 2015, Fig. 4, 4) one of the backed bladelets was found
(Protosolutréen) layer (Kapi¢c 1934, 42, Fig. 12, I). in layer 6. However, according to the find registry the
The general deterioration of the stratigraphic infor- piece [1832] (inv. nr: Pb/104, see: Fig. 14, 3) was
mation is testified by the changes of the data of a leaf found in the “hearth” (originally: “cultural layer”).
shaped scraper of radiolarite (Kapi¢ 1915,237,nr. 18, 10 According to the authors “It is known from Mottl
9. ébra — c.f. Kapi¢ 1934, 41, Fig. 7) or a thick con- (MorttL 1945, 1553) that the sections of Kadié’s exca-
vergent tool (Fig. 15, 1 — c.f. Kapi¢ 1934, Taf. 111, 8), vations at the Entrance were collapsed to the extent
both placed in 1935 to the earlier period. Importantly, that they could not be correlated with the original
in the inventory book (“rewriting of the inventory drawings.” (LENGYEL-MESTER 2008, 80). Whereas in
of 1914 in 1936”) the leafpoint figured on Fig. 2, 1 the cited paper Mottl reported that in that part of the
collected from Holocene guano according to the find cave the sediment were protected from collapse by
registry, was claimed to be found in the upper layer. a dry-stacked stone wall: ,,Die systematische Arbeit

8 Incidentally, in the same article the provenance data wurde auch dadurch erschwert, dass aus dem Stein-
of this piece was erroneously given as layer 4. In fact, material der alten Grabungen eine steile hohe Wand
item [1887] of the find registry was found in square errichtet wurde, die den ohnedies schmalen Eingang
52 of the main hall in the same level IV and the same noch mehr verengte* (MoTtL 1945, 1554).
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MEGFONTOLASOK A SZELETA BARLANG LELETEGYUTTESEI KAPCSAN

Osszefoglalds

A Szeleta barlang 1906-1913-as nagy dasatasai
kapcsan az els6 kérdés a dokumentacido hasznal-
hatésaga. A tanulmanyban felsorakoztatott adatok
alapoztak meg szkeptikus véleménylinket a gytj-
tleltarnak nevezett, am nyilvanvaldéan a feltaras
utan készitett és utdlag modositott lista megbiz-
hatosagat illetden. Mivel a lista kritika nélkiili
felhasznalasa alapvetd hibakhoz vezethet, az itt
talalhat6 adatokat Osszevetettiik a rendszeresen
megjelent feltarasi jelentésekben, illetve az utolso
¢vad utan mindossze két évvel publikalt monogra-
fiaban talalhato adatokkal.

Vizsgalataink szerint a barlang bejarataban az
tiledéket mar az asatasok eldtt erdteljes bolyga-
tas érte. Emellett a 20, holocén iiledékbdl gyiijtott
Oskokori eszkoz (a Szeleta 1907—1913-as asatasain
talalt leletek 1%-a, illetve a legfelsd vilagossziirke
¢s sarga rétegben eldkeriilt leletek 4,2%-a) arra utal,
hogy a pleisztocén rétegek legfelsé szintjét a bar-
lang minden szakaszaban jelentés bolygatas érte.

A mélyebben fekvo rétegek kdeszkdzei valdszi-
niileg gorgetés hatasara részben kopottak, legdom-
bolyitettek. A krioturbacid és a taposas ellenben
vélhetden alarendelt szerepet jatszott az leletek
mozgasa soran. A lel6helyképz6dés részleteinek
tisztdzasara azonban modern szemléletli, a barlang
bejarataban és lehetéleg legkevesebb 10 négyzet-
méteren elvégzendo feltaras sziikséges. Ily moédon
lehetségessé valna az 1966-ban és 1999-ben doku-
mentalt rétegsor és a radiokarbon mintak erede-
ti helyének parhuzamositasa, és a 20. szazad elso
felében gylijtott rétegtani adatokkal valo azonosita-
sa is. Végiil a megfigyelések valaszt adhatnak arra
is, hogy a kisméretli leletek hianya asatastechnikai,
tafonémiai tényezokre vagy a megtelepedés jellegé-
re vezethetd vissza.

Osszeillé kdeszkdz toredékek, illetve a 3/b réteg-
ben eldkeriilt masodlagos helyzetii leletek komoly
kétségeket vetettek fel eredeti elképzelésiinkkel
kapcsolatban, mely szerint a barlang vékony leletes
szintjeiben (vagy ,tlizhelyrétegeiben”) feltart lelet-
anyag lényegében bolygatatlan helyzetben 6rzodott
meg. Az alacsony leletszam (a négy vizsgalt jelen-
ség Osszesen 215 darabja a leletanyag 10,75%-ra,
illetve a ma azonosithatd leletek 13,17%-ra rag)
csak kiemeli a tafonomiai vizsgalatok jelentdségét.

A barlang oldalaganak leletes rétegében, adata-
ink szerint viszonylag bolygatatlan koriilmények

kozott megdrzodott gravetti leletek, szimmetrikus
¢és aszimmetrikus levéleszkozok keriiltek feltaras-
ra, melyek rétegtanilag egykortnak tekinthetdek az
5. réteg kdeszkozeivel. A kis leletegylittest Siman
Katalin megallapitasaval egyetértve a gravetti kor-
hoz soroljuk. Fontos koriilmény, hogy az altalunk
vizsgalt leletek kozott nem fordul el6 vallas hegy és
altalaban semmi sem indokolja, hogy a leletanyagot
a késo gravetti horizontba soroljuk. Ellenben emlé-
keztetiink arra, hogy jelenleg egyetlen magyaror-
szagi lel6helyrdl, az Istallos-koi barlang 30-29 ezer
éves felso rétegébol ismertek jol keltezett kornye-
zetben elokertilt gravetti és levéleszkdzok.

A vizsgalatok szerint a szimmetrikus és aszim-
metrikus levéleszkdzok nem sorolhatdak kiilon
kultiraba vagy technologiai hagyomanyhoz, ahogy
a Jankovichien ipar és a részletesen nem definialt
Jankovich-tipusu eszk6zok jelenléte sem mutatha-
to ki a Szeleta leletanyagaban. Véleménylink sze-
rint a puskaporosi kofiilke leleteinek, kiilondsen a
szilankon kialakitott és javaslatunk szerint “Pus-
kaporos-tipust”-ként elkiilonithetd aszimmetrikus
levéleszkozoknek a vizsgalata vethet ) fényt a
Szeleta fiatalabb iparara. A Szeleta f6folyosojanak
hatso szakaszaban feltart leletes szintben, illetve a
vordsesbarna rétegben eldkeriilt minimalis meny-
nyiségli leletanyag értékét csokkentik a rétegtani
bizonytalansagok. Végiil nem szabad elfelejteni,
hogy az oldalagbol és a barlang végébdl leirt réteg-
tani egységeket tobb mint 30 méter valasztja el egy-
mastol, igy nem indokolhat6 dsszevont vizsgalatuk.

Az el6csarnokban feltart 3/c leletes szint
»Aurignacien” megtelepedésének kis leletanyaga
eltér a tobbi targyalt leletegyiittest6l, részben az
avasi nyersanyag tulsulyaval, részben a levéleszko-
z0k hianyaval és az arvésok viszonylag nagy sza-
maval. Egyidejlileg azonban az Istallos-kéi barlang
also rétegének, illetve a Kassa kornyéki nyiltszini
Aurignacien lel6helyek leletanyagaval sem sikertiilt
lIényegi hasonlosagot kimutatni. A 3/c réteg penge-
iparabol hianyoznak a gravetti tipusok, mig a 12.
kép 4. eszkoze valoban hasonlit az Aurignacien
tipusokra.

Részben a dokumentalt bolygatasok miatt nem
nyilvanval6 a 3/b és 3/a kulturréteg anyaganak azo-
nositasa a korai szeletai iparral. Ezeket a kis lelet-
anyagokat a metariolit (iiveges kvarcporfir, “Szeleta
nyersanyag”) ¢és a levél alaka formak hangsulyos
szerepével jellemezhetjiik.

A nagyszamu torott €s gorgetett eszkoz, illetve
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a tafonomiai megfigyelések eddig nem tették lehe-
tové a Szeletien ipar ma érvényesnek tekintett, Fr.
Prosek altal definialt iparnak a kimutatasat a névado
leléhely anyagaban. Véleményliink szerint az egyik
lehetséges tovabblépési pont lehet az elécsarnok VI.
szintjében feltart kis leletegylittes koriiltekintd vizs-
galata.

A prioritas szempontjabol azonban a “Szeletien”
meghatarozas eredetileg a barlang levéleszkozos és
(mai terminologia szerint) gravetti iparara, illetve a
lel6hely Protosolutréi, illetve korai szeletai leleteire
vonatkozott. Figyelembe véve tovabba a feltaras, a
szolgalhat a Szeleta kdeszkozei altal felvetett régi
kérdésekre.

A. Marké

Magyar Nemzeti Mizeum

1088 Budapest, Mtuzeum krt. 14-16.
marko.andras@hnm.hu

dokumentacio és a leletanyag hozzaférhet6sége korii-
li nehézségeket (a Szeleta néhany ezer darabos lelet-
anyaga harom orszag hat gyiijteményébe szorddott
szét), illetve a tafonomiai problémakat, véleményiink
szerint a Szeleta barlang nem a legszerencsésebb
valasztas egy nagy teriileten elterjedt kulturalis egy-
ség névado leléhelyeként. Ugy gondoljuk, vissza kell
térni az 1968-ban felvetett javaslathoz, mely szerint
a “Szeletien” vagy szeletai ipar elnevezést korlatoz-
zuk a biikki vagy magyarorszagi leletegyiittesekre.
Ebbol a szempontbdl az Avas kdrnyéki, nyiltszini
leletegylittesek rendszeres kozlése 0j valaszokkal
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THE GRAVE OF THE “LADY OF BORJAD” — A LATE NEOLITHIC WOMAN
OF HIGH STATUS FROM BARANYA COUNTY (HUNGARY)

The paper publishes a recently excavated grave and the possible remains of an adjacent, but destroyed
grave, both dated to the Late Neolithic Lengyel Culture. The graves were found in 2010 during a rescue
excavation near the village of Borjad (Baranya County, southwestern Hungary). The intact grave (and most
probably the destroyed one, too) belongs to a recently discovered type of high-status burial within a large
rectangular burial pit with hollowed corners. Many of these graves are richly endowed with grave goods.
Though hundreds of Lengyel Culture graves have been published so far from Baranya, the intact Borjad
grave is the first of the type from the county, and second outside the site (Alsonyék-Bataszéek, Tolna County)
where the type was discovered.

A cikk ket, egy ép és egy nagyrészt elpusztult, a késo neolitikus lengyeli kultura idejére keltezheto sirt mutat
be. A 2010-ben, a Baranya megyei Borjad hatardban egy mentddsatas keretében feltart objektumok abba
a nemreg azonositott tipusba sorolhatok, melyeknek fo jellemzdje a nagy, téglalap alaku sirgédor, melynek
sarkaiba mélyedéseket vdjtak. E sirok egy jelentos részére jellemzo még a gazdag sirmelléklet is. Noha
Baranya megyébdl mar tobb szaz publikalt lengyeli sirt ismeriink, az itt ismertetett tipus eddig ismeretlen
volt, és a baranyai sir a masodik, amely a tipust ismertté tevo alsonyék-bataszéki lelohelyen kiviil elokeriilt.

Keywords: Lengyel Culture, high-status grave, burial structure, copper, marine shell, necklace, strainer

Kulcsszavak: lengyeli kultiira, fejedelmi temetkezés, sirépitmeny, réz, kagylo, nyaklanc, sziiréedény

In the autumn of 2010, a local amateur archaeolo-
gist donated a more-or-less intact pedestalled vessel
to the Department of Archaeology of the Janus Pan-
nonius Museum, Pécs. He reported that the vessel
and some other sherds were washed out by a tem-
porary watercourse in the vicinity of the village of
Borjad (Fig. 1).! The vessel can be dated to the Late
Neolithic Lengyel Culture because of its character-
istic shape and porous red paint.

After this kind donation, we visited the site with
the local representative of National Office of Cul-
tural Heritage. The area is cultivated as a nursery
garden. Field-walking of ca. 2 ha area around the
findspot of the pedestalled vessel produced finds
belonging to the Lengyel Culture indicating that a
settlement was located there.

We found that the vessels were brought to light
by excess irrigation water that had repeatedly flowed
through the area. Since this process endangered a
part of the site, we implemented a small-scale res-
cue excavation that produced unexpected results.

Following the removal of the thin layer of top-
soil, we found the traces of several scattered over-
lapping features belonging to the Middle and Late
Neolithic periods (Fig. 2). In general, the features
of lighter brown fill proved to be those containing
Middle Neolithic material. Because of the small size
of the excavation area, most of the larger features
could not be fully excavated. A pale, but unusually
rectangular, discolouration (Feature 3) stood out of
the exposed features, most of which were irregu-
larly shaped. As it turned out later, this feature was
arich grave.

Apart from the various pits and the aforemen-
tioned grave, we also uncovered the possible re-
mains of another destroyed grave (Feature 10) that
was dug into a previously back-filled pit complex
(Feature 5).

It seems therefore that the site was inhabited
during at least two periods of the Neolithic. In sev-
eral cases, the pits of the Lengyel Culture cut those
that belonged to the Middle Neolithic. In turn, the
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Fig. 1 Location of the site in Hungary
1.kép A leléhely elhelyezkedése

Lengyel graves were cutting other Lengyel Culture
features. This fact also suggests at least two hori-
zons during the Lengyel Culture period of the site;
most probably the graves indicate a period when the
excavated part of the settlement was not in use any-
more. In our paper, we present only the graves.

Description of the graves

Feature 3 (Fig. 3-9)

Having removed the topsoil, Feature 3 showed up
as a rectangular discolouration that seemingly cut
Feature 5, a pit of the Lengyel Culture. Surmis-
ing that the pit might be analogous with the then
mostly unpublished Alsényék-Bataszék ‘Haupt-
lingsgrdiber’, we began to remove the backfill
from half of the pit in order to produce a verti-
cal section but after the removal of a mere 25 cm
of the more-or-less homogenous fill, we already
found human bones and pottery.

Accordingly, we continued to uncover the
remains, and found a contracted skeleton lying
on its left side in an east-west orientation. The
bones were preserved in bad condition, and parts
of the crushed skull were missing, most probably
removed by a burrowing animal. Along the east
and west wall of the pit, we found two trench-
like elongated hollows that contained the major-

ity of the grave goods. In the corners of the pit,
the ends of the “trenches” were further deepened
forming four posthole-like cavities. The skeleton
was positioned on the central “plateau”, slight-
ly south of the west-east axis of the rectangular
grave. The head extended beyond the central floor
of the grave and, as we found it, lay inclined on
the slope of the east trench. It seems though that
originally the head had been supported by some-
thing made of perishable material, e.g., a wooden
burial bed or a pillow that decayed over time,
thus causing the head to descend onto the steep
slope below it (Fig. 5).

The grave measured 175%x210 cm. The original
depth of the grave cannot be determined because
of the erosion of the slope. Measured from the
present-day surface, the deepest points in the cor-
ners were -70—75 cm while the main floor was at
a relative depth of 40 cm.

The grave goods consisted of 15 ceramic ves-
sels and a necklace comprising beads made main-
ly of copper and marine shells. Most of the ves-
sels were placed in the hollows in the corners.
However, three pieces lay on the shallower, cen-
tral part of the west trench and three pieces were
placed on the central floor. One of these latter two
vessels was adjacent to and leaning on the south
wall ca. 10 cm higher than the skeleton, and two
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Fig. 2 Plan of the excavated features
2. kép A feltart jelenségek alaprajza

other vessels lay near the knee of the body. Four
vessels were found on a second level: below the
level of the skeleton, in the southeast and south-
west “posthole”, below other vessels (Fig. 7-8).

Grave goods

Nr. 3/la. Beaker (0.2012.305.3.1; Fig. 14, 1). Well-
fired, finely tempered thin-walled, dark grey tripartite
beaker. It has been restored to its full original form.
Form: cylindrical neck, convex upper body, strongly
conic, straight-walled lower body, small base. The en-
tire outside of the vessel shows traces of red paint, as
well as a painted strip on the inside right above the lip.
Height: 9.5 cm, diameter of the rim: 8.5 cm, diameter
of the bottom: 3 cm. Found next to the knees of the
skeleton. Its pieces were found broken and mixed with
the sherds of vessel 3/1b, so much so that the two sepa-
rate vessels were only identified during the restoration
process.

Nr. 3/1b. Beaker (0.2012.305.3.16; Fig. 14, 2).
Well-fired, thin-walled, finely tempered, dark grey bi-
conical beaker with traces of red paint on its outside
and the inside below the rim. Restored from sherds. It
has a slightly curved neck, sharp carination, and conical
lower body. It has four, evenly distributed knobs around
its belly. Height: 9 cm, diameter of the rim: 11.4 cm,
diameter of the base: 3.5 cm. The sherds of this vessel

were mixed with those of vessel 3/1a and were sepa-
rated and identified during the restoration work.

Nr. 3/2. Pedestalled vessel (0.2012.305.3.2; Fig.
13, 1a—e). Well-fired, dark grey, low-pedestalled vessel.
The upper part of the vessel is conical with a straight
profile. The rim of the pedestal is slightly flared. The
vessel shows traces of red paint both on the inside and
the outside. On the outside of the upper part there are
four round knobs. In the areas between the round knobs
the red paint is interrupted by four ring-shaped, unpaint-
ed areas rimmed with white in the inner part. The red-
painted inside of rings had white zigzag motifs painted
on them. Unfortunately, we have only photographs of
the white motifs, because the white paint disintegrated
shortly after the removal of the vessel from the soil.
Four, evenly placed knobs are placed on the upper part
of the pedestal. It seems that the pedestal was decorated
with alternating red, white and unpainted, dark gray
areas. Unfortunately, only the traces of an unpainted
saw-tooth pattern and a white, triangular shape painted
on the red ground coat can still be discerned from the
decoration of the pedestal. Height: 21.5 cm, diameter of
the rim: 41 c¢cm, diameter of the base 12.5 cm. This ves-
sel was found in the southwest corner of the grave. The
rim of the vessel was on the same level as the central
floor of the grave.

Nr. 3/3. Butmir type (mushroom) pot (0.2012.305.3.3;
Fig. 15, 7). Finely tempered, well-fired, dark grey pot with
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inward leaning, hemispherical shoulder, and conical belly.
Found broken, it is now restored. Both the shoulder and
the belly has four, large, semi-spherical knobs. Traces of
red paint can be seen on the outer surface. Height: 26.8
cm, diameter of the rim: 8.6 cm, largest diameter: 38 cm,
diameter of the base: 13 cm. It was found at the foot of the
skeleton, placed on the middle, higher part of the trench
along the west wall of the grave.

Nr. 3/4. Beaker (0.2012.305.3.4; Fig. 14, 4a-b).
Well-fired, thin-walled, finely tempered, dark grey tripar-
tite beaker with cylindrical neck and semi-spherical bot-
tom. There are four small knobs evenly placed just below
the line of the carination. Once having probably covered
the entire outer surface of the neck, there are traces of
white, ‘basket-weave’ pattern on the partially surviving
red base coat paint. There is red paint also on the inside
of the neck. Height: 10 cm, diameter of the rim: § cm,
diameter of the base: 4 cm. It was found placed inside
vessel 3/5, next to the pot 3/3.

Nr. 3/5. Biconical jar (0.2012.305.3.5; Fig. 14, 6a-b).
Well-fired, thin-walled, finely tempered, dark grey tri-
partite jar with cylindrical neck and biconical belly. Its
outside bears traces of red paint. Both the belly and the
neck are decorated with four small knobs. Restored from
sherds. Height: 18,7 cm, diameter of the rim: 15,5 cm,
diameter of the base: 5 cm. It was found placed next to
vessel 3/3.

Nr. 3/6. Pedestalled vessel (0.2012.305.3.6; Fig. 13,
2a—c). Well-fired, finely tempered, dark grey pedestalled
vessel. The upper part of the vessel is conical with slightly
convex profile. The rim of the hollow pedestal is flared.
The outside and a 6 cm wide outer section of the inside of
the vessel have traces of red ground paint. There is a single
knob on the outside of the bowl, and another four knobs
placed symmetrically around the upper part of the pedes-
tal. There are four negative, dark grey ring motifs (12 cm
in diameter, 1.5 cm in width) on the outside of the bowl.
Height: 35 cm, diameter of the rim: 43 cm, diameter of the
bowl: 15.5 cm. It was found in the northeast “posthole” of
the grave.

Nr. 3/7. Butmir type (mushroom) pot (0.2012.305.3.7;
Fig. 15, 5). Small, thin-walled, well-fired, finely tempered,
dark grey Butmir type (mushroom) pot with inward lean-
ing, conical shoulder, and conical belly. Restored from
sherds. There are traces of red paint all over its outer sur-
face. There is a single knob under its rim, and a possible
one placed symmetrically on the opposing side. Height:
13 c¢m, diameter of the rim: 6.5 cm, diameter of the base:
6 cm. Found next to the vessel 3/6, in the northeast corner.

Nr. 3/8. Conical bowl (0.2012.305.3.8; Fig. 15, 4).
Well-fired, oval, conical bowl. Restored from sherds. Tem-
pered with fine gravel, its brownish-grey fabric is medium
coarse. On one of its shorter sides there is semi-circular,
vertical handle with a round hole. There are two vertical,

knob-like handles on the longer sides. Its other short side is
undecorated. Height: 7.3 cm, diameter of the rim: 15.5x22
cm. Found on the main floor of the grave, lying on one of
its longer sides, leaning on the south wall, ca. 10 cm above
of the level of the skeleton.

Nr. 3/9. Butmir type (mushroom) pot (0.2012.305.3.9;
Fig. 15, 3). Small, thin walled, well-fired, finely tem-
pered Butmir (mushroom) pot with inward leaning, hemi-
spherical shoulder, and conical belly. Restored. It has
a biconical body and narrowing rim. There are traces of
red paint all over its outer surface. Four on each level,
there are symmetrically placed knobs around the rim,
on the shoulder, and on the belly of the pot. Height: 13
cm, diameter of the rim: 6.7 cm, diameter of the base:
4 cm. It was found immediately in front of the skull, next
to vessel 3/10, and overlying vessel 3/14.

Nr. 3/10. Beaker (0.2012.305.3.10; Fig. 14, 3). Thin
walled, finely tempered, well-fired dark grey beaker with
flaring rim and sharp carination. There are traces of red
paint all over its outer surface, and also around the rim on
the inside. Height: 6.5 cm, diameter of the rim: 9.5 cm,
main diameter of the base: 2.8 cm. It lay next to vessel 3/9,
in front of the forehead of the skull.

Nr. 3/11. Necklace (0.2012.305.3.11; Fig. 12 a-b).
Necklace consisting of marine shell (Table 1), copper, and
possibly bone and stone beads. The deceased wore a neck-
lace consisting of copper, marine shell, stone, and possi-
bly bone/tooth beads. The necklace was arranged in a way
that the larger shell beads were at the back, and the copper
beads in the front of the skeleton. The 126 copper beads of
the necklace were probably formed by cutting and bend-
ing copper wire. According to their size, they belong to
three groups: 66 of them are made of bent wire and are ca.
3.5 mm in width, 56 pieces, also of bent wire, are ca. 4.5
mm in width, while 4 of the items were 1.4—1.5 cm long,
thin tubes probably made of bent copper sheet. The over-
all weight of the copper beads is 13 g. The larger marine
shell beads are of various size ranging from 6.5 mm to 9.4
mm of width and 7.6 mm to 32 mm of length (Table 1).
Among the copper beads there were 9 other very small,
white beads probably made either of marine shell or bone.
The necklace also included 4 malachite beads similar to
the larger copper beads in size, and a yellow, transparent,
slightly triangular stone bead, all of them drilled through.
It was around the neck of the skeleton.

Nr. 3/12. Beaker (0.2012.305.3.12; Fig. 14, 5a—c).
Thin-walled, finely tempered, well-fired, dark grey, bea-
ker. Restored from sherds, amended. It has slightly curved
neck, sharp carination, and conical lower body. There are
four evenly placed knobs along the carination. There are
traces of red ground paint all over its outer surface, and
also around the rim on the inside. Unpainted lozenge pat-
tern can be observed against the red base paint around the
knobs decorating the belly of the beaker. The lozenges
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. Diameter .
No. IZf:flt)h \(Y;?;;l of the W?lfht Description
hole (mm) g

1 32 9,4 3,5 6 Cylindrical body, squarish cross-section with rounded corners

2 31,7 7,1 3,7 3 Cylindrical body, rounded on one side and has two rounded
edges on the opposite. The layered structure of the shell is
visible on its surface.

3 28,4 8,2 3,7 3 Cylindrical body, oval cross-section with longer sides slightly
flattened.

4 23,4 7 3,8 2 Cylindrical body, squarish cross-section with rounded
corners; The layered structure of the shell is visible on its
surface.

5 15,3 7 3 1 Broken at one end; cylindrical body with squarish cross-
section of three flattened and one rounded side. The layered
structure of the shell is visible on its surface.

6 11,4 7,5 2,8 1 Cylindrical body with holes on the surface; oval cross-
section;

7 10,3 6,5 2,5 1 Rounded, slightly squarish cross-section

8 9,2 6,8 2,6 >1 Cylindrical, slightly angular cross-section

9 8,2 7,8 2,5 >1 Cylindrical, slightly angular cross-section, porous material
(broken)

10 7,6 6,6 2,4 >1 Cylindrical, slightly angular cross-section

Table 1 Marine shell beads of the necklace (Fig. 12, 2)
1. tablazat A nyaklanc tengeri kagylobdl késziilt gyongyei (Fig. 12, 2)

are connected by diagonal lines on the bottom part of the
body. Faint traces of white ‘basket-weave’ motif could
also be observed around its neck. The surface of the ves-
sel below the paint is burnished. Height: 7.8 cm, diameter
of the rim: 11 c¢m, diameter of the base: 3.5 cm. It was
found placed inside vessel 3/13, in the southwest corner,
below vessel 3/2.

Nr. 3/13. Strainer vessel (0.2012.305.3.13; Fig. 15,
la—b). Thin-walled, well-fired, finely tempered brown-
ish-grey bowl with slightly narrowing shoulder and gen-
tly flaring rim. There are 25 holes, 34 mm in diameter,
pierced through its body and base. Both its inside and
outside has traces of red ground coat. There are four
small knobs along the rim and also around the carina-
tion. Unpainted, inter-connected negative, semi-circular
linear motifs surround the knobs on the carination line
from below. Height: 12.9 cm, diameter of the rim: 23 cm,
diameter of the base: 6 cm. It was found under vessel 3/2
(pedestalled vessel) and contained 3/12.

Nr. 3/14. Conical bowl (0.2012.305.3.14; Fig. 15,
2). Conical bowl of dark grey fabric tempered with fine

gravel, well-fired. Four large knobs distributed evenly
around its side. Two of the opposing knobs are round the
other two are vertically elongated. Height: 7.5 cm, di-
ameter of the rim: 23 c¢m, diameter of the base: 13.5 cm.
It was found placed upside down on the bottom of the
hollow in the southeast corner of the grave. We found a
bone fragment under it. Items 3/9 and 3/10 were placed
on top of this vessel.

Nr. 3/15. Conical bowl (0.2012.305.3.15, Fig. 15, 6).
Conical bowl of medium coarse, brownish-grey fabric,
tempered with fine gravel, well-fired. Status: restored
from sherds, missing parts are amended. It has four,
evenly distributed conical knobs on the midline of its
body. Height: 9.5 cm, diameter of the rim: 24.5 cm, di-
ameter of the base: 11 cm. Next to the bowl 3/14, in the
southeast hollow, at the bottom.

Feature 10 (Fig. 10-11)

Near the area most eroded by the occasional
flow of excess water, we found several ceramic ves-
sels, some placed on top of, and others next to, each
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Fig. 3 Photo of grave No. 3.
3. kép A 3. sir fényképe

Fig. 5 Detailed photo of the upper head-part in Feature 3
5. kép Részletfoto a fej kornyékérdl a 3. jelenségben

other. We also found a cranial fragment among the
sherds. The pottery assemblage (Feature 10) was
found buried in the uppermost layer of Feature 5
(also a Lengyel Culture pit).

The fill of the pit most probably associated with
the ceramic assemblage could not be differentiated
from the surrounding dark back-fill of a pit. How-
ever, the assemblage consisting of two, almost in-
tact pedestalled vessels placed on top of each other,
and six other vessels placed under and next to them
reminded us very much of the grave goods placed
in the corners of Feature 3. It seems plausible that
the rest of the putative grave had been destroyed
by agricultural activity and erosion. According to
Mr. Kurucz, he had found the pedestalled vessel he
kindly gave to the Museum washed out immediately
next to the spot where the assemblage of Feature 10
was found. This fact further corroborates our sup-
position that Feature 10 had been a grave similar to
Feature 3.

Fig. 4 In situ photo of the necklace in grave 3.
4. kép In situ kép a 3. sir nyaklancarol

Fig. 6 The empty grave No. 3
6. kép A 3. sir tiresen

Finds of Feature 10

Nr. 10/1. Pedestalled vessel (0.2012.305.10.1; Fig. 17,
1). Well-fired, finely tempered, buff-coloured, small ped-
estalled vessel with no traces of paint. The upper part has
a straight profile, the base of the pedestal is slightly flared.
Height: 15.7 cm, diameter of the rim: 18.7 cm, diameter of
the base: 8.6 cm. Found next to vessel 10/2 and 10/3.

Nr. 10/2. Pedestalled vessel (0.2012.305.10.2; Fig. 16,
la—c). Well-fired, dark grey, thin-walled, finely tempered
pedestalled vessel. The bowl has a straight profile. Re-
stored from fragments. Both the inside and the outside of
the vessel has traces of red paint. There is a single knob on
the outside of the upper part, and four evenly placed knobs
on the upper part of the pedestal. There are four unpainted
(black), circular motifs on the outside of the upper part
with ring has black zigzag motifs on the inside. Height:
25 cm, diameter of the rim: 24,5 cm, diameter of the base:
10.7 cm. Its pedestal standing on top of 10/2, the sherds of
its body were found broken off the pedestal and lying on
vessel 10/3.
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Fig. 7 Plan of grave No. 3 with grave goods on various levels: first level (above) and second level (below)
7. kép A 3. sir alaprajza a kiilonboz6 szinteken elhelyezett mellékletekkel: elsd szint (fent) és masodik szint (alul)
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Fig. 8 North—south section drawings of grave No. 3: on the western side (above) and eastern side (below)
8. kép A 3. sir észak—dél iranyl metszete: nyugati oldalon (fent) és keleti oldalon (lent)

Nr. 10/3. Pedestalled vessel (0.2012.305.10.3; Fig. 16,
2a—). Well-fired, finely tempered, dark grey pedestalled
vessel. The bowl has a straight profile. The base is slightly
flaring. There are traces of red paint on the outside of the
vessel and also around the inside of the rim. There are four
small knobs placed in equal distance around the body, and
also around the upper part of the pedestal. There unpainted
(black) ring motifs, 12 cm in diameter, between the knobs
on the body. Height: 28.8 cm, diameter of the rim: 35.5 cm,
diameter of the base: 14 cm.

Nr. 10/4. Bowl (0.2012.305.10.4). Sherds of a thin
walled, dark grey, red painted bowl, one piece with knob.

Nr. 10/5. Conical bowl (0.2012.305.10.5; Fig. 17, 3).
Well-fired, dark grey conical bowl of semi-coarse fabric.
Restored from sherds. Height: 8.5 cm, diameter of the rim:
28 cm, diameter of the base: 12 cm. In the photos this vessel
was marked 4 and 5. The sherds turned out to be parts of the
same vessel during restoration. No. 10/4 was subsequently
reassigned to 0.2012.305.10.4.

Nr. 10/6. Butmir type (mushroom) pot (0.2012.
305.10.6; Fig. 17, 2). Well-fired, finely tempered, small,
dark grey, thin-walled Butmir type (mushroom) pot with
inward leaning, hemispherical shoulder, and conical belly.
It has four symmetrically placed knobs both below its rim
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Fig. 9 Plan of grave No. 3. with restored vessels
9. kép A 3. sir alaprajza a restauralt edényekkel




54 Cs. Gati.—G. Bertdk

Fig. 10 Photo of the possible grave No. 10
10. kép A 10., feltételezett sir fényképe

and around its belly. It shows traces of red paint on the
outside. Height: 15.5 cm, diameter of the rim: 7.2 cm, di-
ameter of the base: 5.5 cm. Its sherds were found during
the removal of upper vessels of the assemblage.

Nr. 10/7. Beaker (0.2012.305.10.7, Fig. 17, 5a—c).
Status: restored from sherds. It has four symmetrically
placed knobs both below its rim and around its belly.
There are negative, dark spiral motifs around the knobs
on its belly. Traces of white —“basket-weave” motifs on
red ground coat can be seen on its neck. Height: 10.8 cm,
diameter of the rim: 16 cm, diameter of the base: 5 cm.
Found under vessel 10/3.

Nr. 10/8. Beaker (0.2012.305.10.8; Fig. 17, 4). Thin
walled, well-fired, finely tempered, dark grey beaker.
Status: restored from sherds. It has two symmetrically
placed knobs both below its rim and on its belly. The
beaker shows no traces of paint. Its outer surface is bur-
nished. Height: 8.5 cm, diameter of the rim: 8.3 cm, di-
ameter of the base: 5 cm. Found under vessel 10/1.

Nr. 10/9. Sherds of a vessel with linear traces caused
by the process of forming (0.2012.305.10.9).

Nr. 10/10. Sherds of a biconical vessel (belly and
knob) (0.2012.305.10.10).

Analysis

Grave structure

Lengyel graves resembling Feature 3 in its rect-
angular shape with side trenches and “postholes”
in the corners have not been known until very re-
cently. So far, they have been found at only one
site in the neighbouring Tolna county (GALLINA et
al. 2010; ZALAI-GAAL—OszTAS 2009, ZALAI-GAAL—
OszrAs—KoHLER 2012). Of the 1,593 analyzed
graves of the ca. 2,300 burials dated to the period
of the Lengyel Culture at the Alsonyék-Bataszék
site (Tolna County) 123 burials (7.72 per cent) be-
longed to this type (ZALAI-GAAL—OSzZTAs—KOHLER
2012, 72). The common characteristics of the rect-
angular, “side trench and posthole” type are: 1.: a
near-rectangular shape, 2.: large size when com-
pared to ‘ordinary’ burials (1.6-2.5 m length), 3.: a
deep trench and/or posthole-like hollows inserted
into the sides and/or corners of the grave cut.

Burial rite*

According to the anthropological analysis (for the
details see the Appendix), the person buried in Fea-
ture 3 was an adult female. According to the analy-
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Fig. 11 Plan of the grave goods from grave No. 10
11. kép A 10. sir edényeinek alaprajza

ses dealing with the Late Neolithic burials in the
surrounding region, the majority of the graves were
those of adult women (ZaLal-GaAL 2010, 52-53).
However, in the case of the graves similar in struc-
ture to Feature 3, the ratio of the two sexes is more or
less equal (ZALAI-GAAL—-OszTAs—KOHLER 2012, 112).

The contracted body lay on its left side. Its arms
were placed in an awkward, overlapping and bent
position, suggesting that they had been bound. Lo-
cated ca. 10 cm from the necklace, the fingers of
the left hand showed green marks of oxidized cop-
per (Fig. 4) However, we found no copper objects
directly around or on the fingers. This may indicate
that the hands were originally forced near or un-
der the neck and the skull in a “sleeping” position.
This way, the oxidized necklace could have caused
the green marks. It probably happened during the
process of decomposing that the hand moved away
from the necklace.

Contracted burial was the most wide spread tra-
dition in the Lengyel period at the most well-known
nearby sites in Zengdvarkony, Villanykovesd (both
located in Baranya county), as well as the clos-
est known sites in Tolna County (Moragy and Al-
sonyek-Bataszek). In the case of the Zengdvarkony

burials, some 87.5 per cent of the burials were con-
tracted with the body placed on its left side (ZaLal-
GaAL 2010, 60-69).

Facing south, the body had an east-west orien-
tation, which is typical of the contemporary cem-
eteries uncovered at Zengdvarkony, Pécsvarad and
Villanykovesd. According to the comparative ob-
servations made by I. Zalai-Gaal, the prevalence
of the opposite, west—east orientation in the case of
the Moragy burials has a chronological significance,
as they seem to be characteristic of a latter period
(ZaLa1-GaAL 2010, 56-59). At sub-site 5603 near
Alsonyék—Bataszék, the graves similar in structure
to Borjad Feature 3 are also mostly oriented east—
west (ZALAI-GAAL—OszTAs—KoOHLER 2012, 96-97).
Accordingly, the Borjad burial is not extraordinary
in the region in terms of orientation.

Grave goods

Located on several levels, there were vessels
of various type placed around the buried person.
She also had a necklace of copper and marine shell
beads as part of her funeral attire, which may have
been lavishly decorated, but no traces of it survived.
Some of the vessels® may also have served as part of
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Fig. 12 Parts of the necklace from grave No. 3. 1: stone
(malachite?), bone, and copper beads; 2: marine shell beads
12. kép A 3. sir nyaklancanak részei. 1: k6 (malachit?),
csont és rézgyongyok; 2: tengeri kagylok

the equipment used during a funeral feast. Though
we did not find any traces of offerings placed on
them, other grave goods were most probably also in-
cluded to ensure the well-being of the deceased in the
afterlife. As we found them, all of the vessels were
broken, but all the pieces were next to each other in
their 'natural’ position. This means that they broke
either during the burial by the soil dropped on them
or after the burial because of the pressure of the soil.

It is also possible that grave goods of ephemeral
material were not placed only on or into the vessels
since one of the corner holes lacked finds. Addition-
ally, as mentioned above, the position of the skull
and the vessels Nos. 3/9 and 3/10 also implies a sup-

port that had later decomposed. It may also not be
coincidental that the grave goods were positioned
on various levels in the grave.*

Considering all of the known Lengyel Culture
burials in Southern Transdanubia, the number of
pottery vessels recovered from Feature 3 is well the
average of 2—5 pieces. Graves with more than 5 ves-
sels are extraordinarily rare, and we know on only
one grave with more than 15 pieces: Grave No. 114
in Zengdvarkony had 21 pieces (ZaLai-GaaL 2010,
73-74). According to the observations made by I.
Zalai-Gaal, burials with large number of pottery
vessels are characteristic of the early and transition-
al phase (la-Ib) of the Lengyel Culture in South-
ern Transdanubia, and are rare in the later phases
(ZarLa1-GaAL 2010, 84). Feature 3 is also among the
richest in pottery grave goods when compared to the
published graves of similar structure uncovered in
the Alsony¢k-Bataszék Lengyel cemetery.

The unique construction and the extraordinary
number of funerary items seem to confirm the con-
clusion by I. Zalai-Gaal and A. Osztas that this
type of graves belonged to persons of high status
(ZALAa1-GaAL—OszTAs 2009, 247, 252). However,
our knowledge of this type of burial is limited, and
therefore the interpretation of its structural elements
is uncertain. Even the graves published so far show
a great variety both in terms of layout and grave-
goods.

As for the corner holes, the excavators of the
Alsonyé¢k site proposed that they may have been
postholes of a wooden construction. In the Carpath-
ian Basin, traces of similar structures dated to the
Late Neolithic are sporadic (HorvATH 1992). Natu-
rally, the question occurs: to what type of wooden
construction could these “postholes” belong to? In
technical terms, a wooden “mortuary house” struc-
ture that formed part of the backfilled grave can be
more plausibly supposed in the case of the buri-
als with empty holes of near-round cross section
in their corners e.g. (ZALAI-OszTAs—KOHLER 2012,
Figs. 16 and 19). In the case of the Borjad burial, the
corner holes do not have a definite shape and three
of them contained grave goods that did not allow
the presence of posts. In the southeast and south-
west corners, the pottery vessels are on top of each
other, with some of them deliberately placed on the
bottom of the hollow, while some may have either
been placed or slid and broke on top of the bottom
ones, while the northeast corner hollow had a ped-
estalled vessel in it that prevented the placement of
a post into it. Consequently, we do not think that
the corner holes of the Borjad grave served as real
postholes of a permanent funerary structure.
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Fig. 13 Pottery vessels from grave feature No. 3; 1b, 2b: reconstruction of the painted motifs (not in scale)
(Photo: Istvan Fiizi, JPM)
13. kép Edénymellékletek a 3. sirbol; az 1b és 2b a festett motivumok rekonstrukcioja (nem mérethelyesen)
(Fénykeép: Fiizi Istvan, JPM)
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Fig. 14 Pottery vessels from grave feature No. 3; 5b: reconstruction of the painted motifs (not in scale)
(Photo: Istvan Fiizi, JPM)
14. kép Edénymellékletek a 3. sirbdl; az 5b a festett motivumok rekonstrukcidja (nem mérethelyesen)
(Fénykeép: Fiizi Istvan, JPM)
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Fig. 15 Pottery vessels from grave feature No. 3; 1b,: reconstruction of the painted motifs
(Photo: Istvan Fiizi, JPM)
15. kép Edénymellékletek a 3. sirbol; az 1b a festett motivumok rekonstrukcioja
(Fénykeép: Fiizi Istvan, JPM)
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Fig. 16 Pottery vessels from grave feature No. 10; 1b, 2b: reconstruction of the painted motifs
(Photo: Istvan Fiizi, JPM)
16. kép Edénymellékletek a 10. sirbol; az 1b és 2b a festett motivumok rekonstrukcidja (Fénykép: Fiizi Istvan, JPM)
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Fig. 17 Pottery vessels from grave feature No. 10; 5b: reconstruction of the painted motifs
(Photo: Istvan Fiizi, JPM)
17. kép Edénymellékletek a 10. sirbol; az 5b a festett motivumok rekonstrukcioja (Fénykép: Fiizi Istvan, JPM)
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A possible explanation of these two major types,
i.e. the graves with genuine and imitation postholes,
could be based on a temporal change: the real post-
holes became symbolic, and gained a new ritual
function by time. Another possible solution could
be that the legs or posts of a subsequently removed
catafalque or house-like structure were placed into
the corner holes before or during a funeral ceremo-
ny. If so, the presence of the grave goods in the cor-
ner holes suggests that either the whole platform or
at least its legs were removed and the corner pits
were filled with grave goods before the backfilling
of the grave. The fact that the head of the buried
person was found inclined on the slope of the south-
east hollow in an unnatural position may indicate
the presence either of a solid platform or at least a
pillow-like support at the time of the burial. This
support decayed by time and allowed the head to
descend into the hollow.

Moving away from the purely technical reason-
ing, it is quite possible that the special structure of
the Borjad and similar Lengyel graves have an ex-
planation rooted in the ritual beliefs of the Lengyel
people. Due to the lack of data, we could come up
only with purely theoretical interpretations that are
beyond the scope of this paper. It is to be noted,
however, that objects of obvious sacral significance,
like idols and altars, were not found in the grave. All
of the pottery finds were what we would rather think
of as items (or copies of items) for everyday use,’
while the necklace was most probably an object of
prestige with decorative function.

Considering the Alsonyék cemetery, it is plau-
sible that Feature 3 was not a unique phenomenon
within the Borjad site. Though not confirmed, Fea-
ture 10 may be the surviving part of a as a neigh-
bouring burial of similar type: it is characteristic
of the Lengyel funerary customs to place graves in
groups in any case.

Pottery forms®

Most of the vessel forms are typical for the South-
eastern Transdanubian Group of the Lengyel Cul-
ture: there were found in Feature 3 two pedestalled
vessels, three conical, oval bowls, three so-called
‘Butmir’-type (mushroom) pots, three small bea-
kers with curved neck and wide rim two beakers
and a jar with biconical body and vertical neck. In
the southwest corner of the grave we found a unique
deep bowl (No. 3/13: Fig. 15, 1), a strainer vessel
with holes on its round bottom. It was placed under
a pedestalled vessel (No. 3/2: Fig. 13, 1), and con-
tained a beaker (No. 3/12: Fig. 14, 5).

Decoration

Red paint and unpainted, negative motifs

With the exception of the oval, conical bowls,
all the pottery finds from Feature 3 show traces of
painted decoration. In most cases at least some of
the paint remained attached to the soil upon the
removal of the vessel. Therefore, it is difficult to
reconstruct some of the motifs. Also in feature 10,
except for vessels 1 and 5 (Fig. 17, 1, 3), every piece
showed traces of red painting.

Creating ‘negative’ motifs by omitting the paint,
whereby the pattern shows up with the natural, dark
colour of the fabric, was applied in several cases,
as in the case of the ring motifs on the pedestalled
vessels (No. 3/2, 3/6, 10/2, 10/3: Fig. 13, 1, 2, Fig.
16, 1, 2) and the zigzag patterns (No. 10/2: Fig. 16,
1) within these rings.

White paint

There are some cases where traces of white mo-
tifs painted on red background could be observed.
However, the white paint was very thin and in most
cases disintegrated already in, or soon after being
removed from the soil.

A white, ‘basket-weave’ or possibly meander-
like motif is still visible on the upper part of two of
the beakers (No. 3/4: Fig. 14, 4b; No. 3/12: Fig. 14,
5b) and a traces of such a pattern is visible on anoth-
er beaker from Feature 10. (No. 10/7: Fig. 17, 5b).
Similar meander-like painted patterns were found
on other Lengyel vessels (e. g. Pazinova 2012, 231,
Fig. 1).

A recently re-examined example of a real ‘bas-
ket-weave’ pattern is a beaker from Ocsdd (Racz-
Ky—KovAcs 2009, 143, Fig. 3). The white pattern on
the dark, birch bark-tar coated surface of the Ocsdd
vessel was found to be the residue of interwoven
straw. In our case, the white pattern could also be
the remains of plant residue, but the ‘fixer’ pres-
ent on the surface of the Ocsdd vessel is missing
here. Originating from two Lengyel site in Western
Transdanubia white painted pottery sherds look-
ing more similar to the Borjad examples than that
from Ocsdd (see ToTH et al. 2013, Fig. 2¢) proved
to be decorated with paint that consisted of pure,
homogeneous calcite.

Additionally, there is a sherd with white, most
probably painted patterns at Borjad, namely the
pedestalled Vessel 3/2 (Fig. 13, 1b). In the case of
Vessel 3/2, the triangular white motifs near the base
of the pedestal cover the red paint without traces of
interwoven motifs. The areas enclosed by the rings
on the outside of the upper part of Vessel 3/2 were
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Fig. 18 1: The Borjad marine hell beads added to SikLosI—CsenNGerI 2011, Fig. 2; 2: The Borjad marine hell beads
added to SikLOSI-CseEnGERI 2011, Fig. 3
18. kép 1: A borjadi tengeri kagyld gyongyok SikLosi—CseNGERI 2011, Fig. 2 dbrajaba illesztve; 2: A borjadi tengeri
kagylo gyongyok Sikrosi—CsenGerl 2011, Fig. 3 abrajaba illesztve
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decorated with white zigzag lines, while the rings
themselves were outlined with single white lines.’
These latter white coloured marks seemed more like
paint as opposed to those on Beaker 3/4. It is also
possible, that the “basket-weave” pattern on Bea-
ker 3/4 is indeed an imprint made by first applying
white paint e. g., on a straw mat, and then by press-
ing the wet, painted surface of the mat to the neck
of the vessel. Any further conclusions would require
a detailed archacometric examination of the objects
mentioned above.

So far, white-painted vessels have been extreme-
ly rare in Southeastern Transdanubian Group of the
Lengyel Culture. I. Zalai-Gaal mentions only two
examples altogether (ZaLal-GaaL 2007, 71). The
lack of the phase with white paint in this region has
caused a chronological problem in research (ZALAI-
GaAL 2007, 15-18). Our example shows that, upon
removal from the soil, the white paint decays much
easier than the — otherwise also very vulnerable —
red paint. Consequently, the lack of white painted
material in our region may have been caused by lo-
cal soil chemistry or the chemical properties of the
local white paint, which, in turn, could have been
more common than it has been suspected before.

Knobs and motifs

Aside from being adorned with paint, most of the
vessels were also decorated with knobs of various
size. The majority of the knobs were hemispherical,
placed symmetrically around the pedestal and the
body, four on a level. There also examples where
the knob was combined with painted motifs.

Unpainted lozenge pattern can be observed
against the red base paint around the knobs deco-
rating the belly of the Beaker 3/12 (Fig. 14, 5b—c).
The lozenges are connected by diagonal lines on the
bottom part of the body.

The knobs of Jar 3/5 have concentric circles
around them (Fig. 14, 6b).

There is an unpainted, linear motif running par-
allel with the rim of the Strainer bowl 3/13with
semicircular sections surrounding the knobs from
below (Fig. 15, 1b).

The small Bowl 10/7 had garland motifs be-
tween the knobs, and also on the belly (Fig. 17, 5b).

Strainer

The curved body and base of Vessel 3/13 (Fig.
15, 1) are perforated by 25, more-or-less evenly dis-
tributed holes, ca. 3—4 mm in diameter. We know
of several analogies for perforated vessels from
the Neolithic in general, but Lengyel examples are
rare, and for this particular bowl we have not found

any close analogies. Confirming P. Bogucki’s pro-
posal (Bocucki 1984), a recent scientific exami-
nation showed that many of the Middle and Late
Neolithic strainers were indeed used for straining
dairy products (SALQUE et al. 2013). In the lack of
lipid analysis, we cannot confirm the same about
Vessel 3/13, but as one of the most plausible pos-
sibilities we find it worth mentioning here.

Necklace

Most probably, the beads were strung on thread
of organic material that held them in position at
least as long as some of them got corroded and
stuck together in groups. The structure of some
of the groups and the position of the beads in the
grave suggest that the copper beads formed a dou-
ble line.

It seems to be a common practice in the rich-
er female graves of the Lengyel Culture to adorn
the dead person with jewellery. The shell-copper
bead combination is the most characteristic of I.
Zalai-Gaal’s chronology in the late classical phase
of Neolithic period (Ila) of the Lengyel Culture
(ZaLa1-GaAL 2010, 170). Both being objects of
prestige, the presence of copper and shell beads in
the grave indicate that the dead person was of high
social status.

Copper beads

Preliminary investigations® show that the beads
were made of pure copper. The raw material in this
case was either native copper, or copper ores of high
copper content, like cuprite, malachite, or azurite,
which seems to correspond to the general picture
aboutNeolithic copper (KaLicz 1992; PErnickA etal.
1993, 2-4).

1. Zalai-Gaal (1997) studied the known copper
artefacts of the Lengyel Culture in Southeastern
Transdanubia. Naturally, his survey included only
the grave finds recovered before the large-scale
rescue excavations in the mid-2000° that preced-
ed motorway construction in the Southern Trans-
danubian region. Sometimes found together with
malachite beads, the most common copper objects
recovered from graves are beads of various sizes,
the majority of which are small, 3—5 mm in diam-
eter. According to his analysis, 23 per cent of the
known Lengyel graves contained copper jewellery
combined with shells. (Zarai-GaarL 2010, 170).
Both of these data, as well as the number of ob-
jects in the graves, are relatively high when com-
pared to those of Northern cemeteries (ZaLa1-GAAL
2010, 148). Armbands are also present, but in much
smaller numbers.
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Grave item no. Type of vessel Zalai-Gaal Remarks
(Borjad) M Type (2007)
372 Short pedestalled lalbl
vessel
3/6 Pedestalled vessel ladal-2
10/1 Pedestalled vessel la3bl
10/2 Pedestalled vessel la3b2
10/3 Pedestalled vessel 1a3b2
3/3 Butmir (mushroom) 2a2al
vessel
3/9 Butmir (mushroom) 2alb4
vessel
3/7 Butmir (mushroom) 2alb4
vessel
3/1 Beaker 1b2a5 possibly 1b2b5
3/4 Beaker 1b2a6
3/5 Biconical jar 1b2a5 Similar to 3/4 but larger, carination is more
expressed
3/12 Biconical beaker 1b3a2
3/10 Beaker 2c3d1 Sharp carination, flaring neck, spherical lower
body (perhaps 2c3d2)
3/1b Biconical beaker 1b3a2
10/7 Biconical beaker 2c3d1
10/8 Biconic beaker 1b3al
3/13 Strainer n/a Vessel without analogy, both in terms of form
and function. Closest type in ZGI: 2b2al
3/14 Conical bowl 2b2cl
3/8 Conical bowl 2b2cl
10/5 Conical bowl 2b2cl
3/15 Conical bowl 2b2c2

Table 2 Typology of the pottery from Borjad according to the chronological framework of 1. Zalai-Gaal
2. tablazat A borjadi keramiaanyag tipologiai besorolasa Zalai-Gaal 1. rendszere szerint
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Marine shell beads®

It is still an unsettled issue whether the various
marine shells used for producing jewellery in the
Carpathian Basin during the Neolithic were locally
collected fossils or imported from either the Adri-
atic or the Aegean (SumEGI 2006, 89; Bamocz et
al. 2013). Considering the statistics provided by .
Zalai-Gaal and P. Stimegi, the majority of the jew-
ellery made of thick shell valves from the Lengyel
graves of Southeastern Transdanubia were contem-
porary, imported ones. However, locally found fos-
sils belonging to the Ostrea genus also had a signifi-
cant, 19 per cent ratio in the material of nearby sites
(SumEGt 2006, 101). As for Borjad, the proximity of
the fossil-bearing Mecsek mountain range and the
fact that several of the nearby sites!® yielded arte-
facts of fossil shells make both possibilities worthy
of consideration. In many cases it is very hard or im-
possible to tell the fossils from contemporary Spon-
dylus or Glycymeris shells by simple macroscopic
observation. Since we have not had the means for a
more in-depth examination, the origins of the Bor-
jad beads could not be determined so far, but based
purely on the available statistics a non-fossil, im-
ported origin is more likely.

According to a study by N. Kalicz and J. Szénasz-
ky, Neolithic shell finds recovered in the Carpathian
Basin belong to one of two typo-chronological ho-
rizons. Beads and pendants made of Spondylus and
other marine bivalves from the Middle Neolithic
tend to be elongated and large in size, while the Late
Neolithic finds include armbands, and the beads
are smaller and disc-shaped (KALicz—SzENASzKY
2001, 49). Confirming and refining the results by
Kalicz and Szénaszky, Zs. Siklosi and P. Csengeri
found that not only the size and shape of shell ob-
jects had changed by time, but also their numbers:
the smaller objects of the later period seem to be
more numerous (SIKLOSI-CSENGERI 2011, 47). The
Borjad grave belongs to the Late Neolithic Lengyel
period without doubt. Furthermore, based on the
pottery finds, it is more likely to date to the later
phase of Neolithic Lengyel (see below). However,
considering the typology proposed by the studies
quoted above, some of the beads from Borjad seem
to be more analogous with the earlier, Middle Neo-
lithic finds of medium size in terms of length. On
the other hand, when comparing the Borjad beads
with the diagrams of width/length correspondence
in Siklosi and Csengeri’s paper (SIKLOSI-CSENGERI
2011, 50-51, Fig. 2, 3), the smaller beads fit into the
smaller section of the type “medium size cylindrical
bead”, but the larger beads form a subgroup that fills
an unpopulated area (Fig. 18. 1-2).

While it is not impossible that an old ‘family
heirloom’ refurbished with copper beads was buried
with the “Lady of Borjad”, it does not seem the most
likely possibility. Forthcoming new analyses based
on the recently excavated large sites, however, may
provide a more elaborate typo-chronology, based on
which we may be able to date the Borjad beads with
better accuracy.

Chronology

For the typo-chronological analysis, we used 1. Zalai-
Gaal’s framework (ZALal-GaAL 2007, 2008; ZALAl-
GaAL—OszrAs—SomoGyl 2014) since he published
and created a typology for much of the relevant ma-
terial in our region

As seen above the majority of the vessels from
Feature 3 and Feature 10 belong to Zalai-Gaal’s typo-
chronological Phase 3 and 4, with some examples of
Phase 5. Accordingly, Feature 3 and 10 can be dat-
ed to the Ib—Ilal-IIb phases (Ceramic groups 3-5:
“Ubergang” and “Spitphase”) as determined by 1.
Zalai-Gaal (Zarai-GaaL 2007, 87, 94-96). For dat-
ing the grave more to the Transitional (“Ubergang”)
Phase, Grave 218 from Zengdvarkony provides a
close analogy in the form of a white-painted vessel
(ZaLa-GaAL 2008, Abb. 27, 4). On the other hand,
several of the Borjad vessels with zigzag motifs
within circles are closely analogous with a pedes-
talled vessel recovered from Grave 15 in Moragy that
belongs to the late horizon Ilal (ZaLal-GaaL 2008,
Abb. 56, 2).

The Borjad graves had far more vessels than the
vast majority of the graves discussed by Zalai-Gaal,
which means it that they have a higher variance than
the other graves. This can either mean that several
vessels (or types of vessel) survived for a longer pe-
riod, or the existing typologies need refinement.

Summary

Although in the last century a huge dataset concern-
ing the Lengyel Culture burials in Baranya County
has been collected, the rich grave of Borjad provided
new data about the burial rites.

Aside from the fact that the graves presented here
were endowed with grave goods much richer than
the average, we found it important to publish them
because they are the only representatives of a re-
cently discovered type of burial of the Late Neolithic
Lengyel Culture from Baranya County. Addition-
ally, the grave goods themselves also include unique
pieces that are worth sharing with the research com-
munity and may be worthy of further investigations.



The “Lady of Borjad” 67

Acknowledgements

We express our thanks: For the constructive and
helpful advices by writing the paper we are grate-
ful to Anett Osztas, Dr. John Chapman, and Dr.
Zsuzsanna Siklosi.

Notes
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lished by 1. Zalai-Gaal (ZaLAl-GaAL 2007, Zarai-GaAL 7 Unfortunately the white markings came off very soon af-
2008) in connection with the burials of the Lengyel Cul- ter the vessel’s removal from the soil, but we have photos
ture in Southern Transdanubia. showing them (Fig. 13, 1c¢).

3 In case of the stainer vessel in Feature 3 (No. 3/13: Fig. 8 We are extremely grateful for the laser induced break-
15, 1) we may assume that it was used not only for the down spectroscopy (LIBS) examinations carried out by
food serving feast but also for the preparing. Zsuzsanna Marton from the Institute of Physics of Pécs

4 1t is noticeable that some of them were put inside each University, Hungary.
other, which might indicate that they were used together. 9 We are grateful to Anett Osztas and Zsuzsanna T6th for
E.g., a small beaker with the possible function either of a consulting us on the marine shell beads.
scoop, or a vessel to receive the strained liquid was inside 10 See e.g., ZALAI-GAAL 2006, 12 on the nearby sites of Péc-
the strainer vessel. svarad—Aranyhegy and Zeng6varkony.
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A “BORJADI URNO” - MAGAS STATUSU KESO NEOLIT NO SiRJA
BARANYA MEGYEBOL

Osszefoglalds

2010 6szén bejelentés érkezett a Janus Pannonius
Muizeum régészeti osztalyara, miszerint a Baranya
megyei Borjad mellett a falu hatardban (Borjad-
Kenderfold) a csemetés ontézésekor a learamlod viz
nagyméretl, festett edényeket mosott ki. Az edények
a lengyeli kultirahoz tartoztak. Mivel az Ontdzés
soran a domboldalr6l ledramlé viz veszélyeztette a
leléhelyet, az érintett rovid szakaszon mentdasatast
végeztiink. A felso, vékony humuszréteg eltavolitisa
utan stirin egymas mellett, illetve egymasba asva je-
lentkeztek az objektumok.

A jelenségek a feltart rovid szakaszon a neoliti-
kum idejére voltak keltezhetok. Sotétbarna foltként
jelentkeztek a lengyeli kultura jelenségei, mig a ko-
7€pso neolitikus objektumok halvanyabb betoltési-
ek voltak. A nagyobb méretli objektumoknak csak
egy részét sikeriilt igy feltarni. A jelenségek kozott
szembetlind volt egy szabalyos négyszogletes, leke-
rekitett sarku objektum — egy sir — halvany foltja (3.
objektum).

A telepobjektumokon ¢és az emlitett 3. objektum
szabalyos sirjan kiviil egy nagyobb goddrbokorba
asva még egy feltételezheto sir részleges maradvanya
is el6keriilt (10. objektum). Ugy tiinik, hogy a lelé-
helyet a neolitikumban szinte végig laktak. A kozép-
sO neolitikum jelenségeit vagtak a lengyeli kultira
objektumai, melyekbe — feltételezhetden a teleprész
felhagydsa utan — sirokat astak.

Jelen tanulmany a két feltart sirral foglalkozik. A
lengyeli kultiranak az utobbi évekig nem volt ismere-
tes hasonlo, szdgletes, ,,colopos-arkos” sirszerkezetii
temetkezése. Az autdpalya feltarasok soran a szom-
szédos Tolna megyében kertiltek eld nagy szamban
hasonl6 temetkezések. Hogy nem csupan elszort je-

lenségrdl van szo, mutatja, hogy a hatalmas kiterje-
désti bataszéki temetd 1593 lengyeli sirja kozil 123
(a sirok 7,72%-a) rendelkezett ilyen sirszerkezettel.

A borjadi sir esetében gazdag leletanyag, a nagy
méret ¢s az egyedi kialakitds megerdsiteni latszik,
hogy ezek az objektumok kiemelt statusi szemé-
lyek temetkezései lehettek. Ezzel egyiitt ez a te-
metkezési forma annyira 01j a kutatas szadmara, hogy
szerkezeti sajatossagainak értelmezése bizonytalan.
Felteheto tehat a kérdés: milyen szerkezethez tar-
tozhattak a godor «coloplyukai>? Halotti hazak nyo-
mai? A borjadi sirban ugyanakkor az eddig ko6zolt
sirok tobbségével ellentétben a sir belsd mélyedése-
ibe is helyeztek mellékleteket: a délkelet és délnyu-
gati lyukakban két szinten voltak edények, egyrészt
az utolagosan «beleesett», Osszetort mellékletek,
¢s alattuk a valosziniileg szandékosan odahelyezett
edények. E kiilonbség esetleges magyarazata lehet-
ne az is, hogy bizonyos id9 elteltével az egykor gya-
korlati funkciot betolté coloplyukak a ritus valtoza-
saval szimbolikussa valtak. Ez alapjan legalabbis a
borjadi sir esetében nem tartjuk valoszintinek, hogy
valamiféle épitmény tartdoszlopainak helyei voltak.
A halott alatti szilard platform egykori létére utal-
hat a halott fejének némiképp furcsa, lejtos helyze-
te, mely azt feltételezi, hogy az alatdmasztott fej az
alatta idovel elkorhadt tamaszték alatti, azota feltol-
todott légiiregbe csuszott be.

A sirba Osszesen 15 edénymellékletet helyeztek,
valamint egy kagylo-, csont- és rézgyongyokbol
allé nyaklanc volt a halott né nyakanal. Az edények
kozott megfigyelhet6 volt néhany egyedi sajatossag:
az egyik edény attort alja egy sziir6 lehetetett; tobb
edény feliiletén fehér mintazat (festés vagy novényi
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maradvany?) volt megfigyelhetd, amely a kiemelést
kovetden szinte rogton eltiint. Biztosan fehér festés
volt az egyik csétalpas tal feliiletén.

A sir kronologiai meghatarozasanal Zalai-Gaal
Istvan munkajat vettiik alapul; az elmult években 6
dolgozta fel a legrészletesebben a térség késé-neo-
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Janus Pannonius Museum,
H-7621 Pécs, Kaptalan u. 5
gatics@gmail.com

litikum, kronoldgiai meghatarozasoknak is alapul
szolgalo siranyagokat. Ez alapjan az edények mind a
3., mind pedig a 10. objektumbol az Zalai-Gaal altal
meghatarozott 3—4, kisebb részben az 5. keramiafa-
zisokra tehetOk; azaz a sir 6sszességében a Ib—Ilal—
1Ib fazisokra (Ubergangs- és Spitphase) datalhato.
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Janus Pannonius Museum,
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APPENDIX

Zsuzsanna K. Zoffmann

ANTHROPOLOGICAL REMAINS FROM FEATURE 3 AT THE SITE
BORJAD-KENDERFOLDEK

Feature 3 contained the remains of the inhuma-
tion of a single individual. The buried person was
a female aged between 23 and 39 years. It was not
possible to reconstruct her skull due to its poor,
fragmented, distorted, and incomplete condition.
Therefore the skull could only partially be ana-
lyzed. The same applies to the long bones. As a
result, the height of the individual could not be de-

Zs. Zoffmann
Budapest
zoffmann@freemail.hu

termined. Traces of lesions on the bones could not
be observed.

The remains allowed to determine only that
the deceased was a relatively short, dolichomorph
woman of gracile stature. She possibly belonged
to the Gracile Mediterranean subtype, which is
relatively common amidst the population of the
Lengyel Culture.
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A NEW GREAVE FROM THE LATE BRONZE AGE HOARD FOUND AT
LENGYELTOTI IN SOUTHERN TRANSDANUBIA

The hoard V from Lengyeltoti (County Somogy) contained over seven hundred artefacts, most of which can
be dated to the Kurd horizon (Ha A1), although there are a few articles that can be assigned to the Gyermely
horizon (Ha A2). One of the most remarkable pieces in the hoard is a greave decorated with wheel-shaped
motifs. Greaves were part of the typical defensive weaponry of the Ha Al period in southern Transdanubia.

A lengyeltoti (Somogy megye) V. depdleletben kozel 700 targy keriilt elo. Tobbségiik a kurdi horizont (Ha
Al) iddszakara keltezheto, de talalhato benne néhany targy, amely mar a gyermelyi horizont (Ha A2) idejé-
re tehetd. A depolelet egyik legérdekesebb targya egy kerék alaku motivummal diszitett labszarvéddolemez,

amely a Ha Al idoszak jellegzetes védofegyvere a Dél-Dunantul teriiletén.

Keywords: Late Bronze Age, southern Transdanubia, hoard, Kurd and Gyermely horizons, greaves

Kulesszavak: Késdbronzkor, urnamezés Dél-Dunantul, depdlelet, kurdi- és gyermelyi-horizont, labszarveé-

dolemez

The find circumstances of the hoard

Hoard V of Lengyeltoti' (County Somogy) was
discovered in 1995 in the field lying beside the
road leading from Lengyeltoti to Fonyod (HonTi
1995, 33; Honti 2010, 27; HorvATH 1997, 141—
146) (Fig. 1). The findspot lies 4 km north of the
Late Bronze Age fortified Urnfield settlement of
Nagytatarvar and from another settlement dating
from the same period on Mt. Mohéacsi. We did not
find any settlement traces in the broader area of the
findspot (HonTi 1995, 33).

The bronze artefacts lay in a regular circular pit
with a straight floor that was 60 cm deep and had a
diameter of 50 cm. Judging from the pit’s regular
form, it is possible that the hoard had been depo-
sited in a straight-walled container made from
some organic material (perhaps a basket), but if so,
no traces of it had survived. At the time of the dis-
covery, the bronze artefacts lay in water — or, more
precisely, in mud — owing to the high groundwa-
ter level (they were found 20 cm under the mo-
dern surface, immediately beneath the plough-
zone) and thus their original arrangement could
not be determined. The socketed and winged axes
lay in the pit’s upper portion, immediately under

the ploughzone, while the bronze casting cakes lay
on the floor. The hoard is practically complete: no
more than a few pieces may have been lost in the
ploughed land.

The composition of the hoard

Weighing 88.5 kg, the hoard’s composition differs
little from that of the larger southern Transdanubian
hoards. It contained almost 700 artefacts, among
which there were several remarkable pieces.

Most of the artefacts in the hoard represent
agricultural implements, which are dominated by
sickles (the number of intact and fragmentary pie-
ces is 257 and they weigh 19 kg) and socketed axes
(the number of intact and fragmentary pieces is 90
and they weigh 27.3 kg). The number of weapons
is strikingly low in comparison (36 sword and dag-
ger fragments, weighing 4.2 kg, and 44 lance and
spear fragments, weighing 4.1 kg), even if the dif-
ferent types of winged axes are assigned to this
category too (44 pieces, weighing 11.5 kg).

Protective weaponry is represented by a sin-
gle greave and the fragment of a circular artefact
adorned with three circular ribs, probably origina-
ting from a shield.
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Fig. 1 Lengyeltoti (County Somogy),
Rinyaszentkiraly (County Somogy)
1. kép Lengyeltoti (Somogy megye),
Rinyaszentkiraly (Somogy megye)

Tools and implements include socketed and other
chisel types, awls, socketed hammers, knives, razors
and a horse-bit sidebar, most of which are fragmen-
tary.

The jewellery items are all damaged or fragmen-
tary: the finds in this category are made up of sheet
metal diadems and wire torcs, pendants, bracelets
and perhaps a belt plate. A few ornamented plate
fragments come from metal vessels. The weight of
the smaller and thinner artefacts is below 2 kg. The
roughly 70 casting cakes, ingots and casting debris
weigh over 23 kg.

In view of the hoard’s composition and the majo-
rity of the artefact types in it, the assemblage can be
assigned to the Kurd type hoards: tanged sickles,
socketed axes decorated with triangular ribs, high
numbers of winged axes, ring jewellery/ingots, frag-
ment of a Kurd type situla, a greave with finely exe-
cuted repoussé decoration, a ring-hilted knife, double
axe-shaped razors, sword and dagger fragments, and
bronze casting cakes.

A few artefacts in the hoard suggest that it had not
been deposited in the Ha Al period (Kurd horizon),
but later, in the Ha A2 period, because it contains
pieces, even if few in number, that are typical for the

Gyermely bronzes such as socketed axes with a wide
blade and Y-shaped and/or circular ribs. The torcs
made from three twisted wires and a spearhead with
a long, facetted, elongated blade and a socket with
linear ornament can also be assigned here.

The greave

The greave is undoubtedly the hoard’s most outstand-
1ng piece (L. 26.9 cm; W. 14.0 cm; H. 8.0 cm. Kapos-
var Museum, inv. no. O 2015.17.1). The metal plate
of the greave (Fig. 2) was completely deformed: it
was folded lengthwise before being deposited in the
hoard (HonTtt 1995, 33; Honti 2010, 27; HORVATH
1997, 141-146). The conservation and restoration of
this remarkable artefact was undertaken by conser-
vator Péter Horvath who wrote a detailed study of
the unfolding and restoration of the greave as part of
his diploma work for the Conservation Department
of the Hungarian University of Fine Arts (HorvVATH
1997, 141-146).

The surface of the plate was covered with green
corrosion before conservation and restoration. The
greave (Fig. 3-5) was made from a 0.3—-0.4 mm thick
bronze plate with embossing from the reverse. It has
an oval form, with one end more elongated. A wire
with a diameter of 1.5 mm runs under the rolled-over
edge, from which five protruding loops were made
on each side for attachment. It seems likely that the
seven irregularly spaced perforations along the edge
were punched after the loops had become worn and
that they were intended to ease attachment. Three
parallel lines of repoussé dots created by hammering
from the reverse run around the edge. The dots were
not always placed accurately and the lines are irregu-
lar in some spots.

Three parallel lines of repoussé dots running
lengthwise divide the greave into two fields, each
divided into two smaller fields. The four smaller
fields each contain a wheel-shaped motif created
from two concentric circles of repoussé dots and a
cross-shaped motif with a larger boss in its centre.
The wheel-shaped motifs are separated by three pa-
rallel, horizontal lines of repoussé dots and there are
three additional horizontal lines of dots at the bottom.
One of the lower loops contained a bronze button;
however, it is unclear whether the button served for
fastening the greave or whether it became wedged in
the loop when the hoard was deposited.

Metallurgical analysis

A series of metallurgical analyses were performed
prior to the conservation and restoration of the
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Fig. 2 Greave from Lengyeltoti (County Somogy) before its restoration
2. kép Lengyeltoti (Somogy megye)
labszarvédolemez, restauralas el6tt
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Fig. 3 Greave from Lengyeltoti (County Somogy) after its restoration
3. kép Lengyeltoti (Somogy megye) labszarvéddlemez, restauralas utan
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Fig. 4 Greave from Lengyeltoti (County Somogy)
after its restoration
4. kép Lengyeltoti (Somogy megye) labszarvédole-
mez, restauralas utan

greave: X-ray emission analysis (The analyses were
performed by the archaeologist-chemist Laszld
Ko6lt0d), electron microscopy analysis (The analyses
were performed by physicist Attila T6th) and metal-
lographic analyses (The analyses were performed
by associate professor and metallurgical engineer
Levente Székely). The results indicated that the
metal composition on the surface was 61.74% cop-
per and 31.25% tin, a—d 93.05% copper and 6.95%
tin in the deeper layer. The comparison of the two
analytical results indicates that there is a higher
percentage of tin in the surface layers than in the
deeper layers (HorvATH 1997, 142), which can in
part be attributed to the uneven distribution of the
alloying elements and in part to the tin-enriched
corrosion layer (HorvATH 1997, 142; Scott 1991,

Fig. 5 Greave from Lengyeltoti (County Somogy)
after its restoration
5. kép Lengyeltoti (Somogy megye) labszarvédodle-
mez, restauralas utan

25-26; RENFREW—BAHN 1999, 324-326; SzaBO
2013, 25-27, 67-68; Torok 2013, 38-39, 44).

Manufacturing technique

The greave was made from a 0.3-0.4 mm thick
bronze plate by embossing from the reverse. The
ornamentation of tiny repoussé dots and the bosses
in the centre of the wheel motif were hammered
from the reverse.

In Homer’s Iliad, Achilles’ defensive armour
made by Hephaestus includes “greaves of pliant tin”
in addition to a shield, a breastplate and a helmet
(Homer, lliad, XVIII, 613).

A comparison of the greave from Lengyeltoti
Hoard V (Fig. 3-6) (also in County Somogy) reveals
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0. 5cm

Fig. 6 1: Greave from Rinyaszentkiraly (County Somogy) (after MozsoLics 1985, Taf. 98); 2: Frog (Kéarnten)
(after Kossack 1954, Taf. 6, 4)
6. kép 1. Rinyaszentkiraly (Somogy megye) labszarvédélemez, (MozsoLics 1985, Taf. 98 nyoman); 2: Frog
(Karintia) (Kossack 1954, Taf. 6, 4 nyoman)
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that the piece from Lengyeltoti has a coarser work-
manship and that the rows of repoussé dots were not
as skilfully and carefully made.

Attachment of the greave

G. von Merhart (voN MERHART 195657, 91-147;
VON MERHART 1969, 172-226) and Chr. Clausing
(Crausing 2002, 149-187) grouped the greaves
according to the means of their attachment: (a) the
metal wire protrudes from under the rolled-over
edge and forms loops, (b) separate loops, (c¢) loops
riveted to the edge, (d) perforations along the edge.
The Lengyeltoti greave was attached with the loops
fashioned from the wire running along the edges
and the irregularly spaced perforations were added
later, when the loops were no longer intact; the per-
forations were a form of repair serving the greave’s
attachment. Similar perforations can be seen on one
of the greaves decorated with wavy lines of repous-
sé dots from Malpensa in Lombardy (Mira Bonomi
1979, 125, Fig. 2a-b): the perforations were added
after the small attachment loops had become da-
maged.

Decoration

G. von Merhart (voN MERHART 195657, 91-147;
VON  MERHART 1969, 172-226), P. Schauer
(ScHAUER 1982, 100-155) and S. Hansen (HANSEN
1994, 13-19) grouped greaves according to their
ornamental motifs (wheels, stylised birds and geo-
metric motifs) and the decorative technique such as
curved lines of fine repoussé dots (bogenformiger
Perlpunzmusterzier), designs of fine repoussé dots
and large bosses (Perlpunzmusterzier und heraus-
getriebenen Buckeln), and large bosses and linear
patterns of repoussé dots (Buckeln und gepunzten
Bandmustern). The decorative motifs appearing on
greaves can be interpreted as meaningful religious
symbols whose role was the protection of the war-
rior (Kossack 1954; JockenHOVEL 1974, 81-88;
MuULLER-KARPE 2006, 680-683; BETTELLI 2012,
185-205).

The wheel motifs of tiny repoussé dots adorning
the Lengyeltoti greave were hammered from the
reverse (Fig. 3—4). This motif was fairly widespread
in southern Transdanubia, as shown by its occur-
rence on the greaves from Nadap (F. PETrEs 1982,
62—66,Abb. 3—4; JankoviTs 1997,4,Fig. 2, 1-2, Fig.
3, 2; Makkay 2006, 18-20, P1. II-1V), Nagyvejke
(Jankovits 1997, 7, Fig. 4) and Rinyaszentkiraly
(HampeL 1896, Taf. CCXV; voN MERHART 1956—
57, 92, 115-117, 132; MozsoLics 1985, 27, 183,

Fig. 7 Greave from Rinyaszentkiraly
(County Somogy)
7. kép Rinyaszentkiraly (Somogy megye),
labszarvéddlemez

Taf. 98); comparable pieces ornamented with the
same motif from more distant regions can be quo-
ted from Stetten-Teiritzberg (PErsY 1962, 42, Abb.
4, 44, Abb. 5; ScHAUER 1982, 140, Abb. 15, 1) in
northern Austria, Veliko Nabrde (VINSKI-GASPARINI
1973, 186, 221, Taf. 44, 1; VINSKI-GASPARINI 1983,
658, Taf. 93, 6; ScHaUER 1982, 140, Abb. 16, 2)
and Slavonski Brod (Crausing 2003, 64, Abb. 3)
in Croatia, Boljani¢ (Jovanovi¢ 1958, 23 Abb, 24
a—b, Taf. 3; HansEN 1994, 14, Abb. 3, 12, Abb. 5)
in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Malpensa (Mira BoNomi
1979, 127, Fig. 2, 1 a—b; ScHAUER 1982, 14, Abb.
15, 2; Jankovits 1997, 11, Fig. 7) in Lombardy and
the Athenian Acropolis (PLaton 1966, 36, Fig. 1,
2, PI. 59-60; Mountioy 1984, 135, Fig. 2-3) in
Greece.
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Fig. 8 Greave from Varvolgy-Szebike-tetd (County
Zala) (after MULLER Manuscript, Abb. 10, 76a—c)
8. kép Varvolgy-Szebike-tetd (Zala megye),
labszarvédolemez (Miiller Manuscript,
Abb. 10, 76a—c nyoman)

Compared to the greave from the Rinyaszent-
kiraly hoard (Fig. 6, 1, Fig. 7, 1), the workmanship
of the decorative motif on the Lengyeltoti plate
appears to be more careless, with the line of repous-
s¢ dots being less accurate. The decoration of the
Rinyaszentkiraly greave is quite unique, combin-
ing the wheel motif with a naturalistically por-
trayed water fowl, suggesting that the Rinyaszent-
kiraly plate had been made by an experienced and
skilled craftsman. The small sculpture of Frog
(Kossack 1954, 121 Taf. 6, 4) (Fig. 6, 2) represents
the motif of bird and wheel, too.

Delicate repoussé lines encircling a larger hol-
low knob occur on other defensive weapons as
well such as the cuirass recovered from the Da-
nube at Pilismardt (F. PeETREs—Jankovits 2014,
45, Abb. 2, Abb. 6-7) and the helmets from Pass
Leug (voN MERHART 1969, 129, Abb. 8, 3; MULLER-
Karpe 1962, 274, Abb. 8, 1; Hencken 1971, Fig.
31; BorcHHARDT 1972, 135, Taf. 39, 2) and Tiryns
(MULLER-KARPE 1962, 274, Abb. 8, 2; HENCKEN
1971, Fig. 8-9; BorcHHARDT 1972, 72, Abb. 6).

This ornamental design is typical for the forma-
tive and early Urnfield culture of the Bz D-Ha A1
period.

Use-life

The Lengyeltoti greave was deposited after a long
period of use: three of the small attachments loops
had become damaged and several cracks can be seen
on the plate itself (Fig. 2). The plate was repaired
and a series of perforations were made along the
edge. The plate was probably lined with some thicker
organic material such as leather or textile because
the extremely thin, no more than 0.3—0.4 mm thick,
flexible plate would otherwise have afforded lit-
tle protection against blows. It seems likely that
greaves were prestige items, signalling the status
of a high-ranking warrior in battle and within his
community. Perforations running along the plate’s
edge (for a lining) can also be noted on other defen-
sive weaponry such as the cuirass from Pilismarot
(F. PetrREs—Jankovits 2014, 44, Abb. 2-11), the
Nadap (F. PETrES 1982, 58-59, Abb. 1a—b; MAKKAY
2006, 7, 17, Taf. 1.) helmet and the Malpensa (MirA
Bonomt 1979, 125 Fig. 1, 2a-b) greave.

Deposition

The greave from Lengyeltoti Hoard V was intentio-
nally damaged before its deposition. The originally
slightly convex greave was folded lengthwise sev-
eral times and then hammered flat (HorvATH 1997,
141) (Fig. 2). Conservator Péter Horvath unfolded
the folded plate during its conservation and restora-
tion to regain the greave’s original form (HorvATH
1997, 141-146, Abb. 1-3) (Fig. 3-5).

The greaves found in other hoards across Europe
(Rinyaszentkiraly, HampeL 1896, Taf. CCXV; von
MERHART 1969, 173, 181-184, Abb. 2, 1; MozsoLICS
1985, 27, 183, Taf. 98; Nadap, F. PeTrEs 1982,
61-63, Abb. 3a—-d; Makkay 2006, 7, 18-20, PI.
[I-1V; Varvolgy-Szebike-tetd, MULLER 1994, 8/41;
MULLER Manuscript, Abb. 10, Abb. 76a—c; and Mal-
pensa, Mira Bonowmr 1979, 125, Fig. 1, 1a—b, 2 a-b,
127, Fig. 2, 1a—b; DE MarmNis 1988, 161-163) were
similarly folded and hammered flat as if definitively
withdrawing them from any further use. The pos-
sible rationale behind this practice was that should
anyone have wanted to appropriate the used, worn
greaves, it would have been impossible to wear them
as originally intended because greaves were not
simply luxury items, but also prestige articles, and
their use was probably associated with the wearer’s
social rank in community (Jankovits 2004, 298),
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Fig. 9 Distribution area of European Bronze Age greaves (after CLAUSING 2002 and UckeLman 2012,
with complementary); ) wheel motifs
9. kép Bronzkori 1abszarvéddk eurdpai elterjedési térképe (Crausing 2002 és UckeLmaN 2012 alapjan,
kiegészitésekkel); @ kerék alaki motivum
1: Enkomi (3); 2: Dendra; 3: Athen (2); 4: Kallithea (2); 5: Boljani¢; 6: Slavonski Brod (2?); 7: Veliko Nabrde; 8:
Poljanci; 9: Brodski Varos; 10: Nagyvejke; 11: Rinyaszentkiraly; 12: Klostar Ivani¢ (2); 13: Lengyeltoti; 14: Nadap
(4); 15: Varvolgy-Szebike-teté (MULLER Manuscript); 16: Varvolgy-Nagy-Lazhegy (MULLER 2006); 17: Esztergom-
Szentgyorgymez6; 18: Kutfim; 19: Stetten; 20: Brandgraben (WinDHOLZ-KONRAD 2008); 21: Schéfstall; 22: Beuron;
23: Bouclans; 24: Cannes-Ecluse; 25: Boutigny-sur Essone; 26: Volders (2); 27: Pergine (4); 28: Malpensa (3);
29: Desmonta (2); 30: Limone; 31: Pontecagnano (2); 32: Canosa (2); 33: Torre Galli (6); 34: Castellace (2); 35:
Grammichele (2).

reflecting the similar practices in, and ideological
background to, the deposition of weapons among
the communities of the Urnfield period.

However, another deposition practice can also be
noted in northern Italy during the Urnfield period:
the greaves from Desmontd di Veronella (Veneto)
were brought to light in a proto-Venetan cemetery
dated to the 119" century BC: the greaves were
found in pairs, they had not been purposefully da-
maged and they were found in a pit with a small tree
trunk in a cemetery area devoid of graves. (SALzANI
1984, 632—634; SaLzani 1986, 386-391). The settle-

ment of Sabbionara Veronella, occupied in the 12—
11" centuries (i.e. predating the burial ground) lies
nearby (Sarzant 1988, 257-258; Sarzant 1990-91,
99-103). It is possible that the greaves had been bur-
ied before the cemetery had been opened (JANKOVITS
1997, 14). L. Salzani has suggested that the wood
remains perhaps indicate that the burial location of
the greaves had been marked with a small wooden
stele (SaLzant 1986, 388).

The two pairs of greaves from Pergine (Tren-
to) were similarly unaccompanied by other finds
and neither did they show any signs of damage
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(FoGcoLart 1943, 73-81, Abb. 1-4). They can only
be dated on stylistic grounds, and thus the proposed
dates differ widely: G. Fogolari first assigned them
to the 4™ century BC, but later revised his dating
to the 87" century BC (FoGoLari 1943, 73-81;
FocoLart 1975, 127; FocoLArRI—Prospocimi 1989,
84), while G. von Merhart dated the greaves to the
12"°-11% century BC (von MERHART 1969, 196-197)
and Miiller-Karpe to the 10" century BC (MULLER-
KarpE 1959, 64, 167). P. Schauer argued that the
strongly stylised bird protomes indicate that the
greaves represent the last phase in the sequence of
greaves adorned with bird protomes (SCHAUER 1982,
134). A date in the Ha A2-B1 period (11"-10" cen-
tury BC) seems most likely. The greaves can clearly
be assigned to the category of votive hoards.
Similarly to other pieces of defensive weaponry,
greaves were placed in the graves of aristocratic
warriors in exceptional cases only. Greaves were
mostly deposited in burials in the Aegean: Dendra,
Grave 12 (VErDELIS 1967, 1-53; CarLing 1977,
153-156; ScHAUER 1982, 147, Fig. 6, 1; CLAUSING
2002, 171, Abb. 12, a—c; Stemmann 2012, 70),
Athens (Praton 1966, Chronika 36, Fig. 1-2, PL
59-60; Mountioy 1984, 135, Fig. 2-3; SCHAUER
1982, 140, 142, Abb. 16; STEINMANN 2012, 70, Taf.
12j), Kallithea (Y aLouris 1960, 48—49, Taf. 28, 1-3;
ScHAUER 1982, 117, 147-151; CrLausinGg 2002, 163,
165, Abb. 8, 4-5; STemmManN 2012, 70), Enkomi
(CarLinG 1977, 143—-162; von MERHART 195657,
94,134, Fig. 7, 2-3; YALoOURIS 1960, 4849, Taf. 33,
1-3; ScHAUER 1982, 114-115, Fig. 2, 1-3) and in
Italy: Castellace, Grave 2 (PacciareLrt 2000, 193,
Fig. 112, A 1; CrausiNG 2002, 163, 165, Abb. 8, 6),
Grammichele, Grave 26 (ALBANESE PROCELLI 1994,
155, Fig. 1, 167, Taf. 1 a—b; Biertr SEsTIERI 2001,
482, 487, Fig. 6a-b; CrausiNnG 2002, 166, Abb. 8,
7-8), Pontecagnano, Grave 180 (KiLiaN 1974, note
52, Taf. 11, B 4; D’ AcosTiNo—GAsTALDI 1988, 132,
Fig. 1, 4, 6, Fig. 57, 11-12, Taf. 24, 63; CLAUSING
2002, 166, Abb. 8, 9-10), Torre Galli, Graves 99
(Orst 1926, 59, Abb. 43; ScHauer 1982, 119, 141,
Abb. 4, 1; PacciareLLr 1999, 166, Taf. 72, A 7,
CLAUSING 2002, 166, Abb. 8, 11) and 239 (SCHAUER
1982, note 141, 153; CrausiNG 2002, 166), although
burials containing greaves have also been reported
from the Volders cemetery: Graves 309 (SPERBER
1992, 70; CrausinG 2002, 158) and 349 (SPERBER
1992, 70; CrausinG 2002, 158) in northern Tyrol.
In addition to the greaves, the warrior grave
dating from the LH III C period uncovered on the
Athenian Acropolis also contained an awl, twee-
zers, knives, a razor and pottery (PrLaton 1966,
Chronika 36, Fig. 1-2, P1. 59-60; MounTioy 1984,

135-145). The wheel motif on the greaves (PLATON
1966, Chronika 36, Fig. 1-2, P1. 59-60; MounTioY
1984, 135-145) is alien to the designs found on
the greaves from the Aegean (Enkomi (CATLING
1955, 21-36; YarLouris 1960, 48-49, Taf. 33, 1-3;
ScHAUER 1982, 114-115, Fig. 2, 1-3; Bouzek 1985,
113), Kallithea (Yarouris 1960, 48-49, Taf. 28,
1-3; Bouzek 1985, 113). Greaves decorated with
wheel motifs show a concentration in southern
Transdanubia, although they are known from Croa-
tia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, northern Italy and Austria
too (CrausiNg 2003, 64—65). It would appear that
the greaves from Athens were imports from East
Central Europe or northern Italy (HiLLEr 1991-92,
16-17; Jankovits 1997, 18; Jankovits 2004, 296;
CrausiNg 2003, 65) (although they could have
reached the Aegean through mercenaries), attesting
to the cultural and trade connections between these
regions.

Greaves have more recently been found in two
other Transdanubian hoards: Varvolgy-Szebike-tetd
(MULLER 1994, 8/41; MULLER Manuscript, Abb. 10,
76a—c) (Fig. 8) and Varvolgy-Nagy-Lazhegy (MuL-
LER 2006, 230, Abb. 4), both lying in County Zala.
These pieces are later than the greaves of the forma-
tive and early Urnfield period (Kurd horizon, HA
Al), and date to the middle Urnfield period.

Similarly to Lengyeltoti Hoard V, the hoard from
Varvolgy-Szebike-teté is dominated by artefacts
that can be assigned to the Kurd horizon, but it also
contains later pieces (MULLER Manuscript, Abb. 10,
76a—c). The greave (Fig. 8) was made from a thicker
plate, its edges are rolled over, and its workmanship
is coarser. It is decorated with three vertical rows
of larger repoussé dots (Buckelzier). This is a new,
transitional type, which has no exact counterpart. It
was probably made in a local workshop. This greave
was also folded and hammered flat, and deposited in
a fragmented condition in the hoard.

Twelve hoards have so far come to light on the
fortified settlement at Varvolgy-Nagy-Lazhegy
occupied during the middle Urnfield phase (Ha
A2-B1) (MULLER 2006, 227-236). The artefacts in
Hoard 10 included a greave decorated with three
vertical rows of larger bosses (Buckelzier) and a
geometric motif on the two edges. The greave was
attached by means of three pairs of rings on each
side (MULLER 2006, 230, Fig. 4). No quite similar
greaves are known; it is probably contemporaneous
with the pieces from Klostar Ivani¢ (Vinski-Gaspa-
RINT 1973, 215, Taf. 96, 2—4; VINSKI-GASPARINT 1983,
660, Taf. 94, 1-2; CLausING 2002, 158159, Abb.
5, 4-5), Kufim (von MERHART 1969, 173, Abb. 2, 1,
Taf. 2; ScHAauEr 1982, 118, Abb. 3, 1) and Pergine
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(FocoLart 1943, 73-81, Abb. 1-4; von MERHART
1969, 173, Abb. 2, 1, Taf. 2; Scuauer 1982, 118,
Abb. 3, 1; CrausinG 2002, 158-159, Abb. 5, 6).

Conclusion

In terms of their geographic distribution (Fig. 9),
greaves have been found in the regions east of the
Danube, in the Hungarian Plain and Transylvania,
but not in the more north-easterly regions in Slo-
vakia. Their distribution extends as far as France
towards the west. A concentration of greaves can
be noted in southern Transdanubia and in northern
Croatia, in the region between the Danube and the
Sava, reflecting the important role played by the
warrior aristocracy in this region during the forma-
tive and early Urnfield period (Bz D-Ha A1l).
Hoard V from Lengyeltoti is one of the few well-
documented and virtually complete hoards. The
hoard contains a remarkably high number of arte-
facts as well as a rich array of types, mirroring the
bronze industry of the Transdanubian Late Bronze
Age (12"—11" centuries BC). This period saw the
flourishing of the Urnfield culture in the Balaton
region and to its south, down to northern Croatia. The
period’s settlements and cemeteries were founded in
the formative Urnfield period (13" century BC, Bz D,
BZ D-Ha A1) and reached their greatest extent in the
early Urnfield period (Ha A1); most were abandoned
in the middle Urnfield period (Ha A2). This tendency

Notes

1 The description of the hoard was written by Szil-
via Honti, the section on the greaves by Katalin
Jankovits, while the concluding section was written
jointly. The final report on the hoard will be published

can be clearly traced in County Somogy: of the 150
Urnfield sites known from this region, 110 can be
more accurately dated — 80 sites yielded material dat-
ing from the Ha A1 period and 20 of these sites also
yielded finds of the formative Urnfield period (Bz D)
alongside artefacts of the Ha Al period, while three
sites (one or two graves) solely finds of the Bz D peri-
od. Early Urnfield (Ha A1) and middle Urnfield (Ha
A2) period finds were recovered from 15 sites, while
8 sites yielded only Ha A2 material (mostly hoards or
stray finds). No more than 15 sites can be assigned to
the Ha B period, and only one of these, the Nagyber-
ki-Szalacska hillfort, yielded finds of both the earlier
(Ha A) and the later Urnfield period (Ha B).

The flourishing bronze metallurgy of the early
Urnfield period was predominantly practiced on the
fortified settlements: four hoards are known from the
Lengyeltoti-Nagytatarvar hillfort and its broader area
(Mozsorics 1985, 142—144), or rather, five major
Late Bronze Age hoards together with the assemblage
from Oreglak (MozsoLics 1985, 163-164). Four of
these — Hoards II, IIT and I'V from Lengyeltéti and the
Oreglak hoard — date from the earlier Urnfield period
(Ha A1), while Hoard V from Lengyeltoti was buried
sometime during the middle Urnfield period in view
of the few artefacts of the Gyermely horizon (Ha A2).
The hillforts were home to the warrior aristocracy:
this elite is best known for its finely crafted prestige
articles such as the greave presented and discussed in
this study.

after the conservation and drawing of its artefacts. We
are grateful to Ildiké Szathmari and Géza Szabo for
their valuable comments on the draught version of
this study.
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UJABB LABSZARVEDOLEMEZ A DEL-DUNANTULROL A LENGYELTOTI
V. KESOBRONZKORI DEPOLELETBOL

Osszefoglalds

A lengyeltoti V. depolelet 1995-ben keriilt eld,
a Lengyeltotibol Fonyodra vezetd ut melletti
szant6foldon, a leléhely 4 km-re E-ra talalhato
Nagytatarvar  késébronzkori erdditett telepétdl
(Hontt 1995, 33; HorvATH 1997, 141-146; HoNTI
2007, 27). A bronztargyak egy nagyon szabalyos,
kerek alaku és egyenes alju, 50 cm atmérdjii, 60 cm
mély godorben voltak. Feltételezhetd, hogy a tar-
gyakat valamilyen szerves anyagbol késziilt, flig-
gbleges falu tartoban (esetleg kosarban) helyezték
el, de ennek nyomat nem sikeriilt megfigyelni.

A depolelet teljesnek tekinthetd, dsszsulya 88,5
kg, O0sszetétele hasonlit a nagyobb dél-dunantuli
bronzleletekhez, kozel 700 db targybol all, tobb
kiilonleges targytipus is eléfordul benne. A leg-
nagyobb szamban sarlok (257 db ép és toredékes)
vannak jelen, ezt kovetik a tokosbaltak (90 db ép
¢és toredékes). A fegyverek szama viszonylag ala-
csony: kard- és tortoredékek (36 db), landzsa-és
dardatoredékek (44 db), szarnyasbaltak (44 db).
A védofegyverzethez egy labvért és valoszinii-
leg egy pajzs toredékei tartoznak. Az eszkozok
kozott emlithetjilk a tokos- és egyéb vésoket,
arakat, kalapacsot, a késeket, borotvakat és egy
zablapalcat, tobbségiik toredékes. Az ékszerek —
lemezdiadéma, drotnyakperec, csiingd, karperec,
esetleg Ovlemez — toredékesek. Néhany diszitett
lemeztoredék valdsziniileg edényhez tartozik. Az
ontdlepények, ontérogdk, ontvénydarabok (kb. 70
db) szédma is jelentds.

A lelet Osszetétele €s a benne talalhato targy-
tipusok tobbsége a kurdi-horizont (Ha A1) depo-
leleteire jellemz6, de eldfordulnak a kés6bbi
gyermelyi-horizontra (HA A2) jellemz6 targyak
is: tokosbaltak Y alaku vagy félkor alaka borda-

disszel és széles pengével, harom sodrott drétbol
kialakitott nyakperec és egy nagyon hosszl pengé-
ju landzsacstcs.

A depolelet legkiemelkedobb darabja a labszar-
védélemez, amely teljesen deformaldédva, hossz-
tengelye mentén Osszehajtogatva (2. kép) keriilt a
leletbe. A restauralast megelézden anyagvizsgalatok
késziiltek: rontgenmisszios analizis, elektronsugaras
mikroanalizis €s metallografiai vizsgalatok (Hor-
VATH 1997, 145). A mérések alapjan a fém Osszetétele
a feliileten 61,74% réz és 31,25% 6n, a mélyebben
fekvo rétegekben 93,05% réz és 6,95% on. A két
analizis eredményeinek Osszehasonlitasakor megal-
lapithatd, hogy a feliileti rétegekben az 6n nagyobb
mennyiségben van jelen, mint a mélyebb rétegekben.

A labszarvédolemez 0,3-0,4 mm vastagsagu
bronzlemezbdl késziilt, a hatoldalar6l térténdé dom-
boritassal. A lemez vékonysaga miatt nem nagyon
védhetett a vagasokkal szemben, beliilr6l valamilyen
szerves anyaggal (bor, textil) lehetett kibélelve. A
beponcolt apro pontokbdl allo diszités €s a kerékmo-
tivum kozepén lathato holyag is a hatoldalrol keriilt
kialakitasra. Osszehasonlitva a kozelben elékeriilt
rinyaszentkiralyi labszarvéddvel szembedtld, hogy
a lengyeltoti lemez kidolgozéasa durvabb, a pont-
sorok beponcolasa nem olyan finom kidolgozasu.
A lengyeltoti labszarvédénél az eredeti felerdsités
a korbefutd drothuzalbol kibuvo fiilecskékkel tor-
tént, valoszinlileg a szabalytalanul elhelyezkedd
lyukak késobb keriiltek ra, a javitast, megerdsitést
szolgaltak. Hasonlot figyelhetiink meg a malpensai
(Lombardia) depo egyik labszarvédojénél is (Mira
Bonowmr 1979, 25, Fig. 2a—b). Nem zarhato ki, hogy
az egyik fiilecsben eldkertiilt bronzgombot is a lab-
szarvédo felerdsitésére hasznaltak.
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A diszitémotivumok ¢és diszitési technikak alap-
jan G. von Merhart (MERHART 195657, 91-147),
P. Schauer (ScHauer 1982, 100-155) és S. Hansen
(Hansen 1994, 13-19) csoportositotta a labszar-
védoket. A kerék és madar motivum fontos val-
lasi szimbo6lum, amely a harcost védelmezte. A
lengyeltoti lemezen lathatd kerék alaki motivum
a leggyakoribb a Dé¢l-Dunantul teriiletén eléke-
rilé labszarvédokon (Nadap, Nagyvejke, Rinya-
szentkiraly), de tavolabbi teriileteken is elterjedt
(Stetten-Teiritzberg, Veliko Nabrde, Slavonski
Brod, Boljani¢, Malpensa, Athén-Akropolisz) (9.
kép). A rinyaszentkiralyi lemez diszitdémotivuma
(6-7. kép) egyedi: a kerék és a naturalisztikusan
megfogalmazott vizimadar abrazolasa egyiittesen
jelenik meg rajta, miivészi kivitelezése gyakorlott
mesterre vall. A finoman beponcolt pontsorok ¢és
kozépen a nagyobb holyag a labszarvédokon kiviil
mas védofegyverzethez tartozo targyaknal (pancél,
sisak) is el6fordulnak a Bz D-Ha A1 id6szakban.

A bronzlemezbdl késziilt 1abszarvédd az eldke-
16 harcos kiemelkedd rangjat jelolhette, presztizst
jelzoé targy. Hosszl hasznalat utan keriilhetett depo-
nalasra. Elrejtése el6tt szandékosan megrongal-
tak, tobbszorosen Osszehajtogattak és elkalapaltak.
Eurdpa kiilonbozo teriiletein a depdleletekben eld-
keriil6 labszarvédoknél (Rinyaszentkiraly, Nadap,
Varvolgy- Szebike-tet, Malpensa) is jol megfigyel-
heté ez a jelenség. Ennek hatterében az allhatott,
hogy mas soha tobbé ne viselhesse eredeti funkci-
0jaban az elhasznalt labszarvédot, amely nemcsak
luxustargy, hanem presztizstargy is, viselése a tarsa-
dalmi hierarchiaban bet6ltott ranghoz volt kdthetd.
E szokas széles korii elterjedése is azt mutatja, hogy
egymastol tavoli teriileteken is az urnasiros kultu-
ra id6szakaban hasonl6 ideologiai hattér, szokasok
figyelheték meg a fegyverzethez tartozo targyak
deponélasanal a kozosségeken beliil. Eszak-Italia
teriiletén ugyanebben az idészakban masfajta depo-
nalasi szokas is talalhaté (Desmonta di Veronella,
Pergine): a labszarvéddket parban és épen, azaz
hasznalatra alkalmasan rejtik el, ezek a votiv depo-
leletek soraba tartoznak.

A labszarvédok — hasonldéan a védofegyverzet
tobbi darabjahoz — csak kivételes esetekben kertil-
tek az arisztokrata harcos mellé a sirba. Ezt féként
az Egeikumban (Dendra 12. sir, Athén-Akropolisz,

Sz. Honti

Rippl-Rénai Mzeum
H-7400, Kaposvar, F6 u. 10.
honti@smmi.hu

Kallithea, Enkomi) és Italidban (Castellace 2. sir,
Grammichele 26. sir, Pontecagnano 180. sir, Torre
Galli 99. és 239. sir) figyelheté meg, de eléfordul a
voldersi temetében (309. és 349. sir) Eszak-Tirol-
ban is.

Az athéni Akropoliszon el6keriilt harcossirban
a labszarvéddlemezen kiviil még ar, csipesz, hosz-
sz kés, borotva és keramiamellékletek voltak, ame-
lyek alapjan a sir az LH III C idészakra keltezhetd.
Az athéni labszarvédoparon lathatdo kerék alaku
motivum idegen az Egeikumban el8keriilt (Enkomi,
Kallithea) lemezeken alkalmazott diszitéstdl. A kerék
alaki motivummal diszitett labszarvédék foként a
Dél-Dunantilon koncentralddnak, de megtalalhatoak
Horvatorszag, Bosznia-Hercegovina, Eszak-Italia és
Ausztria teriiletén is (9. kép). Feltételezhetd, hogy az
athéni lemezek Kelet-K6zép-Eurdopabol vagy Eszak-
[taliabol szarmaz6 importaruk, és a két teriilet kdzotti
kapcsolatok, interakciok bizonyitékai.

A Dunantil teriiletén két tjabb depoleletbdl:
Varvolgy-Szebike-teté (Zala megye) (7. kép) és
Varvolgy-Nagy-Lazhegyr6l (Zala megye) keriilt
eld labszarvéddlemez. Ezek a darabok mar a kurdi-
horizontnal (Ha A1) fiatalabbak, az urnasiros kultira
kozEépso idoszakara tehetdek, eddig ismeretlen, ijabb
tipushoz tartoznak.

Foldrajzi elterjedését tekintve a labszarvédok a
Duna vonalatol keletre esé teriileteken, az Alfoldon
¢s Erdélyben, valamint északkelet felé Szlovakia
teriiletén eddig nem keriiltek el6. A Dunantl déli
részén figyelhetjiik meg a labszarvédok jelentds kon-
centralodasat. Ez azt mutatja, hogy a harcos arisztok-
racia fontos szerepet tolthetett be ezen a teriileten a
korai és idosebb, valamint a k6zépsé urnasiros kultl-
ra idészakaban (Bz D-Ha A1, Ha A2).

Az iddsebb urnasiros kultira idején a virag-
76 bronzipar az erdditett telepeken Gsszpontosul, a
Lengyeltoti-Nagytatarvar erdditett telepén és kor-
ny¢kén négy, illetve az oreglakival egyiitt 6t jelen-
t6s kés6bronzkori bronzlelet ismert. A lengyeltoti II.,
IIL., IV. és az Greglaki depolelet az idésebb urnasiros
kultra, a kurdi-horizont (Ha A1) idejére keltezhe-
t6, mig a lengyeltoti V. leletben néhany targy mar
a gyermelyi-horizontra (Ha A2) tehetd. A foldvarak
egyben a vezetd harcos arisztokracia lakohelyei is,
erre a gazdag vezetd rétegre utalnak az olyan kiemel-
kedd presztizstargyak, mint az itt bemutatott labvért.
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Pazmany Péter Katolikus Egyetem
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jankov(@btk.ppke.hu
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THE LATE BRONZE AGE “SCRAP HOARD” FROM NAGYDOBSZA
Part |

The aim of this study is to evaluate the Late Bronze Age hoard from Nagydobsza (Hungary, Co. Baranya)
from the perspective of the typo-chronological method and macroscopic examination. The Nagydobsza
hoard consists of 263 artefacts (total weight: 19.053 g) which can be classified into five groups: weapons,
tools, clothing parts, semi-finished products and metal working debris. According to the macroscopic in-
vestigation, the objects can be divided into different technological groups, such as finished products (in cer-
tain cases with traces of usage), unrefined products, “defected” objects, semi-finished products and metal
working debris. Another important characteristic of the hoard is its highly fragmentary state, which is most
likely the result of an intentional, non-votive partitioning of the objects. Although the parallels of the hoard
can be dated between the Ha Al and Ha Bl periods, and it also shows strong relations to the “Gyermely
type” hoards, based on typological arguments, the assemblage was most likely deposited in the Ha B1.

A tanulmany célja, hogy a tipo-kronologiai modszer és a makroszkopikus megfigyelések segitségével vesse
vizsgalat ala a Nagydobszan (Baranya m.) talalt késo bronzkori kincsegyiittest. A nagydobszai depo 263
targybol all (6sszsuly: 19.053 g), melyek 6t f0 csoportra bonthatoak: fegyverek, eszkozok, ruhazati elemek,
félkeész termékek és metallurgiai melléktermékek. A makroszkopikus vizsgalatok alapjan, a leleteket tobb
technologiai csoportra lehet osztani: kész termékek (melyeken egyes esetekben egyértelmii hasznalati nyo-
mok is lathatoak voltak), megmunkalatlan példanyok, “hibas” ontvények, félkész termékek és femmiives
melléktermékek. Az egyiittes erdsen fragmentaltnak tekintheto, mely megitélésiink szerint vélhetoleg nem
votiv szandéku darabolas eredménye lehetett. Habar a depo parhuzamai a Ha Al és Ha Bl kézé keltezhetok
és a lelet szoros kapcsolatokat mutat a “Gyermely tipusu” depokkal, foldbe keriilési idejét a Ha Bl-re te-
hetjiik tipologiai alapon.

Keywords: Late Bronze Age (Ha A—Ha B1), Transdanubia, srcap hoards, partitioning

Kulcsszavak: Késé bronzkor (Ha A—Ha B1), Dunantul, fémhulladék depok, darabolas

Introduction' unearthed from the cut of a pit (diameter: 40x70

cm) which truncated a Neolithic Starcevo settle-

The hoard was found during soil sampling in
Nyugati arkosi diild, northwest from Nagydobsza
(Hungary, Co. Baranya) by Mihaly Timar, an en-
gineer of the “Somogy megyei Novényvédelmi és
Agrokémiai Allomas”, in July 1978 (Fig. 1; PEsTi
1982, 486—487; Ecsepy 1979). The finder contact-
ed the specialists of the Janus Pannonius Museum
(Pécs), and shortly afterwards Istvan Ecsedy carried
out a rescue excavation on the site. As a result of
his work, the exact find-spot of the assemblage was
identified. According to his report, the hoard was

ment layer. Bronze Age ceramics were not found,
neither during the excavation nor at the field survey
(Ecsepy 1979) (Fig. 2). The first evaluation of the
hoard was carried out within the framework of my
MA thesis, in 2013 (TarBay 2013, 174-263, 496—
522, Catalogue B, Pl. 1-92). The half forms of the
hoard were first published together with a half form
axe from the Kesztolc hoard in a separate study
(TarBAY 2014, 213-218).

The hoard consists of 263 artefacts (total
weight: 19.053 g) which can be classified into five
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Fig. 1 The location of the find spot. 1: The map of the First Ordnance Survey of Austria-Hungary; 2: A present-day
Google Earth satellite image
1. kép A leldhely. 1: Az els6 katonai felmérés; 2: Jelenkori Google Earth mitholdfelvétel.

typological groups: 1.: weapons: three sword frag-
ments and a spear fragment; 2.: tools: a tang frag-
ment of a knife or a razor, socketed axes, socketed
hammers, flanged sickle fragments and a saw; 3.:
clothing parts: fragment of a ring, fragment of a
pendant; 4.: semi-finished products: half forms,
rod ingots, oval-shaped ingots, fragmented and
intact plano-convex ingots and several other in-
dividual ingot forms; 5.: metal working debris:
e.g. sprues, lumps etc. According to the results of
the macroscopic examination, the majority of the
objects bare traces of casting defects. Traces re-
lated to usage and refining methods were observed
only on a small number of artefacts. The aim of
this study is to publish the whole content of the
hoard and analyse its typo-chronological features.
Beside the typological analyses, we also added
some macroscopic and microscopic? observations
which could provide additional data on the manu-
facturing techniques, partitioning and usage of the
objects. We did not carry out a detailed analysesi
intentionally; this would be accomplished together
with comparative experiments in a separate study.

Evaluation

Sword fragments (Cat. nos. 1-3, Fig. 11, 1-3)

The hoard contains a solid-hilted sword frag-
ment (Cat. no. 1, Fig. 11, 1), a blade fragment (Cat.
no. 3, Fig. 11, 3) and a hilt fragment of a flange-
hilted sword (Cat. no. 2, Fig. 11, 2). Similar frag-
ments to the last one are known from the Szentes-
Nagyhegy 1 (HampeL 1896, CXCIIL. t. 28) and the
Csabdi (MozsoLics 1985, Taf. 248, 13) hoards, but
on the account of their uncharacteristic forms the
classification of these fragments is not possible.
From typological point of view, only one speci-
men (Cat. no. 1) is suitable for further evaluation.
This fragment can be sorted into a special, north-
eastern Carpathian sword type, which has been
classified differently by T. Kemenczei (D type 3
and 4™ Variant and G type 4™ Variant), T. Bader
(Prejmer type) and Ph. Stockhammer (Szécsény
and Paszab types) (BAaDer 1991, 135-137; KEMEN-
cze1 1991, 13-19; StockHAMMER 2004, 43, 63, 86,
183, Karte 30; VacHta 2008, 14—17). In contrast
to most Late Bronze Age swords, the hilt part of
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these short weapons were cast together with the
blade (HampeL 1877, 47, 5. abra; NovoTNA 2014,
115-116). Except from the above technological
feature, this group includes many stylistic vari-
ants, which sometimes imitate other types, such as
the “three-ribbed hilted-swords” (Dreiwulstschw-
erter): e.g. Predeal (BapER 1991, 136, Taf. 36, 329)
or Zemplinske Kopcany (NovoTtna 2014, 76, Taf.
26, 120). Most of them strongly reflects to their
Middle Bronze Age predecessors (Bona 1963, 19—
27), but they are clearly belong to the era between
the Ha A1 and Ha B1 periods (e.g. Hajdiboszor-
mény). Due to their individual forms, it is hard to
make an exact comparison between the analysed
sword and the entire group. Nevertheless, it seems
to me that the sword fragment from Nagydobsza
can be related to the younger “Ha A2” and Ha B1
specimens (Mozsorics 1972, 190—196; MozsoLics
1984a, Abb. 3-5; BADER 1991, 137; STOCKHAMMER
2004, 86; NovoTtna 2014, 76; List 1). Concerning
the distribution area of the Prejmer type swords,
these weapons are in great number in the region
of the present day Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg and
Hajdu-Bihar Counties, although specimens are
known sporadically from the North Balkans, Tran-
sylvania, Northern Carpathian Basin and West-
ern Europe, too (Baper 1991, 137; List 1, Fig. 3;
StockHAMMER 2004, 86, Karte 30; Fig. 3).

The intensively porous breakage surfaces of the
Cat. no. 2 blade fragment (Fig. 11, 3) indicates the
bad quality of casting (for similar phenomenon see:
Drienaus 1961, 31, Taf. 9, 3; Born—HANSEN 1991,
149-150, Abb. 3a; BmNGgeLr 2011, 17-18; Bun-
NEFELD—SCHWENZER 2011, 219, 243; MODLINGER
2011, 33). Usewear analysis could not be carried out
in the case of Cat. no. 1 fragment due to its missing
blade, and only traces of polished mould shift de-
fect were identified along its hilt (Fig. 11, 1). Simi-
lar short swords were interpreted as dysfunctional
objects made for votive purposes (MULLER-KARPE
1961, 46). However, this presumption may not be
true for all Prejmer type swords. For instance, traces
of hammering and even a small notch were visible
along the edges of the sword from Téglas-Bek-kert®
(Zorta1 1909, 27, 13. abra; Kemenczer 1991, 16, Taf.
7, 34; Fig. 4, 1-3). As a curiosity, the mould shift
defect on the respective hilt was similar to the one
observed on the sword from Nagydobsza (Fig. 4, 1).
In contrast to the aforementioned piece, no traces of
annealing and sharpening were visible on the blade
of the sword recovered from Recsk-Andezitbanya
(Mozsorics 1972, 195, 4. kép 1) (Fig. 4, 4). These
observations could indicate the possibility that the
Prejmer type swords might have served different

2m

Fig. 2 Plan and section of the pit. 1: Plowed layer;
2: Peaty layer; 3: Grevish-brown layer; 4: Subsoil;
5: Hoard (Ecsepy 1979)
2. kép A godor metszet és felszinrajza. 1: Szantott réteg;
2: Tozeges réteg; 3: Sziirkés-barna réteg; 4: Altalaj;
5: Kincs (Ecsepy 1979)

purposes and some of them were manufactured and
used as real weapons, while others were deposited
in unrefined state. It is important to emphasize that
only further macroscopic examinations and metal-
lurgical analyses on the whole group could provide
more precise data on their functionality.

Spear fragment (Cat. no. 4, Fig. 11, 4)

Due to its fragmentary state, the Cat. no. 3 spec-
imen is unsuitable for detailed typo-chronological
evaluation. Based on its dimensions, it can be as-
sociated with smaller spear types (; Rirovsky 1996,
88; LesHTakov 2011, 26-43).
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Fig. 3 Distribution of Prejmer type swords (List 1)
3. kép Prazsmar tipusu kardok elterjedése (1. lista)

Tanged knife or razor (Cat. no. 5, Fig. 11, 5)

The hoard contains a hilt fragment with ring ter-
minal (Cat. no. 5). A similar, but decorated specimen
can be found in the presently lost Bataszék hoard
(MozsoLics 1985, 95, Taf. 269, 1). Other compa-
rable examples are known from Tata (KEMENCZEI
1996b, 233-234, Fig. 11, 12) and Stremska Mi-
trovica (WEBER 1996, 256, Taf. 55, 613). Hungar-
ian researchers interpreted these objects as tanged
knives, however the one from Stremska Mitrovica
was sorted by C. Weber into the group of single-
edged razors (Mozsorics 1985, 95; KEMENCZEI
1996b, 233-234; WEBER 1996, 256). In the case of
the Nagydobsza specimen, the grouping criteria of
C. Weber should be considered since the object is
smaller than an average knife. As for its manufac-
turing traces, only a mould shift defect can be ob-
served along its tang (Fig. 11, 5).

Axes (Cat. nos. 650, Fig. 11, 6-Fig. 17, 50)

Most of the Nagydobsza hoard’s socketed axes are
in a very fragmentary state.* Due to their state of pres-
ervation or casting defects, Cat. nos. 10, 13, 20-23,
26-28, 30, 32-48, 50 axes are unsuitable for classifi-
cation. Based on their fine typological features, other
specimens can be divided into five main groups: 1%
group: socketed axes with straight body and thick-
ened rim (Cat. nos. 6, 7, 11-12, 16, 18, 24-25, 29,
31); 2" group: socketed axes with narrow body and
thickened rim (Cat. nos. 8, 1415, 17, 19); 3% group

: socketed axe with crescent-shaped rim (Cat. no. 9);
4h group:: solid-cast socketed axe (Cat. no. 12); 5%
group: solid-cast miniature axe (Cat. no. 49).

First group — socketed axes with straight body and
thickened rim

The first group consists of socketed axes with dif-
ferent kind of rib decorations (Cat. nos. 6, 11, 18, 25,
29, 31) and two undecorated specimens (Cat. nos. 7,
16). The distribution area of the parallels for Cat. no.
6 and Cat. no. 18 artifacts® is the northeastern and
southern territory of the Carpathian Basin, however,
similar specimens are also known outside of this re-
gion in the ”Ha A2” and Ha B1 periods (DERGACEV
2002, 174, 176, Taf. 127; BororrkaA—RIDICHE 2005,
150, Liste 8, b3, Abb. &, ¢9; TarBay 2014, 188-189,
List 3, Fig. 11). It is hard to find parallels for the
Cat. no. 11 socketed axe due to its missing rim and
amorphous decoration, but it is mostly similar to M.
Gavranovi¢’s D type axes (Gavranovi¢ 2011, 139,
Abb. 138, d). Further socketed axes can be men-
tioned from the Ha B1 hoards of Bosnia and Herze-
govina® and also from the territory of Romania.” The
parallels of the undecorated socketed axes (Cat. nos.
7, 16) were deposited between the Ha Al and Ha
B1 periods mainly in the territory of Hungary, Croa-
tia and Moldavia (TarBay 2014, 190, List. 5, Fig.
12). The fragmentary state of the Cat. no. 29 speci-
men does not allow any precise reconstruction of its
original patterns. However, the rib decoration of this
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1. Téglas |

2. Téglas

3. Téglas

4. Recsk

Fig. 4 Observations made during the macroscopic examination of swords from Téglas-Bek-kert (Déri Museum) and
Recsk (Hungarian National Museum). 1: Mould shift defect on the hilt of the sword from Téglas; 2: Hammering and
polishing traces along the edge of the sword from Téglas; 3: A small notch along the edge of the sword from Téglas;
4: Unrefined blade of the sword from Recsk
4. kép A Téglas-bek-kerti (Déri Muzeum) és recski (Magyar Nemzeti Muizeum) kardok makroszkopikus megfi-
gyelése. 1: A téglasi kard markolat oldalainak elcstiszasa; 2: Kalapalds és polirozas nyomok a téglasi kard pengéjén;
3: Kis csorbuldsnyom a téglési kard pengéjén; 4: A recski kard megmunkalatlan pengéje

object might be composed of two or more horizontal
lines and four non-contacted vertical lines. Similar
axes were placed into group 2.b.6.c by B. Wanzek
(Wanzek 1989, 111). From this group the most simi-
lar examples will be selected to the analysed speci-
men. These axes were deposited in the territory of
the Eastern Carpathian Basin, Western Europe, but
similar object are also known from Italy (CARANCINI
1989, tav. 120. 3720). Even a similar mould anal-
ogy can be mentioned from the Poroszlo-Aponhat
Gava settlement (Patay 1976, Abb. 4-2). One frag-
ment from the Urnfield settlement in Neszmély
might also belong to this type (Patek 1961, 60, Taf.
XXVIII, 8; Wanzek 1989, 111; V. SzaBo 2002, 61)
(List 2, Fig. 5).

Second group — socketed axes with narrow body and
thickened rim

The parallels of the undecorated socketed axes
with narrow body and thickened rim® (e.g. Cat. nos.
8, 14, 15, 17) can be found in the inner territory of
the Carpathian Basin between Ha Al and Ha B1
(TarBAY 2014, 190, List. 6, Fig. 12). Based on the
finds from Lovasberény (MozsoLics 1985, Taf. 244,
16) and Szentgaloskér (Mozsorics 1985, Taf. 111,
10), the Cat. no. 19 socketed axe with ribbed deco-
ration can be also assigned to this group. However,
due to its fragmentary state, it is impossible to find
any exact analogy for it. It should be noted that the
fragment in question can be also interpreted as a
socketed chisel, as a similar one from Moigrad may
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Fig. 5 The distribution of the two socketed axe types. 1: Parallels of the Cat. no. 29 socketed axe; 2: Mould parallels
of the Cat. no. 29 socketed axe; 3: Parallels of the Cat. no. 9 socketed axe (List 2; List 3)
5. kép A két tokosbalta tipus elterjedése. 1: A 29. sz. tokosbalta parhuzamai; 2: A 29. sz. tokosbalta dntéforma parhu-
zamai; 3: A 9. sz. tokosbalta parhuzamai (2. Lista, 3. Lista)

indicate (BALaN 2009, 29, PI. XI, ¢.39). The Cat. no.
14 specimen can also be linked to this group based
on parallels from Birjan (MozsoLics 1985, Taf. 69,
8) and Krasna Horka hoards (NovoTnA 1970a, 88,
Taf. 37,663). However, its missing blade section left
this identification uncertain.

Third group — socketed axe with crescent-shaped
rim

Cat. no. 9 specimen is the only socketed axe
with crescent- or beak shaped rim among the axes
of the Nagydobsza hoard. The classic form of
this widely distributed axe group, which includes
roughly more than 370 specimens, has appeared
first in the northeastern part of the Carpathian Ba-
sin in the Br D period. Their number increases
significantly in the Ha A. They were reported also
outside of their core distribution area, in the terri-
tory of Germany, South Poland, Czech Republic,

Romania and the Balkan. Later, in the Ha B pe-
riod, they decrease in number and then again ap-
pear in larger quantity in the northeastern part of
the Carpathian Basin and Transylvania (FoLTiNy
1955, 90; Mozsorics 1973, 38—-39; KiBBERT 1984,
123-124; Mozsorics 1985, 34; HANSEN 1994,
180; KosaL’ 2000, 39—-40; KyTLIicoVvA 2007, 137—
138). Although the loop of the Nagydobsza axe
is missing, its characteristic form enables us to
find close analogy for it. Comparable specimens
are known from the 1% Ecseg hoard (KEMENCZEI
1984, 146-147, Taf. CXVIa,31), and from the Ha
B1 hoards of the northeastern Carpathian Basin
(List 3; Fig 5).

Fourth group — solid-cast socketed axe

The Cat. no. 12 socketed axe is the result of a
rare technological process, which was often asso-
ciated with mould manufacturing by the research.
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2. Cat. no. 11

1. Cat. no. 6

3. Cat. no. 11 i

6. Cat. no. 52

1
8. Cat. no. 54 om

7. Cat. no. 51

Fig. 6 Observations made during the macroscopic examination of socketed axes and socketed hammers. 1: Horizon-
tal mould shift defect; 2: Amorphous pattern and incomplete upper part of a socketed axe; 3: Core shift defect;
4: Dysfunctional loop; 5: Vertical mould shift defect; 6: Burred face of a hammer; 7—8: Unrefined and unused faces
of socketed hammers

6. kép Makroszkopikus megfigyelések tokosbaltakon és tokoskalapacsokon. 1: Ontétt oldalak horizontalis elcstisza-
sa; 2: Tokosbalta torzult mintdval és hidnyos peremmel; 3: Ontdmag elmozduldsa; 4: Témérre ontott fiil; 5: Ontott
oldalak vertikalis elcstszasa; 6: Felgytirodott kalapacs titofeliilet; 7-8: Megmunkalatlan és hasznalatlan kalapéacs

utofeliiletek
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2. Cat.no. 13

1 mm

3. Cat. no. 13

5. Cat. no. 14 6. Cat.no. 41 |

Fig. 7 Observations made during the macroscopic examination of the socketed axes. 1: Small impact marks near to
the breakage point of the Cat. no. 12 socketed axe; 2—3: Small impact marks along near to the breakage point of the
Cat. no. 13 socketed axe; 4: Small notch; 5: Traces of polishing; 6: Small notches along the blade of the Cat. no. 41
socketed axe
7. kép Makroszkopikus megfigyelések tokosbaltakon. 1: Eszkoz beiitésnyomok a 12. sz. tokosbalta téréspontjahoz
kozel; 2-3: Eszkoz betlitésnyomok a 13. sz. tokosbalta toréspontja koriil; 4: Csorbulas; 5: Polirozas nyom; 6: Kis
csorbulasnyomok a 41. sz. tokosbalta pengéjén
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Similar axe from the Carpathian Basin was first
mentioned by Jozsef Hampel (HampEL 1896, 199)
and later, other were also found in Dezmir-Boco-
maia (DieTtricH 2011, 82, Taf. 2,9), Gambach (Kis-
BERT 1984, 178, Taf. 66,899), Tikeb (JaNTZEN 2008,
120-122, Taf. 22,139) and in Hajdiboszormény-
Hetven-Laponytag.

Fifth group — miniature axe

The miniature axe (Cat. no. 49) is basically an
imitation of undecorated socketed axes of the first
group. During the Late Bronze Age, the miniatur-
ization of metal artefacts in the Carpathian Basin
appeared for the first time in the territory of the
Piliny culture (Patay 1995, 103-108; VLADAR
1974, 45, Taf. 14a, 4) but it is known from the Ha
A-B periods as well (Jankovits 1997, 9, Fig. 6;
Notrorr 2009; V. Szao 2011a, 339, Taf. 5, 4). It
should be noted that miniature axes were also re-
ported outside of our research area (e.g. SCHMIDT—
Burcess 1981, 247-248; KiBBerT 1984, 178). Ac-
cording to our knowledge, a similar axe is known
from the “Ha A2” hoard from Mackovac (VINski-
GaspArINT 1973, 216, Tab. 73, 8).

Based on the macroscopic examination® of the
artefacts, it was possible to identify some common
casting defect types on the axes of the Nagydob-
sza hoard (Fig. 6). The most characteristic defect is
the mismatch or (horizontal/vertical) mould shift
which is the result of the imprecise mould contact
during the casting process: Cat. nos. 6, 8, 9, 12,
13, 16, 21, 32, 34-35, 37-40, 4346, 49 (Mozso-
Lics 1984b, 27, Taf. 14, 3; RalkoLHE-KHAN 2014,
378-379, Fig. 6, 1, 5). The second most common
defect is the misrun (e.g. Cat. nos. 9, 19, 26) which
can be identified along the incomplete parts of the
objects where the edge of the defect is rounded
(Mozsorics 1984b, 27; BmwgegeLr 2011, 17, Fig.
10; Szad 2013, 51; RaJkoLHE-KHAN 2014,
378, Fig. 5). Gas porosity was also observed on
the breakage surfaces (e.g. Cat. nos. 6, 32) and in
some cases, in the form of inclusions on the exter-
nal surfaces of some objects (Mozsorics 1984b,
27; BINGGELI 2011, 15; RajkoLHE-KHAN 2014,
378, Fig. 6, 1). Eight socketed axes bare traces
of core shift which are the results of the core dis-
position during the casting process. In extreme
cases, this defect could also result a dysfunctional
object (e.g. 10) (Fig. 6, 3). Possibly, a flash de-
fect caused the dysfunctional loop of the Cat. no.
14 specimen (SzaBo 2013, 58; RaKOLHE—KHAN
2014, 379, Fig. 9) (Fig. 6, 4). Similar loops can be
found among the socketed axes of the Debrecen 3
(Mozsotics 1985, Taf. 264, 9, Taf. 265, 3, 10-11,

Taf. 265, 1, 5), Nagykallo (Mozsorics 2000, Taf.
61, 5), Szentes 4 (Mozsotics 2000, Taf. 97, 7) and
Napkor hoards (Mozsorics 1985, Taf. 257, 8). In
some cases amorphous patterns were also visible
(e.g. Cat. no. 6, 11) (Fig. 6, 2).

As for the fragmentation pattern of the axes,
only two of them (Cat. no. 7, Cat. no. 49) were
intact, the rest being fragments or in a highly frag-
mented state. It should be noted that the examina-
tion of the unrestored artefacts was not possible.
Some breakages on the axes could be also of re-
cent date (e.g. Cat. nos. 30, 37, 43, 45, 48, 71-73),
which appears on other fragmentary objects of the
hoard, too. Altough their breakage morphology
and the well-designed cutting and breaking could
argue for their prehistoric dating. The morphology
of the fragments practically follow the same trend
as B. Rezi’s Transylvanian fragmentation types
(Rez1 2011, Fig. 1). The fragmentation pattern of
the Nagydobsza hoard suggest that the hoard con-
tains systematically partitioned socketed axes and
tools. Most common forms are the upper (Cat. no.
14), lower (Cat. no. 42) and middle body parts
(e.g. Cat. no. 34) but smaller rim (Cat. no. 16) and
body (Cat. no. 25) fragments can also be men-
tioned. Even traces of intentional partitioning with
an edged tool were identified at two axes (Cat. nos.
12—-13). In these cases, the small impact marks'
are situated near to the breakage point of the ob-
ject (Fig. 7, 1-3). It should be noted that some of
them can be associated with casting defects (e.g.
Cat. no. 32).

Further manufacturing and usage related traces
were hard to investigate due to the fragmentary state
of the objects. Slight polishing traces were visible
on the Cat. no. 14 specimen (Fig. 7, 5); 14 notches
along the blade of the Cat. no. 41 axe (Fig. 7, 6),
and another small notch on the blade of the Cat. no.
9 socketed axe fragment (Fig. 7, 4). It was also pos-
sible to identify some unrefined specimens (Cat. no.
7, 10-12, 40, 42, 43, 46, 49, 50), based on the lack
of hammering or sharpening traces along their blade
and edges.

Socketed hammers (Cat. no. 51-54, Fig. 17, 51-54)

An undecorated specimen (Cat. no. 52), a frag-
ment of a lower part (Cat. no. 54) and two speci-
mens with V rib pattern'! (Cat. no. 51, 53) can be
assigned into the group of socketed hammers. These
metallurgical tools along with other main hammer
groups (mallets, modified socketed or winged axes)
were deposited mainly between Br D and Ha B peri-
ods (RiHOVSKY 1992, 288-289; Wanzek 1992, 261;
ZERAVICA 1993, 108; HANSEN 1994, 136; PASZTHORY—
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Fig. 8 1. The distribution of the tectangular ingots in the territory of the Carpathian Basin (quadrat) 2. The distribu-
tion of the oval-shaped (loaf) ingots in the Carpathian Basin and its adjacent areas.
8. kép 1. A négyzetes alaku ontvények elterjedése a Karpat-medecében. 2. Az ovalis formaju (vekni alaka dntvények
elterjedése a Karpat-medencében és szomszédos régidiban.

MAaveEr 1998, 175-176; KosaL’ 2000, 50; GOGAL-
TaN 2005, 344; Iton 2015, 184-191). Their very
first grouping was carried out by K. Miske whose
work was followed by many prominent typological
schemes based on the objects’ cross-sections, deco-
rations or the form of their face (HampeL 1896, 49;
Miske 1907, 28; Miske 1929, 88; OHLHAVER 1939,
25-27, Abb. 6; MozsoLics 1945, 53; Forriny 1955,
101-102; Bernjakovie 1960, 261; HraLovA—HRA-
LA 1971, 25; Mayer 1977, 224; JOCKENHOVEL 1982,
462-467; KiBBerT 1984, 198; RiHovsky 1992, 284—
298; WaNzek 1992, 261-262, Liste 4-6; ZERAVICA
1993, 108—109; HanseN 1994, 143—144; PAsztHo-
RY—MAYER 1998, 175; GoGALTAN 1999-2000; Ko-
BAL’ 2000, 50; GepL 2004, 71-72; Konic 2004, 48—
50; GoGALtan 2005, 269-370; NEsseL 2008, 74-77;
NEsseL 2010, 3-5, Taf. 1; DiETRicH—AILINCAT 2012,
13—17). In the present study we rather share the opin-
ion of A. Mozsolics and S. Hansen, therefore we do
not apply the aforementioned grouping schemes'? in-
tentionally, since socketed hammers are one of the
most individual groups among the Late Bronze Age
metallurgical tools. Therefore, they cannot be used
for distinguishing short chronological periods (Moz-
sorics 1945, 53-54; Hansen 1994, 138). Their mor-
phology, and especially the shape of their face are
strongly related to different stages of manufacturing
process or usage, which has certainly changed over
time. In the light of this morphological-technological

issue, the socketed hammers from Nagydobsza are
no exceptions either. Based on the macroscopic ex-
aminations, Cat. no. 51 can be identified as a defected
product by the reason of its extremely porous break-
age surfaces and unpolished casting seams. Besides,
the face of this hammer is completely unrefined (Fig.
6, 7). The Cat. no. 54 can be interpreted in the similar
manner due to its porous breakage surface and un-
used face (Fig. 6, 8). The only exception is the Cat.
no. 52 socketed hammer, even though its surface is
slightly porous and a misrun defect is situated on the
rim, the face of objects are burred (but not so inten-
sively) in the same manner as the hammers with clear
usage-related traces (Fregnt 2014, 118-119, Fig. 5,
12) (Fig. 6, 6).

Flange-hilted sickle fragments (Cat. nos. 58-61,
Fig. 17, 58-59, Fig. 18, 60—61)

Three blade fragments of flange-handled sickles
(Cat. nos. 58—60) and one handle fragment (Cat. no.
61) can be found in the Nagydobsza hoard. Ham-
mering or sharpening traces on their blade were not
visible.

Saw (Cat. no. 62, Fig. 18, 62)

The oval-sectioned saw fragment represents a
frequent Carpathian tool type (HampeL 1896, 60—
61; Miske 1907, 56; MozsoLics 1985, 47; HANSEN
1994, 150; KosaL’ 2000, 49; DErRGACEV 2002, 179;
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TerzAN 2003, 197; Konic 2004, 54-55; PANCIKOVA
2008, 150; NesseL 2009, 241-253, Abb. 6-7; Rz
2011, 311-312). Their main distribution area can
be located in the Tisza region, Transylvania, south-
eastern Transdanubia, but they were also found in
West-Central Europe (Hansen 1994, 150, Abb. 82).
The saw of the Nagydobsza hoard (Cat. no. 62) can
be associated with Nessel’s first group, but from
chronological point of view it is without any im-
portance since it was dated between the Ha A1 and
Ha B periods (Mozsorics 1985, 47; NesseL 2009,
251-252). Due to corrosion damage, the identifica-
tion of hammering or serration along the edges of
the object was not possible.

Rings (Cat. nos. 63—-64, Fig. 18, 63—64)

The hoard contains fragments of two common
ring type: 1.: circular-sectioned opened rings with
tapering terminals (Cat. no. 63); 2: closed rings with
flattened, rhomboid cross-section (Cat. no. 64). Be-
tween the Ha A1l and Ha B1 periods, the distribu-
tion area of analogies for the first type comprises the
territory of northeastern Hungary, Transcarpathia,
Transylvania and Transdanubia (MozsoLrics 1985,
65-66; KEmENCzEI 1996a, 75—76; KEMENCZEI 1997,
118-121; TarBay 2016, 321-322, List 8, Fig. 11.).
The rings with thomboid cross-section appeared in
great number in the western part of the Carpathian
Basin, mainly in the Ha A1 period, although speci-
mens from younger assemblages (Ha A2, Ha B1,
Ha B2) were also reported (Mozsorics 1985, 65;
SzABO 1996, 214-216; TarBAY 2016, 319-320, List
5, Fig. 9.).

Pendant (Cat. no. 65, Fig. 18, 65)

Due to its fragmentary state, the exact form of
the Cat. no. 65 object cannot be determined. How-
ever, its form strongly reminds of the cast crescent-
shaped pendants (e.g. Sarkad) (Mozsorics 1985,
61-63, 211).

Ingots

Half form ingots’ (Cat. nos. 6673, Fig. 18, 66-73)

The Nagydobsza hoard contains eight half forms
which can be classified into three different types:
1.) hammer half forms (Cat. nos. 66-67), 2.) axe
half forms (Cat. nos. 68—71), 3.) and ring half forms
(Cat. nos. 72-75) (TarBay 2014, Fig. 35, List 18).
The most prominent specimen is probably the Cat.
no. 66 hammer half-form with triple V rib decora-
tion. Its moulds' and slightly different socketed
hammer" parallels are known from the Carpathian
Basin and West Europe as well. The other possible

hammer half form fragment (Cat. no. 67) has its
parallel among the casting moulds of Velem (MiskE
1907, 26, XXII. t. 3). Similar finds to the Cat. no. 70
axe half form are known from the Kurd and Kesz-
tolc hoards, and from one looted hoard, most likely
from Transdanubia (TarBaY 2014, Fig. 39, Fig. 67,
78). The pattern of the miniature axe half form (Cat.
no. 69) is similar to the previously mentioned sock-
eted axes with straight body and ribbed decoration.
Comparable ring half forms to the ones from Na-
gydobsza (Cat. nos. 72—74) are found in “Ha A2”
hoards!® or as stray finds (TarBay 2014, 218, 239,
List. 18.1, 3, 9-12, Fig. 35).

Regarding the manufacturing techniques of the
half forms, we need to clarify one issue. The “cast-
ing jet” on the upper part of the axe half form (Cat.
no. 70) cannot be interpreted as a re-melted fea-
ture, nor as “casting jet”, as we have stated it ear-
lier wrongly (TarBAY 2014, 218), but rather as the
cooled down conical-shaped sprue, a similar casting
method trace that was observed at flanged sickles,
too (PrimMas 1986, 6). This seems to be supported
by the completely smooth reverse side of the object
(see: Cat. nos. 67-68, 70-73). However, the min-
iature axe half form (Cat. no. 69) and the hammer
half form (Cat. no. 66) could have been made in a
single-part open mould, according to the shrinkage
of their rim and intensively blistered reverse side.

Rectangular ingots (Cat. nos. 81-85; Fig. 19, 81-84)

The trapezoid-sectioned, ‘“rectangular ingots”
(Cat. nos. 81-84) besides the so called “Keftiu in-
gots” can be placed into the second most common
quadratic ingot types in Central Europe. These semi-
finished products (or “weights”) distribute primary
in the teritory of the Carpathian Basin (List 4, Fig
10), Czech Republic, South Germany, Switzerland
and France mainly as parts of Br D, Ha A1 and “Ha
A2” assemblages (Mozsolics 1984b, 33; Mozsolics
1990, 9; Primas-Pernicka 1988, 54-55; Pare 1999,
422-449, Fig. 31; Pare 2013, 518, Fig. 29.6; Ilon
2015, 59-65). In the Nagydobsza hoard the four
fragments were partitioned in four different ways:
half fragments; quarter fragments; middle frag-
ments; and triangular-shaped fragments (Fig. 10, 4).

Rod ingots (Cat. nos. 88—104, Fig. 19, 88-103, Fig.
20, 104)

Within the Nagydobsza hoard two main rod in-
gots types can be established: 1.: thick long vari-
ants (Cat. nos. 88-93, Cat. nos. 94-99); 2.: wider
specimens with rounded terminals (Cat. nos. 93,
100-104). Similar semi-finished products in various
shape were distributed all over the whole Carpath-
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10 cm

Fig. 9 Main ingot types of the Nagydobsza hoard. 1: Ring half form; 2:

“socketed” hammer half form; 3: “socketed”

axe half form; 4: Smaller plano-convex ingot; 5. Greater fragment of a plano-convex ingot; 6—7. Rod ingots; 8—10.
Oval-shaped ingots; 11—12. Triangular-shaped ingots; 13. Rectangular ingot.
9. kép. A nagydobszai depo f6 Ontecs tipusai. 1: karika félforma; 2: “tokoskalapéacs” félforma; 3: “tokosbalta” fél-
forma; 4: kisebb 6ntélepény; 5: nagyobb ontdlepény toredéke; 6-7. Rud alaku dntecs; 8—10. Ovalis formaja (vekni)
alaku ontecs; 11-12. Haromszog alakt ontecsek; 13. Négyzetes ontecs.

ian Basin and its surrounding territories, between
the Br D and Ha A1 periods (MozsoLics 1985, 32;
CzaLik 2012, 74; TarBay 2014, 218-219, List 19,
Fig. 40). The breakage surface of these objects are
mainly solid, only one is porous (Cat. no. 90). Be-
side the aforementioned features, only one cutting
mark was observed on the convex side of Cat. no.
100 specimen. Only two of them has been depos-
ited in intact state (Cat. no. 98, 100), while the oth-
ers were partitioned in three different ways: as half
portions (Cat. nos. 90-92), middle portions (Cat.
nos. 93-97, 99, 104), or edge portions (Cat. nos.
101-103) (Fig. 10, 2). They were partitioned sim-
ply by breaking!” , but in some cases one should not
exclude the possibility that they were regulartly cut
into pieces, indicated by their straight surface (e.g.
Cat. no. 96, 97, 98)

Oval-shaped (“loaf”) ingots'® (Cat. nos. 21.105—
109, 111-115, Fig. 20, 105-109, 111-115)

Within the Nagydobsza hoard three different
types of oval-shaped ingots can be distinguished:
Type 1.: thick, long variants (Cat. no. 105-108);
Type 2.: wide, round-sectioned variants (Cat. no.
111-115); Type 3.: wide, triangular-sectioned vari-
ants (Cat. no. 109). Similar objects were first iden-
tified by J. Hampel who classified them as “loaf-
shaped forms” (HamPEL 1896, 183—185). A similar
German term'® was given by A. Mozsolics, who
described the Transdanubian distribution of these
types (Mozsorics 1984b, 33). According to the
composition analysis of one specimen from Biator-
bagy-Herceghalom, it was presumed that it can be
related to alloying process (LIVERSAGE—PERNICKA
2002, 428, Tab. 2; CzajLik 2012, 76-77). The oval-
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shaped ingots distribute mainly in Transdanubia,
Eastern Carpathian Basin, between the Br D, Ha A1l
and “Ha A2” periods (List 5, Fig. 10). It should be
also noted that except from the Cat. no. 105 and Cat.
no. 109 half fragments, all of the other examples
have been deposited in intact state (Fig. 10, 3).

Triangular-shaped ingots (Cat. nos. 79, 110, Fig.
19.79, Fig. 20.110)

It seems first that the Cat. nos. 79 and 110 speci-
mens are unique forms which show similarities with
the 2nd variant of the oval-shaped ingots. However,
they can be sorted into an independent ingot group.
Comparable triangular-shaped objects can be found
between the “Ha A2” and Ha B1 periods in the ter-
ritory of Transdanubia and the Southern Carpath-
ian Basin: Biatorbagy-Herceghalom (MozsoLics
1985, Taf. 237, 30); Csabdi (MozsoLics 1985,
Taf. 248, 1), Hodmezdvasarhely-Fehérto puszta la
(MOZSOLICS 1985, Taf. 255, 13); Mariakéménd
(unpublished); Siklosnagyfalu/Beremend (Mozso-
Lics 1985, Taf. 254, 17); Szentes-Nagyhegy (KEe-
MENCZET 1996a, Abb. 32, 8); Szombathely-Jaki ut
(unpublished).

Plano-convex ingots (Cat. nos. 117-188; Fig. 20,
117-120; Fig. 21-26, 181-187)

In the Nagydobsza hoard, several different pla-
no-convex ingots and the related fragments can be
found. From these, only their intact or less frag-
mented examples are suitable for classification.
The diameter and weight of the four small plano-
convex ingots are similar to the so called miniature
Gor type (Cat. nos. 117-120). There are two intact
(Cat. nos. 121-123) and one fragmentary (Cat. no.
123) specimens whose diameters (between 6 and
6.7 cm) are above the standard sizes of the former
type, however their general dimensions are not as
large as the ingots of the Lovasberény type (Czal-
LIk 2012, 69). The dimensions of the Cat. no. 125
plano-convex ingot correspond well with the lower
standard size limit of the Lovasberény type (Cza-
JLik 2012, 69-70). The attribution of the Cat. no.
124 flat specimen is uncertain since its diameter
(8.8 cm) shows similarities with the Lovasberény
type, although the form and dimensions of this
object seem to correspond with the Saghegy type
ingots (CzaiLik 1996, 170; CzaiLik 2012, 66, 69).
The situation is the same in the case of the amor-
phous Cat. no. 126 ingot. The estimated weight
and sizes of the Cat. no. 127 half portion could
have been similar to the Lovasberény type (Cza-
JLik 2012, 69). The classification of the Cat. no.
128 is less certain, although its estimated diameter

fit well into the standard sizes of the Lovasberény
type, but its estimated weight is higher. The clas-
sification of the “quarter like” edge fragments are
problematic since they may represent quarter frag-
ments of smaller plano-convex ingot types or fur-
ther partitioned fragments of greater ingots (Fig.
10, 1). We were unable to establish a convincing
delimitation between them, neither with the help
of macroscopic observation. In my estimation, in
two cases, (Cat. nos. 129 and 139) their identifi-
cation as fragments of Gor type ingots could be
certain, taking into account their shape and di-
mensions. The other fragments (Cat. nos. 130,
132-138, 140-141) were most likely parts of Lo-
vasberény or Gor type plano-convex ingots. Larger
ingot types (CzaiLik 2012, 68) were only repre-
sented by different type of smaller edge partitions
(e.g. Cat. no. 131) or “slices” (Cat. no. 142—-143,
149-151). Their identification as parts of larger in-
got types can be supported by their considerably
high weight.

In the analysed collection, the quality of the
plano-convex ingot could only be observed mac-
roscopically. As their breakage surfaces indicate,
most of them have solid inner structure (e.g. Cat.
nos. 143, 147). Porous specimens can also be found
among them (e.g. Cat. no. 150). It is noteworthy
that many pieces display clear traces of layered
casting: Cat. nos. 121, 130, 138, 146-147, 156,
161 (CzaLik 2012, 64; Mopt 2010, 133, Abb. 8).

As for the fragmentation types of the Nagydob-
sza hoard’s plano-convex ingots, only a small per-
cent are intact.?’ Usually their dominant part are
partitioned. Judging by the regular shape of these
fragments, it seem to me that they were partitioned
intentionally as it has been already observed in
many cases (e.g. Mozsorics 1984b, 38-39; MobpL
2010, 135). During the examination of the finds,
we did not manage to identify impact marks
caused by “hammers” or edged tools which could
suggest another partitioning method (MozsoLics
1984b, 38-39; MopL 2010, 135-137, Abb. 12-14;
NEesseL 2014, 405—-407). Inspired by the study of
B. Nessel, (NesseL 2014) we attempted to describe
the partition types of the Nagydoszba hoard’s pla-
no-convex ingots. The form of their partitioning
can be divided into different shapes: half portions
(Cat. nos. 127-128); “quarter like” edge portions
(Cat. nos. 129-130, 132-141), edge portions of
different — trapezoid, triangular, quadratic — shapes
(Cat. nos. 131, 145-172, 187), “slices” (Cat. nos.
142—144) and rectangular shaped “middle” por-
tions (Cat. nos. 173-186). Taking into account
this partitioning pattern it can be concluded that
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Fig. 10 Partition variants of the Nagydobsza hoard’s main ingots types 1: Plano-convex ingots; 2: Rod ingots;
3: Oval-shaped ingots; 4: Rectangular ingots
10. kép A nagydobszai depo leggyakoribb ontvényeinek darabolési véltozatai 1: Ontélepények; 2: Rud alak ént-
vény; 3: Ovalis alaku dntvény; 4: Négyzetes ingot.

mostly edge fragments, rectangular-shaped portions
and “quarter like” partitions were deposited in the
hoard. In other words, these fragments are practically
the smallest partitions, the products of the final stages
of systematic partitioning.

Individual ingot forms (Cat. nos. 7480, 86—87, Fig.
19, 74-78, 80, 86-87)

The hoard contains several other unidentifiable
ingots and fragments of different shapes (Cat. nos.
74-80, 86—87). It is highly possible that the Cat. no.
87 object is a rod ingot with flash defect. The hoard
also contain an object (Cat. no. 85) which shows
similarities with the rectangular ingot type but its
cross-section is oval-shaped. We are only aware of

one similar objects from the Esztergom hoard (Moz-
sorics 1985, Taf. 138,9). This object could be also
described as a defected object.

Metallurgical by-products and unclassifiable frag-
ments

“Bronze lumps and droplets” (Cat. nos. 188*'-247,
Fig. 26, 188-195; Fig. 28)

Into the category of bronze lumps we also placed
amorphous fragments whose classification is uncertain
due to their forms. They could have formed irelevant
portions of plano-convex ingots or different types
of metal working debris, such as slags, droplets etc.
(WAARSENBURG-Maas 2001, 48; Kuupers 2008, 93).
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Sprues (Cat. nos. 248263, Fig. 29-30)

The Nagydobsza hoard contains 16 solidified
sprues® (Cat. nos. 248-263). Concerning their ty-
pology, the studies written by D. Jantzen and B.
Nessel should be mentioned. They elaborated a
scheme which makes distinction between the sprue
shape and object type they were associated with
(JanTZEN 2008, 215-218, Abb. 77; NEsSseL 2012,
145-151). Seven sprues (Cat. nos. 249-251, 253,
255-257, 260) can be sorted into the 1.2 type. These
artifacts could be associated with the manufacturing
of socketed objects (NEsseL 2012, 147, 158, Abb.
2). Their form are various, specimens with D or
quadratic cross-section, even ribbed ones, similarly
to sprues of the 5 mould type of B. Wanzek, can be
mentioned (WaNzek 1989, 49, Abb. 5, 8). The 1.4
type is represented by only one specimen (Cat. no.
259). Identical sprues are known from the “Balaton
area”, Jaszkarajend, Popesti and from Scandinavia:
Randbel, Udbyneder (NEsseL 2012, 148, 157). It is
highly probable that this sprue type, judging by its
shape, can be related to socketed axes with thick-
ened rim and straight body. The upper part of the
object can be a result of the slant positioning of the
moulds during the casting process (ARMBRUSTER
2000, 68-69, Abb. 33). Other scenaries can be also
taken into account, such as the intentional or acci-
dental disposition of the moulds. Three specimens
resembles with Nessel’s II.1 type artifacts, as it is
evidenced by their semicircle or triangular cross-
section (NEsseL 2012, 149-150). They were prob-
ably parts of sickles or knives; and were distributed
in the Carpathian Basin, Austria and Czech Repub-
lic (NEsseL 2012, 158). The Cat. nos. 248 and 258
can be ranged into the I1.3.1. type (NESsSeL 2012a,
150-151, Abb. 7), which are related to sickle manu-
facturing, evidenced by similar unbroken sprues
from Velkd Roudka (SarLas 2005b, Tab. 286, 3-5)
and Baks 2 (V. SzaBo 2011b, Taf. 8, 3, Taf. 9, 3).

As their breakage surface suggest, most of the
sprues have been broken off. The use of saw was
presumed only in one case: Cat. no. 257 (HAMPEL
1896, 199; Ferenczy 1976, 246; JantzeN 2008,
226-227). The macroscopic examination of sprues
delimited two different types according to their in-
ner structures: sprues with porous inner structure
(Cat. 248, 251-252, 260) and sprues with solid
structure (Cat. no. 249-250, 253-259, 261-263).

“Recycle bin of a smith?” Notes on the “scrap-
hoard” deposition

Regarding the composition and the preliminary
results of the macroscopic analyses, the Nagydob-

sza assemblage can be related to a Pan-European
deposition phenomenon, known by the research-
ers under different interpretative names, such as
“scrap hoards”, “founder’s hoards”, “workshops”
or “metallurgist’s hoards” etc. (HampeL 1896, 185;
CHILDE 1930, 44-45; Hutn 1997, 178-183; BraD-
LEY 2005, 148; TARLEA 2008, 84—-85; REz12011, 303;
Gorr 2014, 274-275). Most of these assemblages
were found in a fragmentary state, and they are of-
ten composed of defected products, fragments of
used artefacts, semi-finished and unrefined pieces,
metal working debris and sometimes parts of the
well-defined metalworking toolkit. In Hungary,
the most distinctive Late Bronze Age examples —
along with the Nagydobsza hoard — are known from
Siklosnagyfalu (Beremend), Lovasberény, Marok,
and Szentes-Nagyhegy (MozsoLics 1990, 9). The
deposition of these objects was often explained with
the activities of smiths, traders or smaller communi-
ties which have hidden their precious raw material
stock for future recycling. This non-ritual concept
has changed over the years, and a votive character
had been attributed to it as new theoretical models
have emerged (CHILDE 1930, 44-45; MozsoLICS
1981, 409; MozsoLics 1985, 95-96, 144-149;
MozsoLics 2000, 77; Huta 1997, 178-179; LEvy
1981, 175-178; Turk 1997, 49; Fontun 2002, 13—
21; BraDpLEY 2005, 148—150; NEeIpEr 2006, 33-37;
TARLEA 2008, 84—89; DieTrICcH 2012, 212; DIETRICH
2014, 474). Similar complex interpretation is yet
not possible in the case of the Nagydobsza hoard,
especially not in the lack of systematic field surveys
and topographic analysis of the hoard’s find spot.
The relation of the hoard and the Late Bronze Age
micro-regional landscape, respective the settlement
structure is also needed to be established (FonTuN
2002, 259-269; BaLLMER 2010; MALM et al. 2010,
117-127, Fig. 19; NEumanN 2012).2 Nevertheless,
the applied analytical methods enabled the elabo-
ration of a typological as well as of a preliminary
technological description of the hoard which could
bring us closer to the reason of its deposition.
Regarding the dating of the assemblage, the de-
posited artefacts represent classical forms from the
period between the Ha Al and Ha BI1. Although
certain objects, such as the Prejmer type sword,
the rings with tapering terminals and the axe half
forms, have already appeared in the Ha A1 period,
most of their parallels were composing elements of
“Ha A2” and Ha B1 assemblages. In my estima-
tion, the strong “Ha A2” character of the parallels
is only the result of the Hungarian dating schemes,
which is still under discussion since it has been
questioned by S. Hansen (MozsoLics 1985; Han-
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SEN 1994; Turk 1996, 111-117; KeEMENCczEI 19964,
75-77; Mozsorics 2000; TarBay 2014, 222-227;
Vacz1 2014, 49-51). In relation to this, the socketed
axe with thickened rim (Cat. no. 29, List 2) and the
socketed axe with crescent-shaped rim (Cat. no. 9,
List 3) should be mentioned as the closest parallels
of the Prejmer type sword (Cat. no. 1, List 1). They
are dated mainly to the Ha B1 period, even after
the traditional Hungarian chronological schemes,
which clearly suggest that the hoard was deposited
in the above mentioned period (KEmMENCZET 1996a;
MozsoLics 2000).

Most of the artefacts from the Nagydobsza hoard
are “supraregional” types. Their analogies were
unearthed from the eastern, western and southern
part of the Carpathian Basin (e.g. TarBaY 2014,
Fig. 11-12, Fig. 26, Fig. 28, Fig. 35, Fig. 40). The
distribution of the mould parallels for the Cat. no.
29 socketed axe illustrates the best this “suprare-
gional” character. These objects were found both in
the northern territory of the Transdanubian Urnfield
culture (Neszmély) (Patek 1961, 60, Taf. XXVII,
8) and within the territory of the Gava Culture, in
Poroszlo-Aponhat (Patay 1976, Abb. 4, 2). In asso-
ciation with the Ha B1 deposition of the hoard, one
should not forget about the “eastern” parallels of the
Prejmer type sword and the socketed axe with cres-
cent-shaped rim, especially if we take into account
the fact that their main distribution area overlaps
with the distribution of the Hajduboszérmény type
hoards (Fig. 3, Fig. 5; MozsoLics 2000, Abb. 2).

A typical aspect of the Nagydobsza hoard is its
highly fragmentary state.”* Out of 65 objects, only
four are intact (Cat. nos. 7-9). Among these frag-
mentary objects there can be found unrefined (e.g.
Cat. nos. 40, 42-43), unusable defected (e.g. Cat.
nos. 1011, 21, 26, 29-30, 32, 44, 46, 50) and some
partitioned fragments belonging to possibly used and
useable tools (e.g. Cat. nos. 14, 41, 52). The ingots
display similar fragmentation patterns; only a small
percent of them are intact. In this respect, several
different explanations (e.g. pre-monetary concept,
votive motivations etc.) have been formulated (see:
SomMMERFELD 1994, 37—61; NEBELSICK 1997; CHap-
MAN 2000; Rezi 2011, 303-307; Mortz 2013, 55—
59). In my estimation, the partitioned state of the
Nagydobsza hoard’s ingots are not a result of a ritual
destruction but rather the consequence of intentional,
non-ritual partitioning (Mopr 2010, 145-147; NEs-
SeL 2014, 405-407). Concerning the fragmentation
shapes of the swords, socketed tools, saw, rings, and
flanged sickles it seems that they have been organized
into regular forms. There have been observed even
impact marks caused by partitioning tools along the

breakage points of two objects (Fig. 7, 1-3) and on
the surface of an ingot (Fig. 19, 100). In light of the
discussion above, there is no doubt that the objects of
the Nagydobsza hoard were intentionally partitioned.
But it is not entirely clear if this happened during the
deposition act of the assemblage. It is also worth to
mention that these breakage types are determined by
the shape, thickness and inner structure of the objects;
no wonder that most of the breakage surface belong-
ing to the socketed axes are in horizontal position,
and the vertical breakages were only observed along
the weakest, upper part of the objects. Another inter-
esting fact is that certain breakage surfaces can be
related directly to casting defects (e.g core shifts, po-
rous inner structures, misrun defects) which can also
cause or make easier this process. In contrast to the
classic weapon hoards, where the damage traces con-
centrate on the functional parts of the objects, with
the intention to make the object irreversible (NovAk—
Vaczi 2012, 99), the fragmentation character of the
Nagydobsza hoard probably reflects the aim to create
the smallest fragments possible. Therefore, it is more
likely that the fragmented objects, regardless of the
fact that they were parts of defective-, used- or unre-
fined products, were treated as raw material and their
partitioning served similar purpose as the partitioning
of the ingots.

The interpretation of the casting defects should be
treated with caution. Most of them (e.g. mismatch,
misrun, flash, amorphous patterns) are rather aesthet-
ic defects which can be corrected by further manu-
facturing processes (e.g. by polishing the objects’
surface as in the case of the Prejmer type sword) or
simply tolerated by the metallurgist or the owner.
Consequently, the term “defective product” is not en-
tirely correct. One might ask: What type of objects
can be really interpreted as ‘“defective product” in
terms of usability? We can get closer to the answer
if we examine the anthropological research of D. E.
Everly who studied the bronze bell manufacturing
of the Ban Pba Ao smiths in northeastern Thailand,
Ubon. According to his field observations, the smiths
selected their finished products by their characteristic
sound, and not by their physical appearance, hence
bells with no visible imperfections were placed into
the recycle bin, while bells with small holes (mis-
run defect), which passed the sound test, were con-
sidered and treated as finished products (EVErLY
2004, 113-114). The situation is also valid for the
Late Bronze Age Carpathian Basin, especially in
the case of the socketed weapons and tools. Dur-
ing my ongoing PhD research on the “Gyermely
type hoards” from the territory of Hungary, similar
toleration of minor casting defects was observed at
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almost every studied hoard. A fine example is the
spear with misrun defect from the Gyermely-Szo-
mor hoard (Mozsorics 1985, Taf. 240, 6) which
was polished and grinded, despite of its “inferior”
quality of casting. The socketed axe from Gaborjan
should also be mentioned (KemENczer 1996a, Abb.
15, 1). It was hammered, sharpened and probably
used as it is indicated by the notches along its blade.
There are many questions in this concern which can
be answered only after systematic experiments. In
any case, it would be more propiate in the future to
make distinction between the real “defected prod-
uct”, which are non-functional, and the products
with “aesthetic defects”. In order to achieve this
goal, a combination of future macroscopic exami-
nations, experiments and Vickers hardness testing
on the questioned objects would be essential (MuUL-
LER 2011).

At first glance, it might seem that the Nagydob-
sza hoard has no votive character and it is merely
a collection of ingots, waste products and “invalu-
able” fragments of “defected”, unrefined and fin-
ished objects. Moreover, the fragmentation types of
this hoard can be rather associated with metallurgi-
cal process, and not with a “ritual violence” (NEB-
ELSICK 1997). But these features do not exclude the
votive character of the assemblage (BRADLEY 1990,
118; NeepHAM 2001, 279-282). Compared to the
“mega hoards” which includes enormous amounts
of objects, such as the well-known assemblages
from Romania (e.g. Uioara de Sus-Taul Mare)
(PeTREScu-DimBoviTa 1978, 132-135; Rusu 1981,
375-377; DietricH 2014, Fig. 1), the total weight
(19.053 g) and the quantity of the artefacts (263
pcs.) in the Nagydobsza hoard seems to be insignifi-
cant. Yet, this amount of recycled bronze is fairly
enough for manufacturing larger quantities of ob-
jects. One should not exclude the possibility either
that the hoard is only a small amount of the original
raw material collection as the partitoned state of in-
gots may suggest (Fig. 10). Except from its material
value, the symbolic role of the hoard’s main com-
ponents can be also illustrated with some exam-
ples, such as the ingots and the fragmented objects
(BraDLEY 1990, 118). Despite the fact that ingots
appeared mainly in hoards or as stray finds in settle-
ments, they are also known from graves (JOCKEN-
HOVEL 1973). They were reported even as elements
of manipulated objects. For instance, the socket of
an unpublished axe from the Lovasberény hoard
was filled with a small plano-convex ingot fragment
(Mozsorics 1985, 144-145). This phenomenon is
only one example of a widely distributed deposition
practice (DieTricH 2014, 478—482, Fig. 3; TARBAY

2014, 208). However, the most stunning example
for this practice is the 2™ hoard of Szilvasvarad-
Alsonagyverd. In this case, a small sickle fragment
and five ingots were deposited into the fracture of
a rock, at the edge of the hill settlement (V. SzaBo
2011a, 342-343, Taf. 10, 3). All these situations
mentioned above are fine examples for the votive
character of ingots and broken artefacts. All these
examples could argue for the possibility that a hoard
with “profane character” could have been deposited
for votive purposes (BRADLEY 1990, 118; NEEDHAM
2001, 279-282), too. In addition to the aforemen-
tioned issues, the topographical situation of the
hoard is also interesting, especially if we take into
account the fact that the Nyugati arkosi diilé is a
peatland close to the Volgyi arok, as it can be seen
on the 1* military survey’s map (Fig. 1). Such wet-
land contexts were often associated with votive de-
position practices, although explanations related to
profane use were also suggested (LEvy 1981, 176;
BrabpLEY 1990, 118; RANDSBORG 2002; SOROCEANU
2012, 238-246, Abb. 9; WiLLroTH 1985, 363-364,
381-397). An interesting example reflects the con-
trary of the features related above. The Siklosnagy-
falu® hoard (Beremend), which consists of 149 ob-
jects and weights 20.8 kg, has almost a completely
similar typological composition and technological
pattern as the one from Nagydobsza. It was also
found a pit but in a Ha A-B settlement, close to the
remains of a house (Kiss 1969; Kiss 1970; Mozso-
Lics 1985, 95-96). It would be no wonder if similar
settlement remains were situated near to the finding
place of the Nagydobsza hoard as well. Anyway, the
field survey of the assemblage would undoubtedly
provide with crucial data which would contribute to
the final interpretation.

In conclusion, the Nagydobsza assemblage can
be placed into a special Ha B1 hoard type. Its com-
position (ingots, broken objects, defective and unre-
fined products, metallurgical toolkit or its parts) and
the partitioning pattern of objects can be well-stud-
ied. In my estimation, the fragmentation pattern of
the hoard refer to a non-ritual character. In order to
give a complete interpretation of this hoard, future
research is inevitable. This research should focus on
the systematic topographical survey of the find spot,
which could allow us to revise the results of the ty-
po-chronology and macroscopic examinations, and
interpret the hoard in its micro-regonial context.
In addition to this, a comparative macroscopic ex-
amination and elemental composition analysis on
similar hoards, especially on the hoard from Bere-
mend, could help us to establish a detailed descrip-
tion of this deposition practice.
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APPENDIX
Catalogue
1. Sword (6.2006.1.1): Three-ribbed hilt fragment of a traces of hammering or sharpening are visible along

sword with solid-cast terminal. The terminal is disc-
shaped with extension. The shoulders are straight
and the interface of the hilt plate and the blade is
concave. Polished mould shift is visible along the
narrow side of its terminal. Due to the fragmentary
state of the object, the observation of usage-related
traces was not possible. Lenght: 11.3 cm, width
(disc-shaped terminal): 3.5x3.5 cm, w.1. (middle of
the hilt): 1.7x1.4 cm, width (shoulders): 4.2 cm, 0.6
cm, thickness (blade): 0.6 cm, 0.2 cm, weight: 109 g.
Sword (6.2006.1.52): Hilt fragment of a flange-hilt-
ed sword. Lenght: 5.3 cm, thickness: 0.7 cm, weight:
12 g.

Sword (6.2006.1.2): Oval-sectioned blade fragment
of a sword. The surface of the object, and its break-
age are porous. No traces of sharpening or ham-
mering were visible on the object. Lenght: 4.6 cm,
width: 3.4 cm, thickness: 0.8 cm, weight: 39 g.
Spear (6.2006.1.10): Small fragment of a spear with
the remains of the blade and the socket. Lenght: 2.9
cm, width: 1.4, 1 cm, thickness: 0.2 cm, weight: 8 g.
Knife or razor (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of a small,
rhomboid-sectioned knife or razor with ring termi-
nal. Slight mould shift can be observed along the
narrow side of the object. Lenght: 6.4 cm, width: 1.5
cm, thickness: 0.5 cm, weight: 10 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.3): Fragment of a socketed
axe with thickened rim and straight, oval-sectioned
body. Rivet holes are visible along its narrow side.
The amorphous patterns of the object are composed
of three horizontal, two broken and one Y and V
ribs. Porosity and slight mould shift can be observed
along the breakage surface of the object. Lenght: 8.4
cm, width: 5.2, 4.3 cm, weight: 196 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.6): Undecorated socketed
axe with thickened rim and straight, quadratic-
sectioned body. The loop is broken. Slight misrun
defect can be seen along the rim of the axe. The
surface is intensively corroded. No traces of ham-
mering or sharpening were visible on the blade of
the object. Two parallel depression can be seen near
to the blade. Lenght: 14.4 cm, width: 5.1 cm, 5.2 cm,
weight: 463 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.6): Undecorated socketed
axe with thickened rim and slightly curved, oval-
sectioned body. The edge of the axe is flat. Parts of
the blade section of the axe are broken. Slight misrun
defect can be seen along the rim of the object. No
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the blade of the object. Lenght: 13.5 cm, width: 4.2
cm, 3.5 cm, weight: 293 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.6): Socketed axe with
crescent-shaped rim and slightly curved, hexagonal-
sectioned body. The edge of the object is rounded.
The loop is missing due to a misrun defect. The sur-
face of the object is porous. As a result of corrosion
damage, hammering and sharpening traces are not
visible along the blade, only a small notch can be
observed on that part. Lenght: 9.5 cm, width: 3.8 cm,
3.4 cm, weight: 152 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.7): Hexagonal-sectioned,
narrow socketed axe fragment with flat edge. Due to
a core shift, the body parts of the axe are asymmetri-
cal. The object is intensively porous as a result of
damage caused by corrosion. Lenght: 9.8 cm, width:
3.8 cm, 1.7 cm, weight: 151 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.7): Hexagonal-sectioned
socketed axe. As a result of a misrun defect, the rim
of the object is missing. The socket is asymmetrical
and dysfunctional due to core shift. The amorphous
rib patterns most likely consist of one curved Y rib,
two broken ribs and one horizontal rib. Lenght: 10.4
cm, width: 5.9 cm, 1.7 cm, weight: 449 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.7): Solid-cast, hexagonal-
sectioned socketed axe without decoration. Slight
mould shift can be seen along the narrow sides of the
object. Small impact damages are visible near to the
broken part of the object. Lenght: 12.1 cm, width:
4.1 cm, 2.6 cm, weight: 476 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.7): Narrow socketed axe
fragment with slightly thickened rim. The rim is
amorphous due to a misrun defect. The body parts of
the object are shifted as a result of mould shift. Close
to the breakage point impact marks are visible. The
surface of the object is porous. Lenght: 6 cm, width:
3.6 cm, 2.5 cm, weight: 147 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.6): Undecorated, narrow
socketed axe fragment with thickened rim and a sol-
id-cast loop. Depression is visible on the wider body
parts and polishing can be observed on the lower part
of the object. Lenght: 6.5 cm, width: 4.6 cm, 3 cm,
weight: 134 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.6): Undecorated, narrow
socketed axe fragment with thickened rim. The sur-
face of the axe is porous. Lenght: 6.4 cm, width: 3.8
cm, 2.7 cm, weight: 91 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.10): Socketed axe fragment
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with thickened rim. Mould shift can be seen along
the rim of the axe. The breakage surface of the object
are porous. Lenght: 4.1 cm, width: 2.9 cm, 4.2 cm,
weight: 67 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.10): Socketed axe fragment
with slightly thickened rim. Lenght: 3.3 cm, width:
2.1 cm, 3.5 cm, weight: 36 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.10): Socketed axe fragment
with thickened rim. The rib decoration of the object
is composed of three horizontal ribs and the remains
of a V rib. Flash defect can be seen along the upper
part of the rim. The breakage surface of the object
is porous. Lenght: 5.2 cm, width: 2.9 cm, 0.8 cm,
weight: 22 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.110): Narrow socketed axe
fragment with thickened rim. The object is oval-sec-
tioned and decorated with two horizontal ribs. Mis-
run defect can be observed on the breakage surface
of the object. Lenght: 2.5 cm, width: 4.1 cm, 2.7 cm,
weight: 34 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.10): Socketed axe fragment
with thickened rim. The surface of the object is po-
rous. Lenght: 3.6 cm, width: 2 cm, 2 cm, weight: 17 g.
Socketed axe (6.2006.1.10): Socketed axe fragment
with thickened rim. The body parts of the object are
shifted due to core shift. Misrun defect can be ob-
served on the breakage surface of the object. The
outer surface of the axe is slightly porous. Lenght: 2
cm, width: 3.3 cm, 2.6 cm, weight: 15 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.10): Socketed axe fragment
with slightly thickened rim. The breakage surface of
the object is porous. Lenght: 2.7 cm, width: 1.6 cm,
2.9 cm, weight: 14 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of a sock-
eted axe with thickened rim. Misrun defect is visible
along the rim of the object. Lenght: 2 cm, width: 1.9
cm, 2.4 cm, weight: 6 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.2): Fragment of a socketed
axe with thickened rim. The body parts of the axe are
vertically shifted. The breakage surface of the object
is porous. Lenght: 2.6 cm, width: 1.7 cm, 3.2 cm,
weight: 12 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.10): Fragment of a socketed
axe. Rib decoration, which consists of one Y rib and
one broken rib can be seen on the surface of the ob-
ject. Lenght: 4 cm, width: 2 cm, 1.3 cm, weight: 18
g.
Socketed axe (6.2006.1.10): Body fragment of a
socketed axe. Two vertical ribs are visible on the ob-
ject. Due to core shift, the body parts of the axe are
asymmetrical. A misrun defect can also be observed
on the surface of the object. Lenght: 3.6 cm, width:
2.8 cm, 2.2 cm, weight: 42 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.10): Socketed axe without
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rim. Misrun defect can be seen on the upper of the
object. Lenght: 2.3 cm, width: 2.2 cm, weight: 6 g.
Socketed axe (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of a socketed
axe. Lenght: 3 cm, width: 1.8 cm, weight: 14 g.
Socketed axe (6.2006.1.49): Fragment of a sock-
eted axe with the remains of rib decoration which
consists of two horizontal- and two curved ribs. The
breakage surface of the object is porous. Lenght: 3.6
cm, width: 2 cm, 2.3 cm, weight: 35 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.51): Fragment of a socketed
axe. Due to core shift, the socket is asymmetrical.
The breakage surface of the object is porous. Recent
breakage can only be seen on the upper part. Lenght:
3.9 cm, width: 3.8 cm, 1.6 cm, weight: 67 g.
Socketed axe (6.2006.1.10): Fragment of a socketed
axe. One vertical rib can be seen on the surface of
the object. Lenght: 2.6 cm, width: 1.5 cm, 1.8 cm,
weight: 17 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.11): Fragment of an oval-
sectioned socketed axe. The breakage surface of the
object is porous. The upper part of the object is miss-
ing due to a casting defect. Slight mould shift can be
seen along the narrow side of the object. Lenght: 2.8
cm, width: 2.9 cm, 1.5 cm, weight: 62 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.11): Fragment of an oval-
sectioned socketed axe. Slight depression can be
seen on the surface of the object. Lenght: 4 cm,
width: 4 cm, 1.5 cm, weight: 89 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.11): Fragment of an oval-
shaped, narrow socketed axe. Mould shift can be
seen along the narrow side and a core shift along
the breakage surface of the object. Lenght: 4.4 cm,
width: 2.5 cm, 1.4 cm, weight: 84 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.11): Fragment of an undec-
orated socketed axe with oval sectioned body. The
rim of the axe is imperfect due to a misrun defect.
Mould shift can be seen along the narrow side of
the object. Lenght: 3.8 cm, width: 2.6 cm, 1.5 cm,
weight: 84 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.11): Quadratic-sectioned
socketed axe fragment. The surface of the object
is porous. Core shift can be seen along the rim.
Lenght: 5.4 cm, width: 2.5 cm, 2 cm, weight: 92 g.
Socketed axe (6.2006.1.12): Fragment of a narrow
socketed axe. Mould shift can be seen on the break-
age surface of the object. The breakage surface of
the objects is recent. Lenght: 5.3 cm, width: 2.3 cm,
1 cm, weight: 52 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.11): Fragment of a socketed
axe. Mould shift can be seen on the narrow side of
the object. The breakage surface is porous. Lenght:
3.5 cm, width: 2.5 cm, 1.5 cm, weight: 61 g.
Socketed axe (6.2006.1.12): Fragment of a narrow
socketed axe with oval-shaped cross-section. Along
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its porous breakage surface, slight mould shift can
be observed. Lenght: 2.7 cm, width: 2.7 cm, 0.8 cm,
weight: 30 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.12): Lower fragment of
a narrow socketed axe. Its cross-section is oval-
shaped. Mould shift is visible along its narrow sides.
The fragment can be interpreted as an unrefined one
Lenght: 5.3 cm, width: 2.3 cm, 3.2 cm, weight: 82 g.
Socketed axe (6.2006.1.12): Blade fragment of a
socketed axe. Porosity is not visible along its break-
age surface. Notches can be identified along its edge.
Lenght: 3 cm, width: 4.7 cm, 1 cm, weight: 56 g.
Socketed axe (6.2006.1.12): Blade fragment of a
unrefined socketed axe. The surface of the object is
porous. Lenght: 3 cm, width: 4.3 cm, 0.8 cm, weight:
39¢g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.12): Blade fragment of a
unrefined socketed axe. Slight mould shift can be
seen along its narrow side. The breakage surface of
the object is recent. Length: 4.3 cm, width: 2.4 cm, 1
cm, weight: 57 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.11): Fragment of an oval-
sectioned, narrow socketed axe. The breakage sur-
face of the object is porous. Mould shift can be iden-
tified along its upper part. Depression is visible on
its surface. Length: 2.5 cm, width: 2.5 cm, 1.6 m,
weight: 44 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.25): Fragment of an oval-
sectioned, narrow socketed axe. Mould shift can be
seen along its narrow side. One of the breakage sur-
face of the object is recent. Length: 2 cm, width: 2.4
cm, 1.5 cm, weight: 23 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.12): Blade fragment of an
unrefined socketed axe. Slight mould shift can be
seen along its porous breakage surface. Length: 2.6
cm, width: 3.6 cm, 0.6 cm, weight: 29 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.49): Fragment of a socketed
axe. Length: 2.7 cm, width: 5 cm, 13 cm, weight: 67

g

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.52): Body part of a socketed
axe in two recent fragments. Length: 2.2 cm, width:
2.9 cm, 1.4 cm, weight: 35 g.

Miniature axe (6.2006.1.5): Solid-cast minia-
ture axe with thickened rim and oval-sectioned
body. Hammering or sharpening are not visible on
the blade. Slight mould shift can be seen along its
narrow sides. Length: 7 cm, width: 2.3 cm, 1 cm,
weight: 50 g.

Socketed axe (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous blade frag-
ment of a socketed axe. Misrun defect can be ob-
served along its edge. Length: 1.7 cm, width: 4 cm,
0.5 cm, weight: 17 g.

Socketed hammer (6.2006.1.8): Hexagonal sec-
tioned socketed hammer fragment. Two V ribs are
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visible on its upper part. The breakage surface of the
object is porous. Casting seams are visible along its
narrow side. A depressions can be observed on its
face. Length: 3.9 cm, width: 3.9 cm, 2.1 cm, width
(face): 3.4 cm, 1.4 cm, weight: 69 g.

Socketed hammer (6.2006.1.8): Hexagonal-sec-
tioned socketed hammer with slightly thickened rim.
Casting seams are visible along its narrow sides. The
surface of the object is porous. Misrun defect can be
observed on the rim of the object. Its face is burred.
Length: 8.5 cm, width: 3.4 cm, 2 cm, width (face): 3
cm, 1.4 cm, weight: 218 g.

Socketed hammer (6.2006.1.10): Socketed ham-
mer fragment with slightly thickened rim and rib
decoration which consists of three V ribs. Length:
2.2 cm, width: 2.1 cm, 0.5 cm, weight: 7 g.
Socketed hammer (6.2006.1.35): Lower fragment
of a hexagonal-sectioned socketed hammer with
curved face. Misrun defects can be seen on its face.
The breakage surface of the object is porous. Length:
3.1 cm, width: 4.3x1.3 cm, width (face): 3.8 cmx 1.6
cm, weight: 95 g.

Socketed tool (6.2006.1.10): Fragment of a socket-
ed tool with slightly thickened rim. Length: 3.1 cm,
width: 1.7 cm, weight: 16 g.

Socketed tool: Rim fragment of a socketed tool.
Length: 1.9 cm, width: 1.7 cm, weight: 7 g.
Socketed tool: Rim fragment of a socketed tool.
Length: 1.8 cm, width: 2 cm, weight: 10 g.

Flanged sickle (6.2006.1.4): Blade fragment of a
flanged sickle with inner rib decoration. The edge of
the object is unrefined. Length: 4.1 cm, width: 3 cm,
weight: 18 g.

Flanged sickle (6.2006.14): Blade fragment of a
flanged sickle with double inner rib decoration. The
edge of the object is unrefined. Length: 3 cm, width:
3 cm, weight: 13 g.

Flanged sickle (6.2006.1.4): Blade fragment of a
flanged sickle. The edge of the object is unrefined.
Length: 4.5 cm, width: 2.1 cm, weight: 12 g.
Flanged sickle (6.2006.1.4): Hilt fragment of a
flanged sickle. The base of the hilt is curved. Length:
5.2 cm, width: 2.3 cm, weight: 14 g.

Saw (6.2006.1.9): Fragment of a semi-oval sectioned
saw. The edge of the object is unrefined Length: 5.7
cm, width: 1.6 cm, thickness: 0.2 cm, weight: 9 g.
Ring (6.2006.1.29): Fragment of a quadratic-
sectioned, opened ring with tapering terminals.
5.5x 1.5 cm, thickness: 0.5 cm, 0.5 cm, weight: 10 g.
Ring (6.2006.1.20): Fragment of a rhomboid-sec-
tioned, closed ring. 7.8x3.9 cm, thickness: 0.3 cm,
weight: 13 g.

Pendant (6.2006.1.20): Fragment of a crescent-
shaped pendant. 2.1x1.6 cm, thickness: 0.9 cm,
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weight: 2 g.

Hammer half form (6.2006.1.14): Half form of a
socketed hammer with thickened rim and three V rib
decoration. A ribbed sprue is visible on its rim. The
flat side of the object is intensively blistered. Length:
9.1 cm, width: 3.2 cm, 3.1 cm, weight: 177 g.
Hammer half form (6.2006.1.12): Fragment of a
quadratic sectioned hammer half form. Length: 3.5
cm, width: 3.4 cm, 0.5 cm, weight: 30 g.

Axe half form (6.2006.1.12): Blade fragment of an
axe half form. The breakage surface of the object
is porous. Length: 4.3 c¢cm, width: 4.3 cm, 0.7 cm,
weight: 39 g.

Axe half form (6.2006.1.15): Fragment of an axe
half form with thickened rim and rib decoration
which consists of three horizontal ribs, one V rib
and one Y rib. Length: 4.8 cm, width: 3.2 cm, 1 cm,
weight: 52 g.

Axe half form (6.2006.1.15): Fragment of a semi-
circle-sectioned axe half form with thickened rim. A
conical-shaped sprue can be identified on its upper
part. The flat side of the object is porous. Length: 7.4
cm, width: 4.1 cm, 3.4 cm, weight: 130 g.

Axe half form (6.2006.1.49, 6.2006.1.52): Frag-
ment of a semicircle-sectioned axe half form. The
breakage surface of the object is recent. Length: 5.4
cm, width: 2.5x0.5 cm, weight: 28 g.

Ring half form (6.2006.1.17, 6.2006.1.17): Semi-
circle-sectioned ring half form. The breakage sur-
face of the object are recent. 6.5x6.4 cm, height: 1.8
cm, weight: 52 g.

Ring half form (6.2006.1.27, 6.2006.17): Fragment
of a ring half from. The breakage surfaces of the ob-
ject are recent. 6.6x3.5 cm, height: 0.7 cm, weight:
50 g.

Ring half from (6.2006.1.27): Semicircle-sectioned
fragment of a ring half form. 4.2x2 cm, height: 1.7
cm, weight: 50 g.

Ring half form (6.2006.1.52): Semicircle-sectioned
fragment of a ring half form. 4x2 cm, height: 1.6 cm,
weight: 20 g.

Half form (?) (6.2006.1.17): Uncertain fragment of
a half form. 3x1.5 cm, height: 0.7 cm, weight: 10 g.
Ingot (6.2006.1.42): Oval-sectioned ingot fragment.
The breakage surface of the object is porous. 2.8x2.6
cm, height: 1 cm, weight: 40 g.

Ingot (6.2006.1.42): Oval-sectioned fragment of an
ingot. The breakage surface of the object is porous.
5.6x4.6 cm, height: 0.6 cm, weight: 2.: 69 g.
Triangular-shaped ingot (6.2006.1.44). Triangular-
shaped ingot. A small hole can be seen on the middle
of the object. The remains of the sprue are still vis-
ible on narrow side of the ingot. 4.1x3.8 cm, height:
1.2 cm, weight: 60 g.
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Ingot (6.2006.1.44): Triangular-shaped, oval-sec-
tioned ingot. 4.5x2.8 cm, height: 0.9 cm, weight: 45 g.
Rectangular ingot (6.2006.1.51): Quadratic-sec-
tioned fragment of a rectangular ingot. 4.2x3 cm,
height: 0.7 cm, weight: 35 g.

Rectangular ingot (6.2006.1.32): Quadratic-sec-
tioned fragment of a rectangular ingot. The surface
of the object is intensively porous. 7.4x5.5 cm,
height: 0.7 cm, weight: 201 g.

Rectangular ingot (6.2006.1.35): Fragment of
a rectangular ingot. 4.4x2.9 cm, height: 1.1 cm,
weight: 64 g.

Rectangular ingot (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of a
narrow rectangular ingot. 1.8 x2.3 cm, height: 0.9
cm, weight: 18 g.

Ingot (6.2006.1.33): Oval-sectioned fragment of
a rectangular ingot. Flash defect can be seen on its
narrow side. 6.4 x6 cm, height: 0.8 cm, weight: 97 g.
Ingot (6.2006.1.47): Oval-sectioned ingot. 4.5x1.6
cm, height: 0.9 cm, weight: 25 g.

Ingot (6.2006.1.51): Fragment of a triangular-
shaped ingot or a rod ingot with flash defect. 3.7x2.6
cm, height: 0.5 cm, weight: 10 g.

Rod ingot (6.2006.1.26): Half fragment of a qua-
dratic-sectioned rod ingot. 11x1.4 cm, height: 1.4
cm, weight: 83 g.

Rod ingot (6.2006.1.26): Half fragment of a semi-
circle- sectioned rod ingot. 8x1.2 cm, height: 0.8 cm,
weight: 39 g.

Rod ingot (6.2006.1.30): Half fragment of a semi-
circle- sectioned rod ingot. The breakage surface
of the object is porous. 6.8x1 cm, height: 0.6 cm,
weight: 18 g.

Rod ingot (6.2006.1.30): Half fragment of a semi-
circle-sectioned rod ingot. 7.8x0.9 cm, height: 0.9
cm, weight: 32 g.

Rod ingot (6.2006.1.30): Half fragment of a semi-
circle-sectioned rod ingot. The surface of the object
is porous. 8.2x1.4 cm, height: 0.4 cm, weight: 29 g.
Rod ingot (6.2006.1.26): Middle edge fragment of a
semicircle- sectioned rod ingot. 3.9x1.1 cm, height:
0.8 cm, weight: 17 g.

Rod ingot (6.2006.1.26): Middle part of a semicir-
cle-sectioned rod ingot. 3.7x1 cm, height: 0.6 cm,
weight: 13 g.

Rod ingot (6.2006.1.26): Middle part of a semicir-
cle-sectioned rod ingot. 4.4x1.2 cm, height: 0.9 cm,
weight: 27 g.

Rod ingot (6.2006.1.26): Middle part of a quadratic-
sectioned rod ingot. Porosity is visible along its flat
side. 4.4x1 cm, height: 1.5 cm, weight: 42 g.

Rod ingot (6.2006.1.26): Central part of a semicir-
cle-sectioned rod ingot. 3x1.2 cm, height: 1.1 cm,
weight: 15 g.
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Rod ingot (6.2006.1.52): Semicircle-sectioned small
rod ingot. 4.5x1 cm, height: 1.1 cm, weight: 23 g.
Rod ingot (6.2006.1.26): Middle part of a semicir-
cle-sectioned, wider rod ingot. 4.1x1.4 cm, height:
0.7 cm, weight: 28 g.

Rod ingot (6.2006.1.22): Wide, semicircle-sec-
tioned rod ingot. A small impact damage can be seen
near to its rounded terminals. 9.5x2.2 cm, height: 1
cm, weight: 95 g.

Rod ingot (6.2006.1.52): Greater edge fragment of
a wider, semicircle-sectioned rod ingot with rounded
terminals. 3.2—1.6 cm, height: 0.5 cm, weight: 12 g.
Rod ingot (6.2006.1.52): Edge fragment of a wider
semicircle-sectioned rod ingot. 3.2x1.6 cm, height:
0.5 cm, weight: 12 g.

Rod ingot (6.2006.1.52): Edge fragment of a semi-
circle-sectioned rod ingot. 1.5x2 cm, height: 1 cm,
weight: 11 g.

Rod ingot (6.2006.1.52): Middle fragment of a rod
ingot. 1.5x1.8 cm, height: 0.7 cm, weight: 7 g.
Oval-shaped ingot (6.2006.1.26): Half fragment
of a long, semicircle-sectioned, oval-shaped ingot.
Misrun defect can be seen along its narrow side.
8x1.6 cm, height: 0.9 cm, weight: 56 g.
Oval-shaped ingot (6.2006.1.18): Long, semicircle-
sectioned, oval-shaped ingot. 9.8x1.8 cm, height: 0.8
cm, weight: 69 g.
Oval-shaped ingot (6.2006.1.30): Long, semicircle-
sectioned, oval-shaped ingot. 5.9x1.4 cm, height: 0.7
cm, weight: 19 g.

Oval-shaped ingot (6.2006.1.18): Long, semicircle-
sectioned, oval-shaped ingot. A possible misrun de-
fect can be seen along its narrow side. 6.4x1.8 cm,
height: 0.8 cm, weight: 27 g.

Oval-shaped ingot (6.2006.1.28): Half fragment
of a triangular-sectioned, oval-shaped ingot. A pos-
sible misrun defect can be seen along its narrow side.
6.4x4 cm, height: 1.2 cm, weight: 74 g.
Triangular-shaped ingot (6.2006.1.37): Triangular-
sectioned ingot. 5x2.6 cm, height: 1.3 cm, weight: 82
g.

Oval-shaped ingot (6.2006.1.18): Intact, semicir-
cle-sectioned oval-shaped ingot. 6x2.6 cm, height:
1.3 cm, weight: 54 g.

Oval-shaped ingot (6.2006.1.18): Intact, semicir-
cle-sectioned oval-shaped ingot. 8.4x2.8 cm, height:
1.1 cm, weight: 96 g.

Oval-shaped ingot (6.2006.1.18): Intact, semicir-
cle-sectioned oval-shaped ingot. 7x2.8 cm, height:
1.2 cm, weight: 105 g.

Oval-shaped ingot (6.2006.1.18): Intact, semicir-
cle-sectioned oval-shaped ingot. 7.1x2.4 cm, height:
0.8 cm, weight: 65 g.

Oval-shaped ingot (6.2006.1.41): Semicircle-sec-
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tioned oval-shaped ingot. 6.5x3.4 cm, height: 1.2
cm, weight: 91 g.

Oval-shaped ingot or bronze lump (6.2006.1.52):
Semicircle-sectioned oval-shaped ingot or bronze
lump. 3.8x1.9 cm, height: 1.4 cm, weight: 24 g.
Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.23): Intact, small,
round plano-convex ingot. Its edges were most likely
“chipped”. 4x4.5 cm, height: 1.2 cm, weight: 107 g.
Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.23): Intact, small,
round plano-convex ingot. 4.3x3.9 cm, height: 1.3
cm, weight: 85 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.23): Intact, small,
round plano-convex ingot. A possible tool imprint
can be seen on its flat side. 4.7x4.2 cm, height: 1.2
cm, weight: 87 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.40): Intact, amor-
phous round, small plano-convex ingot. The con-
vex part of the object is slightly porous. 4.4x7.3 cm,
height: 1.2 cm, weight: 142 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.24): Intact, small,
round plano-convex ingot. Layered casting is vis-
ible on its convex side. 6.6x5.2 cm, height: 1.4 cm,
weight: 193 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.24): Intact, small,
round plano-convex ingot. The convex side of the
object is slightly porous. A greater depression can be
seen in the middle of its flat side. 6.6x7.6 cm, height:
1.2 cm, weight: 202 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.24): Intact small,
round plano-convex ingot. The inner structure of the
objects is intensively porous. 6x6.8 cm, height: 1.5
cm, weight: 191 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.25): Intact, small, flat
plano-convex ingot. Crater like porosity can be ob-
served on its convex side. 8.4x8.8 cm, height: 0.9
cm, weight: 219 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.25): Small, round
plano-convex ingot. 9.1x9.8 cm, height: 1.2 cm,
weight: 542 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.39): Flat, amorphous,
fragmented plano-convex ingot. 9.7x9.9 cm, height:
1 cm, weight: 277 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.45): Slightly oval-
shaped, half portion of a round plano-convex ingot.
The inner structure of the object is solid. 6x8.8 cm,
height: 1.5 cm, weight: 252 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.46): Half portion of a
small, round plano-convex ingot. The breakage- and
the flat surface of the object are porous. 4x5.9 cm,
height: 1.6 cm, weight: 112 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Quarter portion
of a small, round plano-convex ingot. The inner
structure of the object is solid. 4.3x3 cm, height: 0.7
cm, weight: 53 g.
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Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.50): Quarter edge
portion of a small, round plano-convex ingot. Lay-
ered casting can be seen along its breakage surface.
5.1x7.3 cm, height: 1.5 cm, weight: 194 g.
Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Edge portion
of a plano-convex ingot. The convex side and the
breakage surface of the object are slightly porous.
6.2x9.5 cm, height: 3.7 cm, weight: 596 g.
Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Quarter edge
portion of a flat plano-convex ingot. 4.9x6.8 cm,
height: 1.3 cm, weight: 158 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Quarter edge
portion of a flat plano-convex ingot. 6.5x5.3 cm,
height: 1.4 cm, weight: 134 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Quarter edge
portion of a plano-convex ingot. 2.7x4.7 cm, height:
2 cm, weight: 83 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Quarter edge
portion of a plano-convex ingot. The breakage sur-
face of the objects is porous. 2.3x3.5 cm, height: 1.5
cm, weight: 39 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Quarter frag-
ment of a plano-convex ingot. 3.5x4.3 cm, height:
0.8 cm, weight: 42 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Quarter portion
of a small plano-convex ingot. 2.5x3.4 cm, height: 1
cm, weight: 13 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Fragmented
quarter portion of a small plano-convex ingot. Lay-
ered casting is visible along its breakage surface.
3.5x3.8 cm, height: 1 cm, weight: 46 g.
Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Quarter frag-
ment of a small plano-convex ingot. 2.3x2.7 cm,
height: 0.9 cm, weight: 18 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Quarter frag-
ment of a small plano-convex ingot. 3.7x3.8 cm,
height: 1.2 cm, weight: 40 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Fragmented
quarter edge portion of a plano-convex ingot. 5.7x6.9
cm, height: 1.4 cm, weight: 151 g.

. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): “Slice” of a pla-
no-convex ingot. The breakage surface of the object
is porous. 5x9.1 cm, height: 3.5 cm, weight: 345 g.
Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Slice of a plano-
convex ingot. The convex surface is porous. 6.5x8.7
cm, height: 3.4 cm, weight: 395 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Slice of a plano-
convex ingot. 4.1x5.9 cm, height: 2.3 cm, weight:
131 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Slice of a plano-
convex ingot. The breakage surface and the convex
side of the object are slightly porous. 4.5x6.6 cm,
height: 2.8 cm, weight: 207 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.50): Edge portion of
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a round plano-convex ingot. Layered casting is vis-
ible along its breakage surface. 4.3x7.2 cm, height:
1.2 cm, weight: 143 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.48): Edge portion of
a plano-convex ingot. Layered casting can be seen
along its breakage surface. The inner structure of the
object is solid. 7.9x5.5 cm, height: 1.5 cm, weight:
244 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Edge portion of
a flat, plano-convex ingot. The inner structure of the
object is solid. 7.7x5.4 cm, height: 1.4 cm, weight:
173 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Edge portion of
a plano-convex ingot, the convex side of the object
is slightly porous. 6x7.2 cm, height: 3.7 cm, weight:
437 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Edge portion of
a plano-convex ingot. The convex- and the breakage
surface of the object are porous. 6.4x6.2 cm, height:
3.1 cm, weight: 321 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Edge portion of
a plano-convex ingot. The convex- and the breakage
surface of the object are porous. 5.3x5.3 cm, height:
3.3 cm, weight: 304 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Edge portion of
a plano-convex ingot. 4.8x6.7 cm, height: 2.9 cm,
weight: 338 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Edge portion of
a plano-convex ingot. The breakage surface of the
object is porous. 5.5x6.4 cm, height: 2.2 cm, weight:
113 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Edge portion
of a plano-convex ingot. The breakage surface of
the objects is porous. 3.1x5.2 cm, height: 1.7 cm,
weight: 76 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Edge portion
of a plano-convex ingot. 3x5.5 cm, height: 2.5 cm,
weight: 131 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Edge portion of
a plano-convex ingot. The reverse side of the objects
is porous. Layered casting can be seen on the break-
age surface of the object. 4.3x5 cm, height: 0.9 cm,
weight: 56 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Small edge por-
tion of a plano-convex ingot. 3x3.7 cm, height: 1.2
cm, weight: 31 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Small edge por-
tion of a plano-convex ingot. 2.4x3.1 cm, height: 1
cm, weight: 20 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Edge portion of
a plano-convex ingot. 3.1x4.8 cm, height: 1.1 cm,
weight: 53 g.

Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Edge portion
of a plano-convex ingot. 3.4x6 cm, height: 1.2 cm,
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weight: 53 g. weight: 236 g.

161. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Edge fragment 177. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Middle fragment
of a plano-convex ingot. Layered casting can be seen of a plano-convex ingot. 7x4.4 cm, height: 2.2 cm,
along its breakage surface. 5.3x3.5 c¢m, height: 1.1 weight: 250 g.
cm, weight: 73 g. 178. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Amorphous

162. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Edge fragment middle fragment of a plano-convex ingot. 5.7x3.5
of a plano-convex ingot. 1.7x3.7 cm, height: 0.9 cm, cm, height: 2.3 cm, weight: 164 g.
weight: 15 g. 179. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Middle fragment

163. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Edge fragment of a plano-convex ingot. 3.4x2.9 cm, height: 2.8 cm,
of a plano-convex ingot. 4.4x2.8 cm, height: 1.5 cm, weight: 85 g.
weight: 54 g. 180. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.52): Middle fragment

164. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Edge fragment of a plano-convex ingot. 2.9x4.1 cm, height: 1.8 cm,
of a plano-convex ingot. 5.4x5 cm, height: 2.4 cm, weight: 45 g.
weight: 291 g. 181. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Middle fragment

165. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Edge fragment of a plano-convex ingot. The breakage surface of the
of a plano-convex ingot. 5.8x2.9 cm, height: 2 cm, object is porous. 5.1x4 cm, height: 1.4 cm, weight:
weight: 58 g. 73 g.

166. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Edge portion of ~ 182. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Middle fragment
a flat plano-convex ingot. The inner structure of the of a plano-convex ingot. 4x3.8 cm, height: 2.4 cm,
object is solid. 1.7x5.5 cm, height: 0.6 cm, weight: weight: 149 g.

13 g. 183. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Middle fragment

167. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.52): Edge fragment of of a plano-convex ingot. 4.3x3.9 cm, height: 1.8 cm,
a plano-convex ingot. The inner structure of the ob- weight: 70 g.
ject is solid. 2.2x2.3 c¢m, height: 1.3 cm, weight: 12 184. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Middle fragment
g. of a plano-convex ingot. 4.5x2.4 cm, height: 1.7 cm,

168. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of a weight: 56 g.
flat plano-convex ingot. 3.5x4.4 c¢m, height: 1 cm, 185. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Small middle
weight: 33 g. fragment of a plano-convex ingot. 1.9x2.5 cm,

169. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Edge fragment of height: 1.6 cm, weight: 28 g.

a plano-convex ingot. 4.9x2.1 c¢m, height: 1.4 cm, 186. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Middle fragment
weight: 33 g. of a plano-convex ingot. 1.9x1.4 cm, height: 1.3 cm,

170. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Edge fragment of weight: 11 g.

a plano-convex ingot. The breakage surface of the ob- ~ 187. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous
ject is porous. 2x4 cm, height: 0.9 cm, weight: 14 g. edge fragment of a plano-convex ingot. 3.8x4.1 cm,

171. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Edge fragment height: 1.6 cm, weight: 37 g.
of a plano-convex ingot. 2x3.3 cm, height: 1.2 cm,  188. Plano-convex ingot/bronze lump (6.2006.1.52):
weight: 12 g. Fragment of a flat plano-convex ingot or bronze

172. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Fragmented lump. Its edge is rounded and amorphous. 5.6x8.3
edge portion of a plano-convex ingot. The convex cm, height: 1 cm, weight: 151 g.
side and the breakage surface of the object are po- ~ 189. Plano-convex ingot/bronze lump (6.2006.1.51):
rous. 3x4.5 cm, height: 2.6 cm, weight: 73 g. Oval-shaped plano-convex ingot or bronze lump.

173. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Middle portion 3.6x5.2 cm, height: 1.4 cm, weight: 65 g.
of a plano-convex ingot. Its edges are incomplete. ~ 190. Plano-convex ingot/bronze lump (6.2006.1.52):
Porosity is visible along its flat side. 5.7x4.9 cm, Amorphous plano-convex ingot or bronze lump.
height: 2.8 cm, weight: 166 g. 5.1x4.4 cm, height: 1.5 cm, weight: 95 g.

174. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Middle fragment ~ 191. Plano-convex ingot/bronze lump (6.2006.1.52):
of a plano-convex ingot. The breakage surface of the Amorphous fragment of a plano-convex ingot or
object is porous. 2.2x3.7 cm, height: 1.7 cm, weight: bronze lump. The convex side and the breakage sur-
37g. face of the object are porous. 3.9x6 cm, height: 0.7

175. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.52): Middle fragment cm, weight: 54 g.
of a plano-convex ingot. 2.1x4.2 cm, height: 1.6 cm,  192. Plano-convex ingot/bronze lump (6.2006.1.52):
weight: 56 g Fragment of a plano-convex ingot or bronze lump.

176. Plano-convex ingot (6.2006.1.51): Middle fragment 2.2x3.4 cm, height: 1.1 cm, weight: 29 g.
of a plano-convex ingot. 6.7x3.9 cm, height: 1.6 cm,  193. Plano-convex ingot/bronze lump (6.2006.1.52):
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Rounded edge fragment of a small plano-convex
ingot or bronze lump. The surface of the object is
porous. 3x3.8 cm, height: 0.5 cm, weight: 29 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of an amor-
phous bronze lump. 4.7x6.1 cm, height: 0.9 cm,
weight: 73 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Oval-shaped bronze
lump. 2x3.9 cm, height: 1.9 cm, weight: 28 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Flat, round bronze
lump. 3x3.3 cm, height: 0.8 cm, weight: 33 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.51): Flat, oval-shaped bronze
lump. 6.1x3.8 cm, height: 0.7 cm, weight: 42 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous round bronze
lump. 3.7x2.9 cm, height: 0.7 cm, weight: 21 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous bronze
lump. 3.2x3.6 cm, height: 1 cm, weight: 22 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous bronze
lump. 3.8x2.5 cm, height: 0.8 cm, weight: 26 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous round
bronze lump. 4x3.1 cm, height: 1.2 cm, weight: 35 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of a bronze
lump. 1.8x2.4 cm, height: 1.1 cm, weight: 15 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous round
bronze lump. 2.2x3.2 cm, height: 1 cm, weight: 11 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of a bronze
lump. 1.8x2.6 cm, height: 1.9 cm, weight: 18 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous round bronze
lump. 2.6x2.9 cm, height: 0.9 cm, weight: 22 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous bronze
lump. 1.8x2 cm, height: 1.6 cm, weight: 14 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous bronze
lump. 1.9x2.2 cm, height: 1.5 cm, weight: 12 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Flat bronze ump.
2.7x3.8 cm, height: 0.5 cm, weight: 21 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of an amor-
phous, flat bronze lump. 2.4x3.5 cm, height: 0.7 cm,
weight: 15 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of an amor-
phous, flat bronze lump. 2.5x2.5 cm, height: 0.9 cm,
weight: 14 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of an amor-
phous, flat bronze lump. 2.1x3.1 cm, height: 0.7 cm,
weight: 14 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of an amor-
phous, flat bronze lump. 2.1x2.7 cm, height: 0.8 cm,
weight: 13 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52). Fragment of an amor-
phous, flat bronze lump. 1.8x4.3 cm, height: 1.2 cm,
weight: 13 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of an amor-
phous, bronze lump. 3.4x2.5 cm, height: 1.5 cm,
weight: 46 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of an amor-
phous, bronze lump. 2.2x2.8 cm, height: 0.7 cm,

216.

217.

218.

219.

220.

221.

222.

223.

224.

225.

226.

227.

228.

229.

230.

231.

232.

233.

234,

235.

236.

237.

weight: 10 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of an amor-
phous, bronze lump. 1.6x2.3 cm, height: 0.8 cm,
weight: 9 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of an amor-
phous, bronze lump. 3.6x1.7 cm, height: 0.6 cm,
weight: 12 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of an amor-
phous, bronze lump. 2.4x3.2 cm, height: 0.3 cm,
weight: 8 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of an amor-
phous, bronze lump. 2.3x1.5 cm, height: 0.6 cm,
weight: 10 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of a flat
bronze lump. 1.8x3.5 c¢m, height: 0.5 cm, weight: 8
g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of a flat
bronze lump. 2.2x2.4 c¢m, height: 0.4 cm, weight: 7
g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Fragment of a bronze
lump. 1.5x2.2 cm, height: 0.9 cm, weight: 7 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous bronze
lump. 3.9x1.9 cm, height: 1 cm, weight: 29 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous bronze
lump. 1.3x2.1 cm, height: 1.4 cm, weight: 10 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous bronze
lump. 2.9x1.3 cm, height: 1.3 cm, weight: 6 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous bronze
lump or middle fragment of a plano-convex ingot.
1.8x2.7 cm, height: 1.8 cm, weight: 23 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous bronze
lump. 2.4x1.3 cm, height: 0.8 cm, weight: 4 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Rounded bronze lump.
2.1x1.4 cm, height: 1.5 cm, weight: 12 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous bronze
lump. 3.3x4.8 cm, height: 1.3 cm, weight: 67 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.25): Amorphous, quadratic-
sectioned bronze lump. 3.7x3.7 cm, height: 3.3 cm,
weight: 119 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.25): Flat, bronze lump.
6x4.6 cm, height: 0.9 cm, weight: 80 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.51): Flat bronze lump.
2.6x4.9 cm, height: 0.9 cm, weight: 25 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.51): Amorphous frag-
ment of a bronze lump. 3.2x4.9 cm, height: 0.5 cm,
weight: 38 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Flat, oval-shaped
bronze lump. 3x4.5 cm, height: 0.4 cm, weight: 21 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.51): Flat, round bronze
lump. 3.8x4.9 cm, height: 0.5 cm, weight: 35 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Small, flat bronze
lump. 2.2x1.6 cm, height: 0.1 cm, weight: 1 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.13): Flat, fragmented bronze
lump. 3.9x9.8 cm, height: 0.5 cm, weight: 67 g
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238.

239.

240.

241.

242.

243.

244.

245.

246.

247.

248.

249.

250.

251.

252.

253.

254.

255.

256.

257.

258.

259.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous bronze
lump. 3x3.7 cm, height: 1.1 cm, weight: 34 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous fragment of a
bronze lump. 1.9x2.8 cm, height: 0.6 cm, weight: 8 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous fragment of
a bronze lump. 3.1x1.4 cm, height: 0.8 cm, weight:
7g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous fragment of
a bronze lump. 2x1.4 cm, height: 0.5 cm, weight: 4 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous bronze
lump. 2.8x1.8 cm, height: 0.7 cm, weight: 7 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous bronze
lump. 2.4x1.8 cm, height: 0.5 cm, weight: 3 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Amorphous bronze
lump. 2.2x1.8 cm, height: 0.7 cm, weight: 6 g.
Bronze lump (6.2006.1.51): Flat, long bronze
bronze lump. 2.9x7.9 ¢cm, height: 0.7 cm, weight: 41
g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Small, flat bronze
lump, its edge is rounded. 1.8x3 cm, height: 0.6 cm,
weight: 6 g.

Bronze lump (6.2006.1.52): Small, flat, thin bronze
bronze lump. 3.2x1 cm, height: 0.4 cm, weight: 4 g.
Sprue (6.2006.1.52): Conical-shaped, small, broken
sprue. The structure of the object is porous. Length:
1.4 cm, width: 2.2 cm, 1.2 cm, weight: 8 g.

Sprue (6.2006.1.52): Rectangular-shaped sprue.
The reverse surface of the object is slightly porous.
Length: 4.1 cm, width: 1.5 cm, 2.8 cm, weight: 35 g.
Sprue (6.2006.1.52): Semicircle-sectioned sprue
with two runners. The surface of the object is solid.
Length: 4.1 cm, width: 2.5 cm, 3.4 cm, weight: 63 g.
Sprue (6.2006.52): Semicircle-sectioned sprue frag-
ment. Its breakage surface is intensively porous.
Length: 2.2 cm, width: 2.4 cm, 2.8 cm, weight: 20 g.
Sprue (6.2006.52): Semicircle-sectioned sprue. Gas
bubble is visible in its reverse surface. Length: 3.3
cm, width: 2.9 cm, 3.5 cm, weight: 37 g.

Sprue (6.2006.25): Ribbed, semicircle-sectioned
sprue. Length: 3.5 cm, width: 1 cm, 2.3 cm, weight:
21 g.

Sprue (6.2006.52): Rectangular-shaped sprue.
Length: 2.9 cm, width: 2.1 cm, 2.6 cm, weight: 35 g.
Sprue (6.2006.21): Semicircle-sectioned sprue. Its
surface is solid. Length: 3.9 cm, width: 2.8 cm, 4.3
cm, weight: 48 g.

Sprue (6.2006.1.10): Fragment of a ribbed sprue.
Length: 2.5 cm, width: 2.5 cm, 2.4 cm, weight: 13 g.
Sprue (6.2006.1.21): Semicircle-sectioned sprue
with possible traces of sawing. Length: 3 cm, width:
3.6 cm, 4.2 cm, weight: 103 g.

Sprue (6.2006.1.64): Conical-shaped sprue. Length:
3.7 cm, width: 4.5 cm, 2.4 cm, weight: 83 g.

Sprue (6.2006.1.52): Quadratic-sectioned sprue

with remains of four runners. Length: 4 cm, width:
4.2 cm, 3.7 cm, weight: 216 g.

260. Sprue (6.2006.1.21): Small, semicircle-sectioned
sprue. The reverse side is porous. Length: 3.3 cm,
width: 1.9 cm, 2.9 cm, weight: 26 g.

261. Sprue (6.2006.1.36): Semicircle-sectioned sprue.
Length: 4.4 cm, width: 3 cm, 2 cm, weight: 52 g.

262. Sprue (6.2006.1.36): Semicircle-sectioned sprue
with remains of two runners. Length: 4.5 cm, width:
2.5 cm, 2.6 cm, weight: 49 g.

263. Sprue (6.2006.1.52): Small fragment of a rectangu-
lar-shaped sprue. The surface of the object is porous.
Length: 1.7 cm, width: 2.8 cm, 1.5 cm, weight: 10 g.

Lists of parallels

List 1. Solid-hilted, short swords (Cat. no. 1, Prejmer type

swords)

1. Debrecen-Latékép 2 (Hungary, Hajdu-Bihar) —
hoard: KemENczer 1991, 16, Taf. 6, 28.

2. Dillingen an der Donau (Germany, Bavaria) — stray
find: MULLER-KARPE 1961, 103, Taf. 24, 7; QuiLL-
FELDT 1995, 183-184, Taf. 61,179.

3. Hajdub6szormény 1 (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-
Bereg) — hoard: MozsoLics 1984a, Abb. 3, 1-5.

4. Hejoszalonta (Hungary, Borsod-Abatij-Zemplén) —
hoard: Kemenczei 1991, 44, Taf. 3,166.

5.  Hradisko 1 (Czech Republic, Kroméfiz) — hoard:
SaLAS 2005a, SALAS 2005b, 266, Tab. 6, 30.

6. Kantorjanosi (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg)
—hoard: KEMENczer 1991, 1415, Taf. 5, 21.

7. Komjatna (Slovakia, Ruzomberok) — hoard: No-
VOTNA 2014, 74, Taf. 26, 116.

8. KoSsice-Barca (Slovakia, KoSice) — stray find: No-
VOTNA 2014, 75, Taf. 26, 117.

9. Krasznokvajda (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén)
—hoard: KEmENczer 1991, 16, Taf. 7, 31-32.

10. Matészalka (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) —
stray find: Kemenczer 1991, 15, Taf. 5, 22.

11. Matészalka (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) —
looted hoard: V. Szapo 2013, Fig. 16.

12. Nassig (Germany, Baden-Wiirttemberg) — “grave’:
QuiLLFELDT 1995, 185, Taf. 61,180.

13. Nagydobsza (Hungary, Baranya) — hoard.

14. Otok-Privlaka (Coratia, Otok) — hoard: VINski-
GasparINT 1973, 217, Taf. 27, 1.

15. Paszab (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) -
hoard: KEMeNczer 1991, 16, 18, Taf. 7, 33, Taf. 9, 45.

16. Prejmer (Romania, Bragov) — hoard: BAper 1991,
136, Taf. 36, 328.

17. Recsk (Hungary, Heves) — hoard: Kemenczer 1991,
15, Taf. 6, 23-24.

18. Sajoszentpéter (Hungary, Borsod-Abatij-Zemplén)
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

— stray find: Kemenczer 1991, 43, Taf. 37,159.
Szécsény (Hungary, Nograd) — stray find: KemENc-
zE1 1991, 43, Taf. 37,160.

Téglas (Hungary, Hajd-Bihar) — hoard: KEMENCZEI
1991, 16, Taf. 7, 33.

Tiszabezdéd (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg)
— hoard: Kemenczer 1991, 18, Taf. 8,47, Taf. 10,
48-49.

Tiszakeszi (Hungary, Borsod-Abautj-Zemplén) —
stray find: Kemenczer 1991, 16, Taf. 7, 35.

Tuhar (Slovakia, Lucenec) — stray find: NovoTNA
2014, 75, Taf. 26, 118.

Zsujta (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — hoard:
KeMENczEI 1991, 15, Taf. 6, 25.

Vojany (Slovakia, Michalovce) — stray find: Novor-
NA 2014, 74, Taf. 25, 115A.

Hungary (collection of the Hungarian National
Museum) — unprovenanced: Kemenczer 1991, 15,
Taf. 6, 26.

Hungary (collection of the MoD. Military History
Institute and Museum) — unprovenanced.

List 2. Socketed axes with thickened rim (Cat. no. 29)

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Glod (Romania, Maramures) — hoard: PETREscU-
DimBoviTa 1978, 149, Taf. 258¢, 6
Herrnbaumgarten (Austria, Mistelbach) — hoard:
Maver 1977, 195-196, Taf. 80, 1109.

Nagydobsza (Hungary, Baranya) — hoard.
Neszmély (Hungary, Komarom-Esztergom) — settle-
ment: PATEK 1961, 60, Taf. XXVIII, 8.

Nové Mésto nad Metuji 1 (Czech Republik, Hradec
Kralové) — hoard: Kytricova 2007, 286, Taf. 182c.2.
Oleshnyk 1 (Ukraine, Vinogradovo) — hoard: Ko-
BAL’ 2000, 91, Taf. 88, 21, 23-24, 26.
Poroszlé6-Aponhat (Hungary, Heves) — settlement,
mould: Patay 1976, Abb. 4, 2.

Singeorgiu de Padure (Romania, Mures) — stray
find: PetrREscu-DimBoviTa 1978, 157-158, Taf.
275b, 1.

Spalnaca 1 (Romania, Alba) — hoard: PETRESCU-
DimBoviTa 1978, 145-146, Taf. 244, 11.

Tallya (Hungary, Borsod-Abatij-Zemplén) — hoard:
V. SzaB6 2011a, Taf. 4, 2.

Tirgu Mures (Romania, Mures) — hoard: PETRESCU-
DimBoviTa 1978, 150, Taf. 264, 14.
Unprovenanced (Collection of Samuel Egger): So-
ROCEANU 2011, P1. I1I, 28.

Unporvenanced (Italy, Armeria di Castel Sant’ Angelo,
Roma): Carancint 1984, 144, Tav. 120,3720.

List 3. Socketed axe with crescent-shaped rim (Cat. no. 9)

14.

Ecseg (Hungary, Nograd) — hoard: KEMENCcZzE! 1984,

146147, Taf. CXVla, 31.

15. Kantorjanosi (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg)
—hoard: MozsoLics 2000, 51, Taf. 42, 1, 4.

3. Nagydobsza (Hungary, Baranya) — hoard.

16. Nadudvar-Halomzug 2 (Hungary, Hajdu-Bihar) —
hoard: MozsoLics 2000, 57-59, Taf. 56, 16.

17. Nyirtura 2 (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) —
hoard: MozsoLics 2000, 63—64, Taf. 70, 1.

18. Polgar (Hungary, Hajdu-Bihar) — hoard: MozsoLics
2000, Taf. 74, 3.

19. Rohod 3 (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) —
hoard: KeMeNczer 1984, 182, 428, Taf. CCXVIII, 19.

20. Tiszakarad 2 (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) —
hoard: MozsoLics 2000, 85, Taf. 108, 2, 9.

21. Zemplinske Kopcany (Slovakia, Michalovce) —
hoard: NovoTtNA 2014, 76, Taf. 26, 120.

List 4. Rectangular ingots in the Carpathian Basin

1.  Baks-Temetopart (Hungary, Csongrad) — settlement:
V. SzaB6 2011b, 6. kép 1.

2.  Bataszék (Hungary, Tolna) — hoard: MozsoLics 1985,
95, Taf. 269, 18.

3.  Beremend/Siklésnagyfalu (Hungary, Baranya) —
hoard: Mozsotics 1985, 94-96, Taf. 252, 24, 6.

4. Bizovac (Croatia, Osijek-Baranja) — hoard: Vinski-
GasparRINI 1973, 212, Tab. 35, 5.

5. Birjan (Hungary, Baranya) — hoard: MozsoLics 1985,
98-99, Taf. 68, 9.

6. Bodrogkeresztiir 2 (Hungary, Borsod-Abatij-Zem-
plén) [J private collection: PRivas-PERNICKA 1998, 56,
Abb. 20, 3.

7. “Hermann Historica” — looted hoard: http://www.
hermann-historica.de/auktion/hhm60.pl?f=NR_LO
T&c=2193&t=temartic_ A Dé&db=kat60_ a.txt
(2013.02.10. 10:45).

8. Hédmezévasarhely (Hungary, Csongrad) — stray
find: BANNER 1944-1945, 30, Taf. XI, 10.

9. Kemecse 3 (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) —
hoard: Josa—KEMENCzEI 1965, 34, Taf. XXX, 127.

10. Lovasberény (Hungary, Fejér) — hoard: MozsoLics
1985, 144-145, Taf. 245, 13, 14, 17.

11. Nagydém (Hungary, Veszprém) — hoards (two un-
published finds which were documented during our
PhD research): HampeL 1893.

12. Nagydobsza (Hungary, Baranya) — hoard.

14. Oleshnyk 2 (Ukraine, Vinogradovo) — hoard: KoBaLr’
2000, 91-92, Taf. 67, 7.

15. Pécs-Jakabhegy (Hungary, Baranya) — settlement:
Privas-PErNICKA 1998, 55, Abb. 2, 1.

16. Tiszabecs (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — ho-
ard: PriMas-PERNICKA 1998, 56, Abb. 20, 4.

17. Vat (Hungary, Vas) — settlement: ILon 2015, 60, Fig.
33.3-4.
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18.

Velem (Hungary, Vas) — hoard: Miske 1907, Taf. XX,
4,6-7.

List 5. Oval-shaped ingots

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Aparthant (Hungary, Tolna) — settlement: Mozsotics
1984b, 49.

Bataszék (Hungary, Tolna) — hoard: Mozsorics 1985,
95, Taf. 269, 3-7.

Beremend/Siklésnagyfalu (Hungary, Baranya) —
hoard: Mozsorics 1985, 95-96, Taf. 252, 1317, Taf.
254, 8-9.

Biatorbagy-Herceghalom (Hungary, Pest) — hoards:
Mozsorics 1985, 127-128, Taf. 237, 28-30.

Blucina 4 (Czech Republic, Brno-Venkov) — hoard:
SALAS 2005a, 289-292; SALAS 2005b, Tab. 60, 77.
Bokod (Hungary, Komarom-Esztergom) — hoard: Pa-
TAY 1964, 2. 4bra 3.

Borzhava (Ukraine, Beregovo) —hoard: Koar’ 2000,
76, Taf. 55a, 48-49.

Dezmir (Romania, Cluj) -
DimBovita 1978, 137, Taf. 218, 26.
Dibrova (Ukraine, Tjacevo) — hoard: Kosar’ 2000, 79,
Taf. 32, 36.

Gusterita 2 (Romania, Sibiu) — hoard: PETRESCU-
DimBovita 1978, 120122, Taf. 118a, 371, 377.
Hocko Pohorje (Slovenia, Hoce-Slivnica) — hoard:
CercE-SmkovEc 1995, 177195, PL. 86, 207.
Jaszkarajenoé (Hungary, Pest) — hoard: Mozsorics
1985, 129-130.

Kemecse 3 (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) —

hoard: PETRESCU-

Notes

Special thanks are due to Istvan Ecsedy and Csilla
Gati for the opportunity of studying and evaluating
the artefacts. I am also grateful to Gabor V. Szabd
for his supervising, help and inspiring advice. Spe-
cial thanks go to Adam Vecsey for his expertise on
the technological traits of the hoard. The publication
was supported by the Hungarian Scientific Research
Fund (OTKA K 112427 project). The photogra-
phy of the objects was partly carried out by Karoly
Kozma photo artist (Damjanich Janos Museum,
Szolnok) and the author. Grateful thanks are due to
Loérant Vass for the linguistic revision of the text.
The macroscopic observations were made with high
resolution pictures and a dnt DigiMicro Mobile mi-
croscope camera.

I am indebted to Janos Dani (Déri Museum, Debre-
cen) for the opportunity of studying artefacts and
publishing the preliminary results of their macro-
scopic examination.

10.

29.

12.
30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

hoard: MozsoLics 1985, 132—134, Taf. 187, 4-10.
Lovasberény (Hungary, Fejér) — hoard: MozsoLics
1985, 144-145, Taf. 245, 22.

Marok (Hungary, Baranya) — hoard: Mozsotics 1985,
146-149, Taf. 95, 14.

Nagydobsza (Hungary, Baranya) — hoard.

Oreglak (Hungary, Somogy) — hoard: MozsoLics
1985, 163—165, Taf. 76, 12, Taf. 84, 22.

Uioara de Sus (Romania, Alba) — hoard: PETRESCU-
DimBovita 1978, 105, Taf. 42, 14-15.

Panticeu (Romania, Cluyj) — hoard: PETRESCU-
DimBovita 1978, 105, Taf. 41b, 23.

Praha-Dejvice 1 (Czech Republic, Praha) — hoard:
KyrtLicova 2007, 294, Taf. 39, 24.

Prilog (Romania, Satu Mare) — hoard: PETRESCU-
DimBovita 1978, 105, Taf. 42, 14-15.

Sarazsadany (Hungary, Borsod-Abatij-Zemplén) —
hoard: MozsoLics 1985, 184, Taf. 170, 13—-14.

Sfaras (Romania, Silaj) — hoard: PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA
1978, 126-127, Taf. 134, 28.

Suskovo (Ukraine, Svaljava) — hoard: Kosar’ 2000,
95-96, Taf. 74, 31.

Tatabanya-Banhida (Hungary, Komarom-Eszter-
gom) — hoard: Kemenczer 1983, 61, 2. kép 20.
Tiszadob (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) —
hoard: Kemenczer 1984, 187, 399, Taf. CLXXXIX, 9,
15.

Valea Iui Mihai (Romania, Alba) — hoard: Primas-
PERNICKA 1998, 52, Abb. 19, 1.

41. Zvolen-Pusty A (Slovakia, Zvolen) — hoard: NovoTnA

1970b, 124, Taf. VIL

The identification of Cat. nos. 55-56 and 57 is un-
certain because these fragments can also be inter-
preted as socketed hammers.

Cat. no. 25 specimen can also be assigned into this
type, although its fragmentary state made this clas-
sification uncertain.

E.g. Debelo brdo 1, Drenov do, Mackovac, Monj
(Konig 2004, 195-197, 207208, Taf. 49, 5, Taf. 51,
3, Taf. 55, 1, Taf. 58, 5).

E.g. Suatu, Simbata Noua 1, Telna (PETRESCU-
DimBoviTa 1978, 144, 146148, Taf. 242, 10, Taf.
252, 9, Taf. 249, 5).

These axes can be associated with V. Dergacev’s so
called “Palotabozsok type” axes. We do not use this
term in this paper intentionally due to its morpho-
logical diversity (DERGACEV 2002, 176, Taf. 128).
We intentionally left out some less identifiable cast-
ing defect types which we would like to analyse in
the second study.
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11
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13

14

Similar damages are suspected to have been car-
ried out with bronze chisels (SzaBo 1993, 199;
Pancikova 2008, 152; Noviak—VAczi 2010, 89-99;
REz1 2011, 316; SzaBo 2013, 59, Fig. 8, 1-13).
Socketed hammers with similar V rib patterns and
moulds are known from the following sites: Adri-
an (Bercru—Pora 1967, 78, Abb. 2, 16a-c); Aiud
(GoGALTAN 2005, 346, Taf. 1, 2); Aiud 3 (GOGALTAN
2005, 346, Taf. I, 1-3); Bogata (GoGArtan 2005,
349, Taf. III, 10); Budapest area (Fortmny 1969,
50, PL. 14, 20, 22); Drallburg (MaYer 1977, 223,
Taf. 89, 1330); Folddeak (Kemenczer 1996a, Abb.
14a, 3); Heuesenstamm (KiBBERT 1984, Taf. 93a,
4); Hodmezovasarhely-Gorzsa (V. SzaBo 1996, 15,
23. kép 1); Lengyeltoti 2 (Wanzek 1992, Taf. 1, 3,
6-7, Taf. 8, 5-7); Lengyeltoti 3 (Mozsorics 1985,
142-143, Taf. 109, 36-38); Loucka (SaLas 2014,
64, Obr. 14, 4); Offenbach (MULLER-KARPE 1959a,
296; MULLER-KARPE 1959b, Taf. 178c, 1); Neckar-
gartach (PARET 1954, 9, Taf. 8, 10-11); Uioara de
Sus (GoGALTAN 2005, 362, Taf. IX, 55, Taf. X, 57—
58); Uriu (HampeL 1886, X. tabla 13); St. André a.
d. Traisen (MAYER 1977, 223, Taf. 89, 1329); Velem
(Miske 1907, Taf. XXV, 2); Tiszafoldvar (HampEL
1886, IV. tabla 4-5, 9—10); Vidovice (Konig 2004,
227, Taf. 5, 9); Zvolenéves (HrRaLovA—HRrALA 1971,
Obr. 4, 2).

In the scheme of F. Gogaltan the Cat. nos. 51-52
are close to 5a type (socketed hammers with hex-
agon-cross section), and the Cat. no. 54 to his 6"
type (GoGALTAN 2005, 369). According to B. Nes-
sel’s functional typology, the Cat. nos. 51-52 speci-
mens can be sorted into the first function group’s
1% type and the Cat. no. 54 specimen into the 2
type (NEsSeL 2008, 74-75). Two fine parallels can
be mentioned for the Cat. no. 52 specimen: Zvo-
len (NovoTNA 1970a, 99, Taf. 43, 802) and Plenita
(PeTRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1978, Taf. 222c¢.1).

For detailed evaluation and functional interpretations,
see the following cited articles (Mozsorics 1975, 9;
Mozsorics 1984b, 39; Wanzek 1989, 37-38; KosaL’
2000, 86; DietricH 2011, 81; TarBAY 2014, 213-218).
St. Andrd a. d. Traisen (MavErR 1977, 223, Taf.
89, 1329); Neckargartach (PArRer 1954, 9, Taf. 8,
10-11); Tiszafoldvar (HampeL 1886, IV. tabla 4-5,
9-10); Zvolenéves (HraLovA Hrara 1971, Obr. 4,
2); Velem (Miske 1907, Taf. XXIV,2).

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

E. g. Aiud (GocALtan 2005, 346, Taf I, 2);
Lengyeltoti 3 (Mozsorics 1985, 142—143, Taf. 109,
36, 38); Boljani¢ (KoniG 2004, 191-194, Taf. 19, 32,
38).

The ring half froms of the Lovasberény hoard were
not catalogued in our previous article (MozsoLics
1985, 144-145).

It is also possible that some of these breakages are
recent, results of the unprofessional excavation but
cannot be determined due to the restored state of the
objects.

The identification of the Cat. no. 116 objects as
oval-shaped ingot is uncertain, it can be also inter-
preted as a bronze lump.

In the present study we intended to use the termi-
nology of M. Primas and E. Pernicka (PRiMAS—PER-
NIcKA 1998, 52-54).

It should be noted that some minor breakages of the
objects could have been of recent date due to the
current fragile state of the object. One should not
exclude the possibility either that the larger break-
ages were also caused by recent damages. This hy-
pothesis cannot be further argued since the state of
the unrestored object has not been documented. In
the frame of my PhD research some recent break-
ages were observed on unrestored plano-convex
ingots from the Szombathely-Jaki ut hoard which
were shattered into many pieces by the finders.

Cat. nos. 188-193 objects can be irrelevant, small
parts of plano-convex ingot as well.

Or commonly known in the archaeological literature
as “casting jets” or “Guflzapfen” (HampeL 1896,
190, 199; Miske 1907, 59-60; MozsoLics 1984b,
27-28; JanTzEN 2008, 215; Kuupers 2008, 92).
This work is still in progress in the frame of OTKA
K 112427 project.

It should be emphasized that the original state of
the objects before restoration were not been docu-
mented. The recent breakage surfaces (Cat. nos. 30,
37, 43, 45, 48, 71-73) suggest that the original as-
semblage had been probably made up of less frag-
mented objects.

The find spot was published later as Beremend but
from an administrative point of view it belongs to
Siklosnagyfalu. Archaeological Data Warehouse of
the Janus Pannonius Museum (Inventory Number:
2742-2011).
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Fig. 11 Objects from the hoard. 1-3: Sword fragments; 4: Spear fragment; 5: Razor or knife fragment; 6: Upper
fragment of a socketed axe
11. kép A bronzdepo targyai. 1-3: Kard toredékek; 4: Landzsa toredék; 5: Borotva vagy kés toredék; 6: Tokos-
balta fels6 részének toredéke.
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Fig. 12 Objects from the hoard. 7-8: Socketed axes
12. kép A bronzdep6 targyai. 7-8: Tokosbaltak
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Fig. 13 Objects from the hoard. 9—11: Socketed axes
13. kép A bronzdep¢ targyai. 9—11: Tokosbaltak
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Fig. 14 Objects from the hoard. 12—17: Socketed axe fragments
14. kép A bronzdep¢ targyai. 12—17: Tokosbalta toredékek
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Fig. 15 Objects from the hoard. 18-33: Socketed axe fragments
15. kép A bronzdep¢ targyai. 18-33: Tokosbalta toredékek
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Fig. 16 Objects from the hoard. 34-43: Socketed axe fragments
16. kép A bronzdep¢ targyai. 34—43: Tokosbalta toredékek
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Fig. 17 Objects from the hoard. 44-48: Socketed axe fragments; 49: Miniature axe; 50: Blade fragment of a
socketed axe; 51-54: Socketed hammers; 55-57: Socketed tools; 58—59: Flange sickle fragments
17. kép A bronzdep¢ targyai. 44—48: Tokosbalta toredékek; 49. Miniatiir balta; 50: Tokosbalta pengetdredéke;
51-54: Tokoskalapacsok; 55-57: Tokoseszkdzok; 58—59: Nyélnyujtvanyos sarlo toredékek
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Fig. 18 Objects from the hoard. 60—61: Flange sickle fragments; 62: Saw; 63—64: Rings; 65: Pendant; 66-76:
Half forms; 77-78; 7Triangular-shaped ingots.
18. kép A bronzdepo targyai. 60—61: Nyélnytjtvanyos sarlok toredékei; 62: Flirész; 63—64: Karikak; 65:
Csiing6; 66—76: Félforma alaka dntvények; 77-78; Haromszog alaka dntvények.
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10 cm

Fig. 19 Objects from the hoard. 81-84: Rectangular ingots; 85—103: Rod ingots
19. kép A bronzdepd targyai. 81-84: Négyzetes négyzetes alakt ontvények; 85-103: Rud alaku 6ntvények
20. kép A bronzdep6 targyai. 104. rad alaka 6ntvény; 105-109. ovalis/vekni alaka 6ntvények; 110. haromszog
alakt 6ntvény; 111-115. ovalis/vekni alaka dntvények; 116. ovélis dntvény vagy bronzrdg; 117-120. Ontélepények.
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Fig. 20 Objects from the hoard. 104: Rod ingot; 105-109: Oval-shaped ingots; 110: Triangular-shaped ingot;
111-115: Oval-shaped ingots; 116: Oval-shaped ingot or bronze lump; 117-120: Plano-convex ingots
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Fig. 21 Objects from the hoard. 121-126: Plano-convex ingots
21. kép A bronzdep6 targyai. 121-126: OntSlepények
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Fig. 22 Objects from the hoard. 127-140: Plano-convex ingots
22. kép A bronzdepé targyai. 127-140: OntSlepények
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Fig. 23 Objects from the hoard. 141-148: Plano-convex ingots
23. kép A bronzdep targyai. 141-148: Ontélepények
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Fig. 24 Objects from the hoard. 149-161: Plano-convex ingots
24. kép A bronzdepo targyai. 149-161: Ontélepények
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Fig. 25 Objects from the hoard. 162—180: Plano-convex ingots
25. kép A bronzdepo targyai. 162—180: Ontélepények
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Fig. 26 Objects from the hoard. 181-187: Plano-convex ingots; 188—193: Plano-convex ingots or bronze lumps;

194-195: Bronze lumps

26. kép A bronzdepo6 targyai. 181-187: Ontdlepények; 188—193: Ontdlepények vagy bronzrogdk; 194-195:

Bronzrogok
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Fig. 27 Objects from the hoard. 196-221: Bronze lumps
27. kép A bronzdepd targyai. 196-221: Bronzrogok
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Fig. 28 Objects from the hoard. 222-247: Bronze lumps
28. kép A bronzdep6 targyai. 222—247: Bronzrogok
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Fig. 30 Objects from the hoard. 257-263: Sprues
30. kép A bronzdep6 targyai. 257-263: Ontécsapok
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KESO BRONZKORI ,FEMHULLADEK DEPO” NAGYDOBSZAROL
I. Rész

Osszefoglalds

A Nagydobsza Nyugati arkosi diilérél szarmazo
depoleletet 1978 juliusaban, véletleniil fedezték fel
a Somogy megyei Novényvédelmi és Agrokémiai
Allomés munkatarsai foldminta vételezésekor. Ti-
mar Mihaly, a munkalatokat végz6 egyik mérndk
értesitette a pécsi Janus Pannonius Miizeumot, me-
lyet kdvetéen Ecsedy Istvan hitelesitd asatast haj-
tott végre a lel6helyen. Munkéjanak eredményeként
nemcsak a depd pontos leléhelyét sikeriilt lokali-
zalni, de &satasi szondajaval annak el6keriilési ko-
riilményeit is tisztazni tudta. A lelet egy 40x70 cm
nagysagu godor falaba volt beasva, kornyezetében
késd bronzkori telepnyomot vagy szérvany keramia
leleteket nem talaltak.

A depd Osszesen 263 darab (0sszsuly: 19.053
g) targybol allt, melyeket tipologiailag 6t csoport-
ra lehetett osztalyozni: 1.: fegyverek (harom kard
toredéke egy landzsa toredéke); 2.: eszkdzok (ka-
rikas végl kés vagy borotva toredéke, tokosbaltak,
tokoskalapacsok, nyélnyujtvanyos sarlo toredékek,
fiirész); 3.: ruhazati elemek (karika és csiingd to-
redéke); 4.: félkész termékek (félforma ontvények,
rud alakt 6ntvények, ovalis/vekni alaku ontvények,
toredékes és intakt Ontdlepények, bronz rogok,
egyedi Ontvény formak); 5.: fémmiives mellékter-
mékek: ontdcsapok, ontési cseppek.

A makroszkopikus vizsgalatok eredményeként,
technologiai szempontbdl tobb csoportra oszthat-
juk a kincslelet targyait. 1.: Kész termékek, me-
lyeknél minden egyes esetben egyértelmii haszna-
lattal 0sszefiiggésbe hozhaté nyomokat lathatunk.
2.: Megmunkalatlan targyak, melyek feliiletén
nem lehetett megfigyelni a kész termékekre jel-
lemzd technologiai jegyeket (pl.: kalapalas, éle-
z¢€s ¢és polirozas) vagy a hasznalat soran keletkezd
nyomokat (pl.: csorbulasok, kopasok). 3.: Ontési
hibas és rontott targyak kore. Ezen csoport rész-
ben atfedésben all a fenti két csoporttal. Jorészt

J. G. Tarbay
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olyan targyakat sorolhatunk ide, melyek Ontési
hibai nem esztétikai, hanem a valddi hasznalatot
akadalyozo6 szerkezeti hibaként hatarozhatok meg.
A dep6 egyik szembetiing jellemzdje a toredékes-
ség magas foka, mely mindegyik targycsoportra
egyarant jellemz6 volt. A félkész termékek esetén
ezek szinte kivétel nélkiil, hasznalatukkal Gssze-
fliggésbe hozhato torésekként, vagasokként vagy
darabolasokként értelmezhet6k. Megitélésiink
szerint a kiilonb6z6 baltak szisztematikus, atgon-
dolt modon tortént felapritasa mogott is hasonlod
motivaciok allhattak, darabolasuk ez esetben nem
értelmezhetd votiv torésként.

A nagydobszai kincsben talalhato targyak
jorésze szupraregionalis tipus, parhuzamaikat
megtalalhatjuk a Karpat-medence nyugati, kele-
ti és déli felében egyarant. Erdekesebb viszont,
hogy megjelennek benne olyan példanyok is (pl.:
Prazsmar tipust kard, 9. és 29. szamu tokosbalta),
melyek leginkabb a Karpat-medencei északkeleti
zonajaban jellemz6ék. Ez utobbi indérendi szem-
pontbdl is érdekes, mivel ezen parhuzamleletek
kore még a magyarorszagi kronoldgiai rendszerek
szerint is egyértelmiien a Ha B1-es Hajdiboszor-
ményi horizonthoz kdthetd.

A jelen tanulmany eredményei alapjan a
nagydobszai kincslelet foldbe rejtésérdl Osszes-
ségében elmondhatd, hogy a lelet Osszetételé-
ben, tipoldgiai és techologiai jegyeiben egyarant
a klasszikus ,,fémhulladék depok™ (scrap hoards)
koréhez kapcsolhatd, mely esetiinkben egy tu-
datos szelekcioja a félkész termékeknek, hibas
ontvényeknek, feldarabolt targyaknak és oOntési
melléktermékeknek. A kincsegylittes végso interp-
toségeket rejt annak eldkeriilési helye, mely egy a
bronzkori topografia szempontjabol kevésbé kuta-
tott, nedves kornyezetii lel6hely.
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BALATONBOGLAR-BEREKRE-DULOBOL

Az M7-es autopalya épitését megelozéen 1994—1995-ben illetve 2001-2003-ban zajlott, nagyfeliiletii felta-
rasok soran egy nagy kiterjedésii kora vaskori telepiilés részlete latott napvilagot Balatonboglar-Berekre-
diilé leldhelyén. Az anyag mennyisége miatt elészor egy 60 objektumot magaba foglalo teleprésziet keriilt
feldolgozasra, amelybe egy kihagyott teret kériilvevo épitmények, godrok és tiizelohelyek egy része esik. A
feldolgozott teriilet femanyagban igen szegény, a leletanyag tobbségét keramiatoredékek teszik ki, valamint
agyag-, ko- és csonteszkozok, amelyek alapjan a telep jol beillesztheté a dunantuli Ha C2-D1 korii telepek
soraba. Az edények kapcsolatrendszere a Dunantil kora vaskori lelohelyei, valamint Kelet-Ausztria és a
délkelet-alpi vidék felé mutat. A lel6hely méretével egyelore kitiinik a Dél-Dunantul kora vaskori lel6helyei
koziil.

Prior to the construction of the M7 highway in Somogy County, excavations unearthed a part of a large
scale Early Iron Age settlement on an extended surface at Balatonboglar-Berekre-diilo in 1994—1995 and
2001-2003. Given the amount of the find material, a section of the settlement has been processed first,
which contains an empty space surrounded with 60 features: pits, remains of buildings and furnaces, fir-
ing spots. The section is poor in metal finds; clay-, stone- and bone objects, tools are also present, but the
majority of the find material consists of ceramic shards, which are dating the settlement mainly to the Ha
C2-D1 period. The connections of the find material point in the direction of other sites from Transdanubia,
Eastern Austria and the Southeastern-Alpine region. The flat settlement at present marks out with its size
from the Early Iron Age sites of Southern Transdanubia.

Keywords: Early Iron Age, Hallstatt culture, flat settlement, Southern Transdanubia, Balatonboglar-
Berekre-diilo

Kulcsszavak: kora vaskor, Hallstatt kultura, siktelep, Dél-Dunantul, Balatonboglar-Berekre-diilo

Bevezetés mogy Megyei Muzeumok Igazgatosaga részérdl. A

megnovekedett teriiletl feliileten a munkalatok vé-

A Varhegyt6l délre elhelyezkedd (1. kép 2), Bala-
tonboglarhoz tartozé Berekre-diilében tobb feltaras
is zajlott az utobbi fél évszazadban: 1975-1980 ko-
z06tt késé bronzkori urnasirok, 1979-ben és 1981-
ben tdbbek kozt rézkori temetkezések (Hontt 1981),
1989-ben 10-11. szazadi sirok keriiltek napvilagra
(HonTr et al. 2007, 167). Igazan nagyfeliilett felta-
rasokra azonban csak az M7-es autopalya épitését
megel6zé régészeti munkalatok soran keriilt sor
1994-1995-ben, majd nyomvonalvaltozas miatt
2001-2003-ban is. Az asatasokat Honti Szilvia,
Kolté Lasz16 és Németh Péter Gergely vezette a So-

gére 32900 m2-en 1693 objektumot hataroztak meg
¢s bontottak ki. A régészeti objektumok stirtisodése
a Jamai-patak mentén egy észak—déli iranyu, kortil-
beliil 100-150 m-es, dél felé kiszélesedo savra esik
a feltart feliileten, amely a megtelepedés szempont-
jabol megfeleld koriilményeket nyujtott (HonTi et
al. 2007, 167-168). Illyen modon a balatonboglari
telep szélei keleten és nyugaton is nyilvanvalova
valtak, hiszen a nyomvonal kelet-nyugati iranyban
vagta a lelohelyet (1. kép 3). Habar a teriileten meg-
talalhatok voltak a kozépso és késo rézkor, kora és
kés6 bronzkor, késé vaskor, romai kor és az Arpad-
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Balatonbog lar
Berekre-dﬁlé')‘

1. kép Balatonboglar—Berekre-diil6. 1: Elhelyezkedése a Dunantilon; 2: Balatonboglarhoz tartozoé kora vaskori
lel6helyek; 3:A lelohely Hallstatt objektumai, a két nagyobb feltarasi egység nyomvonalainak feltételezett
egymashoz valo viszonyaval; 4: A feldolgozott teleprészlet

Fig. 1 Balatonboglar-Berekre-dils. 1: Location in Transdanubia; 2: Early Iron Age sites at Balatonboglar;
3: Early Iron Age features on the site; 4: The processed section of the settlement

kor emlékei is, legnagyobb mennyiségben mégis a  ami a kora vaskori telep teljes kozléséig reménye-
kora vaskor objektumai voltak jelen: a meghataroz-  ink szerint a kutatas hasznara fog valni.
hat6 koruak csaknem fele ebbe a korszakba tarto-
zik (HonTr et al. 2007, 175). A kora vaskori telep topogrdfidja, szerkezete

Jelen tanulmany célja, hogy bepillantast nyujt-
son a kora vaskori telep megkezdett feldolgozasa- Balatonboglar a Balaton déli partja mellett fekszik
nak eredményeibe (1. kép 4, 2. kép, Jaky 2014)!, (1. kép 1-2), belteriiletén és kornyezetében tébb
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helyrdl is ismerlink kora vaskori megtelepedésre
utal6 adatot, elsdsorban topogréfiai jellegli mun-
kakbol (Kuzsinszky 1920, 20-23; KoczTur 1964,
10; Honrr et al. 1988, 8-9). A balatonboglari Var-
hegy (1. kép 2) lehetett a térség kdzpontja, habar
a magaslati telep, és sancanak korat csak asatassal
lehetne pontosan meghatarozni (Kocztur 1964, 10;
Draveczky 1970, 8, 59; Honri et al. 1988, 22).

Kornyezetrégészeti kutatasok alapjan (SUMEGI et
al. 2007, 251-252) a Balaton vizszintjének magas-
saga miatt gyakorlatilag vizparti telepiiléssel sza-
molhatunk Balatonboglar-Berekre-diilé esetében. A
lel6helyen néhany négyszogletes (hazhelyként és/
vagy mithelyként értelmezhetd) struktiran és tiize-
16helyen, kemencén kiviil a siktelepekre jellemzd
modon vermek, hulladékgodrok fordulnak eld leg-
nagyobb szamban. A felszinrajzon megfigyelhetd,
hogy objektumok szempontjabol két, a telepiilés
tengelyével megegyezden futo sav kiiloniil el: a pa-
takhoz kozelebbi, nyugati sdvban vermek, gddrok
sokasaga lathato, ettdl keletre pedig a kerek objek-
tumok kozott megjelennek a négyszogletes épitmé-
nyek is (1. kép 3).

A masik szembetlind jelenség a feltart teriilet
északkeleti részén megfigyelheté ovalis, iires terii-
let, amelyet tobb oldalrol is épitmények vesznek
korbe (1. kép 3, 2. kép). Ettdl keletre, a telep szélén
mar csak nagyméretli, szabalytalan alakt godor-
komplexumok talalhatok, er6sen kevert leletanyag-
gal — talan agyagnyerd godorként funkcionaltak
egykor.

Magyarorszag teriiletén a nagyfeliiletli, beru-
hazasokhoz kothetd leletmentd feltarasokig a kora
vaskori telepiilések belsd szerkezetérdl kevés in-
formacio allt rendelkezésre (GAL—MoOLNAR 2004,
177), publikalt adatokban pedig azdta sem bovel-
kedik a kutatas. Hasonld, iires jakya tér korili el-
rendezés azonban mas kora vaskori siktelepen is
megfigyelhetd. Letenye-Egyedutan az objektumok
két, téglalap alakd, iires teriiletet fognak kozre, ahol
hosszu foldfelszini boronahaz allhatott, vagy sza-
badon hagytak kozosségi tevékenységek, esetleg
allattartas helyszineként (HorvaTh 2012, 123—124).
Hasonl6 kihagyott rész volt megfigyelhetd az al-
so-ausztriai Wien-Oberlaa és Gottlesbrunn kora
vaskori telepénél is. Elobbinél az épiiletek bejarata
is a tér felé nézett (RANSEDER 2006, 344, Abb. 75),
utébbinal pedig kiillonbozé funkeidji struktarakat,
ebbdl kovetkezden hazakbol, vermekbdl és gaz-
dasagi épiiletekbdl allo ,,gazdasagi egységeket”

5
o o
L

20m

2. kép A Balatonboglar-Berekre-diilon feltart kora
vaskori telep feldolgozott részletének attekint6 rajza.
Pontozott kor: kemencék, tiizeldhelyek; Pontozott né-

gyszog: épitmények; Folyamatos vonal: godrok, vermek
Fig. 2 Schematic image of the processed section of the
Early Iron Age settlement in Balatonboglar-Berekre-
dilé. Dotted circle: furnaces, firing spots; Dotted
rectangle: buildings; Continuous line: pits

is meg lehetett hatarozni (GrieBL 2004, 132, Abb.
55). Az Alsopahok-Hévizdombon feltart jelenségek
6t csoportot alkottak (HorvAtH 2015, 230, 1. kép).
A késé Hallstatt-korban P. C. Ramsl paliszaddal
korbevett udvarhdzakat rekonstrualt Inzersdorf-
Walpersdorfban, amely berendezkedés eldképeit
Dél-Németorszag teriiletérol idézi (Ramsr 1998,
50). Balatonboglaron ugy tiinik, hogy a négyszogle-
tes alaprajzi, épitményként interpretalhatod objektu-
mok az ovalis tért6l délre siirlisédnek, habar északi
iranyban nem ismert a telep folytatasa. A tér koriili
épitmények tdjolasa nem ad elegendd alapot arra,
hogy kozosségi teriiletként tekintsiink erre a telep-
részletre; a felvet6do kérdések miatt azonban ezzel
a 60 objektumot magaba foglalo teriilettel kezdo-
dott el a kora vaskori telepiilés leletanyaganak fel-
dolgozasa (1. kép 4, 2. kép).
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3. kép Kora vaskori objektumok példai a balatonboglar-berekre-diil6i Hallstatt teleprészletrdl. 1: Vermek, godrok; 2:
Kemencék, tiizel6helyek; 3: Epitmények
Fig. 3 Examples of the Early Iron Age features of the processed section in Balatonboglar-Berekre-diild. 1: Pits;
2: Furnaces, firing spots; 3: Buildings

Az objektumtipusok bemutatdsa

A lel6helyen feltart objektumtipusok koziil leg-
nagyobb szamban a vermek, godrok képviselte-
tik magukat, amelyek kiillondsen nagy strtisodést
mutatnak a telepililés mar emlitett nyugati, hosz-
szanti savjaban. A feldolgozott teleprészleten is
ezek vannak tobbségben (60 objektumbdl 48). A
vermek altaldban méhkas alakuak (3. kép 1214,
1104, 1248), de egyenes falu valtozataik is megfi-
gyelhetok (3. kép 1013, 1084). Viszonylag egysé-
ges méretliek: 1-2 m-es szdjatmérohoz korilbeliil
ugyanekkora mélységek parosulnak (a feltarasi
felszinhez képest), funkcidjuk altalaban nem ha-
tarozhat6 meg pontosan, de élelemtarolds, vagy

agyagnyerés, hulladéklerakas céljabol nyithattak
Oket. Ezek mellett néhany, sekély és kisméretii (fél
¢s 1 m kozott) godor is megtalalhatd a felszinen,
amelyeknek a leletanyaga is csekély, rendelteté-
sikk pedig az elébbieknél is kérdésesebb (3. kép
1013); illetve nagyobb kiterjedésli, szabalytalan
alakt, nehezebben interpretalhatd jelenségekkel
is szamolhatunk a teleprészleten (pl. az 1307. ob-
jektum, 2. kép). A betdltéseikben a fekete szind,
hamus-szenes rétegek dominalnak, amelyek kupos
(3. kép 1084, 1104), és homoru formaban is meg-
figyelhetok (3. kép 1214, 1248), aminek az aktiv-
¢s passziv betemetddéshez lehet kdze, amint az
a kutatasban mar korabban is felvetddott (SOREGI
1932, 25). A balatonboglari kora vaskori telep-
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részlet objektumaiban megtalalhatdo hamus rétegek
¢és betoltések értelmezhetdk egy-egy tlizvész uta-
ni planirozas lenyomatanak is (HonTi et al. 2007,
175), am éppen a kupos betoltodések felhivjak a
figyelmet annak lehetségére, hogy a tiizelések
utan megmaradt hamu a haztartasi hulladék részét
is képezhette.

Balatonboglar-Berekre-diilén két alapvetd épit-
ménytipust lehet méret és mélység alapjan elkiilo-
niteni. Legnagyobbnak (koriilbeliil 5x5 m) a nem
teljesen feltart 1005. épiilet mondhatd, amelynek
dongolt padlojat és kozépen egy tiizelésnyomot is
sikeriilt megfigyelni. Hasonlo méretii Iehetett a szin-
tén csak félig feltart 1266. objektum, amely ugyan-
csak padlos (kortilbeliil 60 cm mélyen), kozepén egy
coloplyukkal. Mélysége és betoltésének hasonlosa-
ga miatt itt kell megemliteni az 1260. négyszdgletes
jelenséget is, amely kisebb volt (koriilbeliil 3x3 m),
nem figyeltek meg benne c6loplyukat, vagy dongolt
padlot, am északkeleti sarkdba (amerre az iiresen
hagyott tér talalhatd) egy magasabb padka lathato
(3. kép 1379), amely talan kilépoként szolgalt az 1
m mélyen foldbe vajt konstrukcidohoz. Az iires tér
keleti részén talalhaté 1097. struktira (koriilbeliil
4x4 m, 70 cm mély) szintén padld nélkiili (3. kép
1097), felszinén paticsos réteggel (3. kép 1094), te-
tején tlizelésnyommal (3. kép 1368-1369). Utobbi
harom objektumnak az aljan homoru, hamus réteg
volt, folotte sargasbarna rétegek: talan a beomlott,
bemosodott valyogfal maradvanyai voltak. Ezek-
nél sekélyebb volt a tobbi négyszogletes jelenség.
Az iiresen hagyott tér délkeleti részén az 1322-nek
(kortilbeliil 4x4 m) volt megfigyelhetd padldja, am
mélysége nem nagy (30—40 cm), az aljan viszont je-
lentkezett a mar korabban leirt hamus réteg. A koriil-
beliil 2x2 m-es 1249. objektum kevesebb, mint fél
méter mély, aljan tapasztas volt talalhato, betdltése
egységes, sargasbarna (3. kép 1249). Az 1279-nek
(kortilbeliil 3x3 m) szintén padldja volt, keletnyu-
gati falain egy-egy coloplyukkal, betdltése egysége-
sen barnas-hamus volt. Az épitmények tajolas sze-
rint sem egyformak: északkelet—délnyugati iranyba
tajolt a legtdbb, kivéve az észak—déli tengely szerint
kiasott 1249, 1266 és 1279. jelenséget (a ma ural-
kodo széljaras északnyugati). Ez az iranyitas még-
is er0sebben érvényesiilt a telepen, mint az, hogy
egyik oldalukkal esetlegesen a kdzépen talalhato
iires tér felé forgattak volna a struktirakat.

A kemencék eldforduldsa sem ritka a kora vaskori
telepeken, amelyek az dsatasokon altalaban atégett,

l "1 —
(1090)

o

(1097)

(1260)

| ____=aam s |

5 cm

[V

(1005)

4. kép Fémleletek a balatonboglar-berekre-dildi kora
vaskori teleprészlet objektumaibdl
Fig. 4 Metal objects from the Early Iron Age features
of the processed section in Balatonboglar-Berekre-diilé

kerek folttal jelentkeznek. Balatonboglaron két sza-
badon allo, atégett foltot lehetett megfigyelni a fel-
dolgozott teleprészleten, hamusgddor nélkiil (3. kép
1014, 1036). Az 1036. objektum koriilbeliil 1 m at-
mérdjii, 2-3 cm vastagon atégett kerek platnival, dél
felé néz6 szajjal. A 1014. kemence is hasonld mérett
volt, egy kés6 bronzkori gddor tetején létesiilt, amit
eloszor folddel kitoltottek és ledongdltek, hogy ne
siillyedjen le. Platnija vastagabb atégést mutat, ami
hosszabb hasznalatra utal. Ezeken kiviil épiileten be-
lil az 1005. objektumban is volt tiizelésnyom, illetve
az 1097/1094. tetején (1368—1369. objektum), amely
késdbbi korokhoz is tartozhatott (leletanyag nem ke-
riilt beldliik eld). Hamusgddorrel ellatott kemencék
megjelennek pl. a kora hallstatti Letenye-Egyedutan
(HorvATH 2012, 112-113), és a kultura legkésdb-
bi fazisara datalhatdé Sé-Doberdon (GAL—MOLNAR
2004, 177). Hosszu leiras talalhatd egy edényége-
t0 kemencérdl Vaszar-Varospusztarol is (MiTHAY
1980, 71-74). Az épiileten beliili tiizelésnyomok
futésre és ételkészitésre utalhatnak (pl. hordozhato
tlizhely segitségével), de az azokon kiviil allo, vagy
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mihelyben elhelyezett kemencék is tobbféle felada-
tot ellathattak: keramiakészités, fémmiivesség, étel-
készités céljara mind megfeleldek lehettek.

A leletanyag

Balatonboglar-Berekre-diil6 vaskori telepének
feldolgozott objektumaibdl nagy mennyiségi,
tipikus kora vaskori telepanyag keriilt feltaras-
ra, amelynek zomét keramiaedények teszik ki,
de nagy szamban fordulnak elé egyéb agyag-
bol késziilt targyak (nehezék, orsogomb), kdvek
(6rl6ko, csiszolt kdeszkdz, képattinték, fendko,
kavics), salakdarabok, megmunkalt csonteszko-
z0k, kagylo- és csigahéjak, néhany fémtargy és
patics-, platni-, valamint tapasztas-toredékek is.
A kora vaskori telep leletanyaganak feldolgozasa
jelenleg is zajlik, igy jelen tanulmanyban elsé-
sorban a leléhely mar emlitett részletérdl (1. kép
4, 2. kép) elokertilt targytipusok targyalasara ke-
riil sor. Ez — az allatcsont-anyagot, és a selejtezett
darabokat kivéve — 4033 targyat jelent, amelynek
82%-at keramiatoredék, 8,6%-at patics vagy ta-
pasztas, 5,6%-at kéanyag, 2,2%-at nehezékek és
orsogombok, a fennmaradoé 1,4%-at pedig csont-
eszkozok, kagylo- €és csigahéjak, valamint a fém-
targyak teszik ki.

Fémtargyak

A feldolgozott teriiletrdl, de a korabeli telep egé-
szér6l is elmondhat6, hogy fémanyagban meg-
lehetdsen szegényes volt, és a megtalalt targyak
sem alkalmasak finomkronologiai megallapitasok
tételére. A vizsgalt objektumokbol 0sszesen négy
fémtargy kertilt feltarasra: egy apré vastoredék, egy
bronzgomb (amihez egy bronz lancszem is kap-
csolodik), egy bronz tii és egy bronz fibulati (4.
kép). Az erésen korrodalt, hosszukas vastoredék
rendeltetése kérdéses — a korr6zid miatt kivehetet-
len eredeti formaja, vagy kialakitasa; talan szog,
vagy vas ¢ékszer, fibula része lehetett (4. kép 1).
A bronzgombok (4. kép 3) nem ritkak a Dunantu-
lon, megtalalhatok kora hallstatti halomsirokban,
pl. Nagyberki-Szalacskarol (Kemenczer 1974, 9, 6.
kép 7-8), Vaskeresztesrol (FEkeTe 1981, 137, 7. kép
10), Szazhalombattarol (Horrort 1985, 42, 5. kép
1-4.) ismertek példai és valosziniileg ruhazat, vagy
loszerszam diszitésére szolgalhattak (atfogd gyij-
tésiik: TRACHSEL 2004, 467-468). A kettds konikus

feji bronztiih6z (4. kép 4) hasonld Balatonboglar-
ro6l, a kertészeti szakkozépiskola gyakorloterén eld-
keriilt késo bronzkori urnasirbdl is napvilagot latott
(Honti et al. 1988, 20, 3. kép 2), illetve a romandi és
velemszentvidi, késé bronzkorra tehetd depokban
talalhatunk a tipusra szamos példat a Dunantulrél
(Rinovsky 1983, Taf. 7-9, 113—158) —a forma azon-
ban a Hallstatt-korban is 1étezhetett még (Rinovsky
1983, 24). A fibulatii (4. kép 2) pedig tobbféle rugos
tiivel ellatott fibuldhoz is tartozhatott, pl. csonak-,
vagy ivfibula részét is képezhette, de dnmagaban
nem alkalmas a pontos tipus meghatarozasara.

Keramia

A Balatonboglar-Berekre-diilo lelohelyérdl eldke-
riilt keramiaanyag igen toredékes (a feldolgozott ré-
szen az atlagos toredékméret: 61,1 mm), és jellem-
zOen ritka, hogy egy edénybdl tobb (akar 6sszeilld)
darab is eléforduljon egy objektumon beliil — arra
pedig még kevesebb példa hozhatd, amikor egy
edénynek a toredékei kettd, vagy tobb kiillonbozo
struktarabol kertiltek el6 (8. kép 1). A keramiaanyag
toredezettsége a hosszu ideig tartd felszini tartdzko-
dasukra is utalhat (JEREM—SomMoGyY1 1992, 175).

A cseréptoredékek nagyobbik hanyada a termé-
szetesen varhato eloszlast mutatva az edények olda-
labol szarmazik (az eldkerilt toredékek 70%-a), de
peremek és aljak is nagy mennyiségben fordulnak
eld (20%, illetve 7%). A fiilek csak 2%-ot tesznek
ki az anyagon beliil, a maradék 1%-on pedig a biity-
kok, teljes profillal megmaradt edények és az egyéb
kisebb edények részben, vagy egészben megma-
radt toredékei osztoznak. Nehéz feladat az Osszes
keramiatoredék tipus szerinti besorolasa a szdmos,
jellegtelen toredék miatt, amelyeknek legfeljebb az
anyaga szolgalhat informacioval arra nézve, hogy
milyen edénybél torhettek ki. Osszességében a ke-
ramiatoredékek 35%-a finomkeramia, amin beliil
4% tartozik biztosan S-profilu talhoz, 5% pedig be-
huzott peremi talhoz. Ezen feliil 20% a kozepesen
durva toredékek aranya; 34% fazékként, 5% fedo-
ként, 3% kapos nyaku edényként irhato le, 3% pe-
dig ,,egyéb” kategoriaba sorolhato.

Néhany kivételtdl eltekintve kézzel formaztak
oket, sovanyitasuk majdnem minden esetben kiilon-
boz6 finomsagig zazott keramiaval tortént, feliiletiik
pedig a finomabb edényeknél fényezett, a durvabb
tipusoknal pedig elsimitott — jellemzdik alapjan tehat
illenek a dunantuli kora vaskori edénymiivesség ha-
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gyomanyaiba. A leléhely a keramiaedények formavi-
laga alapjan is jol beilleszthetd a keleti Hallstatt-kor
telepeinek soraba, amint az fébb formakat bemutato,
Osszefoglalo tablarol leolvashato (5. kép).

Behuzott peremii talak (5. kép 1.)

A behuzott peremii talak a kora vaskori telepek
leggyakoribb talaldedény-tipusai a keleti Hallstatt-
korben. A talak altalaban finom kidolgozastak: jol
iszapoltak vagy apr6 szemi tort keramiaval sovanyi-
tottak Oket, igényesen megformazottak, alaposan el-
simitott feliiletiick (fényezettek), feketére vagy vila-
gosbarnara égetettek. Perematmérdik zome a 15-25
cm kozotti tartomanyba esik, amelyen beliil a 20 cm
a leggyakoribb érték. A teljes profillal megmaradt da-
raboknak egyenes a talpa (pl. 5. kép 4), de minden
bizonnyal omphaloszos aljak (pl. 6. kép 40, 42) is
sorolhatok a tipushoz. A perem behtzasanak mérté-
kében és ivében (5. kép 1-5), valamint a méretek-
ben és diszitésekben sok kiilonbség adodik az egyes
darabok kozott. Formailag azonban nincs olyan vari-
ans, amely relativ kronologiai szempontbol sziikebb
hatarok k6z¢ lenne helyezhetd — egyediil a megtord,
szogletesedd profil lehet az, ami inkabb a Hallstatt-
kor masodik felére jellemzd (5. kép 2, 4) (WoLLAK
1979, 53). A diszitések vizsgalata ennél tobb tampon-
tot ad az idérendi kérdésekhez. A behtizott peremii
talak peremének ferde kanneltirazasa (6. kép 22) mar
az urnamezOs korban jelen volt (Patek 1968, Taf.
VI, 31), és jellemz6 maradt a kora vaskor legvégéig,
igy kronoldgiai jelz6értéke nincs a korszakon beliil
(GAL—-MOLNAR 2004, 179). A sikozas (6. kép 26) az
urnamezds idoszak kedvelt diszitési formaja, am a
Ha C korban is megfigyelheté még (WoLLAk 1979,
54; RaNSEDER 2006, 279; MoLNAR 2006, 229, 9. t. 7).
A plasztikus diszitési modok koze tartozik még a be-
simitott cikkcakk vonalkéteg (pl. Dosiar 1980, Taf.
33, 2, 6), amely ritkan, de el6fordul a balatonboglari
teleprészleten is (6. kép 38).

Egyetlen, voros alapon sziirke grafitos ,,festé-
sti” toredék kertiilt el6 eddig a balatonboglari sik-
teleprdl (6. kép 46); ugyanigy Letenye-Egyeduta
(HorvaTh 2012, 150, 11. kép 135) és Gottlesbrunn
(GrieBL 2004, Taf. 3, 2) lel6helyén is csak egy-egy,
ilyen diszitésti darab latott napvilagot. Bar a grafit-
bevonat mar az urnamezds id6szakban is megjelent
(PaTtek 1968, 107; Koszear 1988, 32, 38), a beht-
zott perem talak grafitos mintaval torténd diszitése
mar a kora vaskor sajatja — a Hallstatt kor végéig
periodusban igen gyakori, de a Ha D2-ig jellemzd

maradt (GAL—MoLNAR 2004, 180; PREINFALK 2012,
96-97). A grafitos dekoracio modja belsd idérendi
tampontokat is adhat: a savos geometrikus diszités
korabban jelent meg a racsmintasnal (WoLLAk 1979,
54), de a balatonboglari lel6helyen mindkettére ta-
lalhato példa (6. kép 44-46). A feketére kiégetett
edények égetés eldtti fényezésével a grafitozashoz
hasonlé eredményt lehet elérni, ez ugyanis grafitos
csillogast ad a feliiletnek. A tobb iranybol ledorzsolt
feliletti grafitrog (7. kép 10), és a gyakran rossz
megmaradast, nehezen észrevehetd mintdk alapjan
létez6 technika lehetett, hogy a savos, vagy racsos
diszitést még égetés elodtt a grafitroggel torténd fé-
nyezéssel, vagy égetés utani ,,rajzolassal” vitték fel
az edények felszinére.

S-profilu talak (5. kép 11.)

A kora vaskori leldhelyek masik leggyakoribb
talformajat az S-profilu talak adjak, amelyek varia-
bilitasa nagyobb a behtzott peremiicknél. Peremat-
méroik atlaga kisebb, mint a behuzott peremt tala-
ké. Az ives (5. kép 24) és profilalt (5. kép 26) oldalu
nagyobb, fiillel ellatott, anyagban és szinben inkabb
a fazekakhoz hasonl6d darabok késé bronzkori for-
makat idéznek; a teleprészlet anyagaban kisebb mé-
retli, fiil nélkiili valtozataik is megfigyelhetok (5.
kép 25, 27). Az utdbbi képen lathato tipus apro fiil-
lel ellatott valtozata pl. a Ha C periodus végére da-
talt janoshazi tumulusbol ismert (LAzAR 1955, 203,
1. kép). A tobbi tipus anyaga altalaban jol iszapolt,
kidolgozasuk igényes, feliiletiik fényezett, gyakran
diszitettek és a legtobb esetben feketére kiégetett, jo
mindségli keramianak szamitanak.

Az egyszerl, kihajlo peremi S-profilu talakon
tul (5. kép 17) — amelyek kozott fiilesek is talalhatok
(5. kép 18) — szamos jellegzetes variacio talalhato a
csoporton belill. Ezeknek az egyenes, vagy enyhén
kifel¢ dolo peremu talaknak a korai valtozatai (Ha
B-C1) magasabbak, ives hasuak, aranyaikhoz ké-
pes aprobb nyakkal, mig a késébbiek (Ha C2-D1)
laposabbak, ¢lesebb hastorésiiek (DoiaT 1980, 78,
Abb. 11). A kipos nyaku talaknal (5. kép 21, 22) a
nyak ¢és has kozott ¢lesebb torés mutatkozik, a pe-
rem enyhén kihajlo, és a hasuk ives, amelyet enyhe
kanneluraval (6. kép 23, 25), fliggdleges bordaval
(6. kép 20), vagy besimitott karikaval, cikkcakk-
motivummal (6. kép 36) diszitettek. A galléros pere-
mi talakat (5. kép 23) a rovid nyak és fliggdlegesen
allo perem kiilonbdzteti meg a tobbitdl, hasznalati
idejének sulypontja a Ha C2-D1 peridédusokra esik



156

Jiky A.

(HorvaTH 2012, 124). Jellegzetes és kiemelendd
forma a Knickwandschale, am ely az S-profilu talak
erésen, akar szogletesen kiugro hasu, lapos, kisebb
variansa, ¢s amely a Ha C2-D1 fazistdl figyelhetd
meg (GrieBL 2004, 159; Durkovi¢ 2007, 19), egé-
szen a kora La Téne korig (pl. GAL—-MoLNAR 2004,
220, 30. t. 10). Kiugr6 hasi résziiket gyakran diszi-
tették apro fiiggdleges, vagy ferde kanneltraval,
apr6 kanneliracsoportokkal és fiiggéleges bordak-
kal, valamint benyomkodésos sorral. A balaton-
boglari teleprészleten egy ilyen, kisméreti tal volt
biztosan meghatarozhato (5. kép 20), amelynek
beliilrdl kinyomott hasa van, amit apro, fliggéleges
kannelura diszit; szine vordsesbarna-fekete, perem-
atmérdje 13 cm. Egy masik fontos korhatarozé tipus
az erdsen kihajlo peremt tal (5. kép 19), amelynek
peremét gyakran diszitették egyszeres, vagy kettds
csiicskos kialakitasu plasztikus diszekkel: mar az
urnamez0s iddszakban feltlinik (K6szeGr 1988, 5. t.
27), de parhuzamait féleg Ha C kort sirokban talal-
juk meg,? és a balatonboglari telepen is el6fordul.
Kihajtott peremiik miatt a nagyobb szdjatmérdju da-
rabok koz¢ tartoznak (25-30 cm).

Osztatlan profilu edények (5. kép 11I-1V.)

A balatonboglari Hallstatt teleprészletrdl sza-
mos, kiilonb6z6 méretd és kialakitast, am ,,egyré-
szes” (ives, vagy konikus formaji) edényhez tartozé
toredék kertilt eld — teljes profil hijan azonban sok
esetben jelentds akadalyba titkdzik annak eldontése,
hogy osztatlan talhoz, vagy fedéhdz/stitdharanghoz/
parazsboritohoz tartoztak-e. A legnagyobb szdmban
eléfordulo tipus a 20-35 cm-es méretkategoriaban
van, anyaguk, sovanyitasuk, feliiletkezelésiik és
szinlik a fazekakkal egyezd, ezért szamos olyan, a
feldolgozas soran fazék/fedd jelolést kapott edény
talalhatd a leletleirasok kozott, amely kiilonbozo
méretii fedokhoz (5. kép 31, 32), vagy durva, koni-
kus talakhoz tartozott (5. kép 30).

A telep jellegzetes keramiaformaja lehetett egy
nagyméreti, a tetején félkorives fogofiillel ellatott,
altalaban durva kiképzésu tipus (5. kép 32), amely
fedoként vagy siitOharangként, pardzsboritoként
funkcionalhatott. A formardl két, egész profilja-
ban megmaradt példany, illetve filtéredékek nagy
szdma tanuskodik a balatonbogléri teleprészleten.
Ritkan diszitettek — ilyenkor a tetd magassagaban,
vagy annal kevéssel lejjebb talalhatd, vizszintesen
kinyulo egyszert, vagy kettds biitydk jelenik meg
rajtuk (6. kép 3), amely utdbbira pl. Postela ma-

gaslati telepén talalhaté parhuzam (Terzan 1990,
Taf. 28, 31-32). A téglalap, ovalis, vagy kor ke-
resztmetszetl fiileket tobb esetben kdzépen, hosz-
szanti iranyban fut6 kiemelkedéssel, bordaval lat-
tak el (6. kép 18, 19), illetve végiiket felhajthattak
(6. kép 19). A tipus parhuzamait a délkelet-alpi
régid telepein (Graschach: HEBERT-LEHNER 1996,
154, Abb. 3, 7.; Postela: TErRZAN 1990, Taf. 28,
30-43; Sti¢na: GABROVEC et al. 1970, 22, Abb. 4,
13; 27, Abb. 7, 1), és Sopronnal, a kora vaskori
halomsirokban (Patex 1982, 20, Fig. 10, 12, 14;
Patex 1976, 11, 7. kép 18), valamint Krautacker
siktelepén, egy késo Hallstatt-kora La Téne godor
anyagaban lehet megfigyelni (JErReEm et al. 1984,
161, 12. kép 9).

Csészék (5. kép V.)

Ritka leletnek szamitanak a kisméret(, 10-15
cm-es perematmérdji csészék, amelyek altalaban
behuzott peremiiek (5. kép 28), de egy enyhén
S-profilu varians is megfigyelhetd a berekre-diiléi
feldolgozott teleprészleten (5. kép 29). Ezeken ki-
viil méret szerint az S-profili csészékhez sorolha-
tok a formai alapon talaknal bemutatott ives, illetve
megtord profilt darabok is (5. kép 25, 27). Egyes
csészékhez ful tartozhatott: fiilinditas figyelhet6
meg a tipustablan abrazolt behuzott peremt dara-
bon is (5. kép 28), amely tipust C. Dobiat félgom-
bos fiilescsészeként hatarozott meg (Dosiar 1980,
75, Abb. 10, 6).

Fazekak (5. kép V1.)

A kiilonboz6é méreti és formaju fazekak az egyik
legaltalanosabban ¢és legnagyobb mennyiségben
el6fordulo keramiatipusai a kora vaskori telepeknek,
keltezo értékiik azonban annal csekélyebb. A durva-
finom felosztas szerint inkabb durvak, a széles-ma-
gas kategoriak koziil az utobbiba illenek bele. Elso-
sorban az élelmiszerek tarolasaban és elkészitésében
jatszhattak szerepet, ezért kidolgozottsaguk kevésbé
lényeges, funkcionalis eszkozoknek tekinthetdk. So-
vanyitasuk altalaban durva, nagy szemii keramiazii-
zalék, de anyagukban kavics is el6fordulhat; megfor-
malasukban a szabalyossag kisebb szerepet jatszott,
faluk altalaban vastag, feliiletiik hanyagul elsimitott,
kiégetéssel kapott sziniik sziirkétdl a barna kiilonbozo
arnyalataig terjed, nem ritkan foltosak. Ezzel szem-
ben gyakran diszitették Oket, kizarolag plasztikus
elemekkel: vizszintes benyomkodésos sorok a perem
alatt, peremen vagy bordan; biitykok és 1écdiszek je-
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lennek meg rajtuk leggyakrabban, amelyek koziil a
kiemelked6knek az edény megfogasaban, konnyebb
megtartdsaban is szerepe lehetett. Ezek nem csak 6n-
magukban allhatnak, gyakran egyszerre tobb ilyen
elem is megjelenik rajtuk (biityok és lécdisz, biitydk
¢s vizszintes benyomkodasos sor stb.). A benyomko-
das torténhetett ujjal (6. kép 29), korommel (6. kép
30), illetve a bevagdosas is megjelenhet a bordakon
¢és peremeken (6. kép 30). A biitykok kozott eléfor-
dulnak egyszeriiek (6. kép 1), csucsosak (6. kép 2),
vizszintesek (6. kép 7), ujjal benyomott kozepliek
¢és két-, vagy tobbosztatuak is (6. kép 4, 5, 14). A
kétosztatu biitykdk a kora vaskor korai szakaszaban
jelenhettek meg a siktelepeken, és LT A kornyezetben
is eléfordulnak még a hangsulyosan elvalasztott kép-
visel6i (GAL-MoLNAR 2004, 221-222, 31. t. 10, 33.
t. 6). Harmas (két ujjbenyomassal osztott) biityokre
példa pl. Vaszar-Porosréten talalhato a szakirodalom-
ban (MitHAY 1980, 56, 4. kép 2, 4). A vizszintesen
korbefutd bordak lehettek diszitetlenek (6. kép 14),
vagy benyomkodott, bevagdosott sorral ellatottak (6.
kép 15-17). Helyi jellegzetességnek szamit a talpbol
vizszintesen kinyulo ,talpi tdmasztobiityok”, ami
szintén lehet egyszerti (6. kép 11), osztott (6. kép 12),
vagy harmas osztasu is (6. kép 13).

Profil tekintetében harom f6 tipus kiilonboztet-
heté meg: egyenes peremi, hord6 alaka (behajlo
peremtl), és ives profili fazekak. Dontd tobbsé-
giikk 15-25 cm-es perematmérdvel rendelkezik, az
ennél nagyobbak a méretesebb hombarokhoz (pl.
5. kép 15, 16) tartozhattak. Mennyiség alapjan (a
meghatarozhat6é darabok alapjan) egyenes peremii-
bol talalhato a legkevesebb, hordo alakiibol — ame-
lyek Hallstatt-kor masodik felében valnak igazan
elterjedté (GAL—MoOLNAR 2004, 184; WoLLAk 1979,
54) — mar tobb, ives profilubdl (amelyek a legna-
gyobb variabilitast is mutatjak) pedig kétszerannyi
keriilt el6, mint a masik két kategoriabol egyiitt. A
szitula formaju fazekak (5. kép 11) nem tartoznak a
keleti Hallstatt siktelepek leggyakoribb edénytipu-
sai koz¢, de néhany példajuk ezeken is megfigyel-
hetd, pl. Wien-Oberlaa (RanseEDER 2006, 54, Taf. 5,
3), Gottlesbrunn (GrieL 2004, Taf. 46, 10), Horn
(GrieBL 1997, Taf. 53, 4) vagy Kalsdorf lel6helyén
(TreFENGRABER 2005, Taf. 58, 1). Példai megtalalha-
tok dunantuli halomsirokban is, mint Mesteri (LAz-
AR 1951, XXVI. t. 4; XXVII. t. 2), Kismez06 (LAzAR
1951, XXX. t. 2e) és Szazhalombatta-Szazhalom
(Horprort 1985, 45, 49, 8. kép 3, 12. kép) esetében.
Eldszor a Ha C folyaman tlintek fel, és megfigyelhe-

tok egészen a korszak végéig (RANSEDER 2006, 297).
Ezekhez tartozik az a — valoszintileg korongon is
megforgatott — darab, amelynek a vallanal élesebb
torés figyelhet6 meg, amin vizszintes benyomkoda-
sos sor fut végig (5. kép 12), és amely tipus a Ha
D3-LT A id6szakra jellemz6 (GAL-MoOLNAR 2004,
184; MoLNAR—FARkAs 2011, 46). Egy er6sebben
kihajtott perem, biityokkel ellatott toredék (5. kép
14) formai parhuzamait Malleiten magaslati telepén
lehet a legnagyobb szamban megtalalni (KLEMM
1996, 203, Taf. 8, 4.3). Az edénytipusokat bemutato
abran szereplo talfazék pedig egy, a fazekak anya-
gahoz hasonld, am a behuzott peremi talak alakja
felé kozelitd alacsony, atmeneti forma (5. kép 6).

Kupos nyaku edények (5. kép VII.)

A kupos nyaku edények (Kegelhalsgefdfie) a
Hallstatt-kultara jellegzetes edénytipusai — gyak-
ran megjelennek sirmellékletként, és telepfelta-
rasokon sem szamitanak ritka leletnek. Formai
kialakitdsuk hagyomanyai a késé bronzkori urna-
mez0s iddszakbol szarmaznak, bar aranyaik ekkor
meég eltérnek a kora vaskori edényekétdl (PATeEx
1968, Taf. IV). C. Dobiat 6t alaptipusukat hataroz-
ta meg (Dosiar 1980, 67, Abb. 8), amelyek rela-
tiv idérendi tablajabol kitlinik, hogy az S-profilu
talakhoz hasonloan ezek aranyai is a magasabb
nyak, dsszenyomottabb has iranyaba fejlédnek a
sulm-volgyi temetkezéseken beliil a Ha C1-DlI
fazisokban (Dosiat 1980, 69, Abb. 9). Ugyanez
a tendencia PoStela magaslati telepén is megfi-
gyelhetd (TErzAaN 1990, 31, 1/1, 3; 33, 2/1, 5; 34,
3/1). Balatonboglar-Berekre-dtilé teleprészletén
talalhato példa alacsonyabb és magasabb nyaku
valtozatokra is (5. kép 33-35) — ezek koziil a két
véglet egy objektumbol keril eld (5. kép 33, 35).
Szajatmérdik altalaban 15-25 cm kozott mozog-
nak, anyaguk a finomtol a kozepes durvasaguig
terjed, sziniik a legtobb esetben fekete, diszitések
koziil a grafitozas, blityok, fliggéleges hasi borda
¢s V alakt, ferde vagy cikkcakk alaku, besimitott
vonalkoteg jelenik meg rajtuk.

A cikkcakk-motivum elsdsorban a keleti
Hallstatt-kultura idészakanak elsd felében népsze-
ri (GrieBL 2004, 193; ScHNEIDHOFER 2010, 292;
Dosiar 1980, 134). A 6. kép 37. darabnal pedig a
V alaku bekarcolt vonalakkal ,,korbearkolt” biityok
az, ami tobb helyen is elsésorban a késé urname-
z0s, és kora hallstatti, kupos nyaku edényeken tii-
nik fel.> Az egyik peremen vizszintes besimitott



158

Jiky A.

savok is lathatok (6. kép 35), egy masik toredéken
pedig a has vizszintes sikozasa figyelhetd meg (6.
kép 28). Mindkét jellegzetesség (amelyek gyakran
fordulnak el egy edényen) tobb kutatd vélemé-
nye szerint is urnamezds hagyomanynak tekint-
heté (Kemenczer 1974, 11; Griesr 2004, 175), am
Ch. Ranseder felhivja a figyelmet arra, hogy a Ha
D temetkezésekben is megfigyelhet6 még — foleg
a keleti Hallstatt-kor délkeleti részén jellemzo ez
a diszitésmod (RANSEDER 2006, 292). Egy példaja
megtalalhatd Sé-Doberdd késé hallstatti telepén
is (GAL-MoLNAR 2004, 193, 10. t. 2). Egy masik
plasztikus elem a has alsé felén kiképzett kiallo bii-
tyok (6. kép 9). C. Dobiat a legkorabbi kupos nyaku
tipusok kozott abrazolja ezt a diszitésmddot (DoBiaT
1980, 69, Abb. 9), és tobb helyen olyan késé urna-
mez0s hagyomanyu formakkal egyiitt fordul eld,
mint a konikus hastorésii csésze (DoBiat 1980, Taf.
62), vagy profilalt peremi tal (MoLNAR 2006, 229,
9. t.). Erdekes még egy, a csticsaval lefelé 4116 ha-
romszog alakd, hosszikas biityok (6. kép §), ami-
nek parhuzamat egy sulm-volgyi, legkorabbi fazi-
su (késé urnamezds—hallstatti atmenetre keltezett)
sirban (DoBiat 1980, Taf. 14, 2), Szazhalombattan
(Horprort 1985, 51, 14. kép 7), de a kora vaskor ma-
sodik felében — Sé-Doberd6 La Tene id6szak elejére
datalt telepén is meg lehetett figyelni (GAL—MOLNAR
2004, 217, 24. t. 2). A peremek sikozasa, facettalasa
(6. kép 27) ugyancsak kés6 bronzkori hagyomany
lehet, a sulm-volgyi halmokban a legkorabbi fazis
(Ha B—C1) sajatja.

Talpas talak (5. kép VIII.)

A balatonboglari kora vaskori teleprészleten fel-
szinre kertilt néhany talpcso is, amik gazdagon diszi-
tett talhoz, csészéhez tartozhattak (pl. 5. kép 36). Fel-
s0 résziik azonban nem maradt meg, a talforma nem
megallapithato. Eléfordulasuk elsdsorban Ausztria
keleti részén és Magyarorszagon, Ha C kort teme-
tokben jellemzd (RaNSeDER 2006, 281). Telepen ke-
vés parhuzamat lehet megfigyelni ennek az aljkikép-
zésnek; egy példaja Wien-Oberlaa lelohelyén keriilt
elé (Ranseper 2006, 208, Taf. 79, 12—13).

Egyéb formak (5. kép 1X.)

Késo hallstatti diszitésmodnak tartja a kutatas a
talak, kapos nyaku edények oldalanak beliilrdl tor-
ténd kinyomasat (bucchero), amit egy objektumban
sikeriilt megfigyelni a balatonboglari teleprészleten
(5. kép 43; 6. kép 41) — az azonban nem eldonthe-

t0, hogy ez a darab alacsony vagy magas formahoz
tartozott-e. Parhuzamai elsésorban késo hallstatti si-
rokban és telepeken fordulnak elé,* am nagyfeliileti
asatasokon, igy Vat-Bodon tablan (MoLNAR—FARKAS
2011, 45, 47, 2. abra 2, 5) és Wien-Oberlaa lel6he-
lyén (RanseDER 2006, Taf. 40, 4) Ha C2-D1 siktelepi
kornyezetben is feltiintek példai, igy megjelenésével
mar a Ha D1 periddusban szamolhatunk — a Sulm-
volgyben is Ha D1 koru sirban lathatok talpcsdves
valtozatai (DoBiat 1980, Taf. 56, 4, 6-7).

Hordozhat¢ tizhelyeknek (pyraunoi) tobb darab-
jat is sikertilt megfigyelni a berekre-diiléi Hallstatt te-
leprészleten. Egymashoz igen hasonlo, szlirkésbarna
szinl, szebben elsimitott feliiletli keramiatargyakrol
van sz6, amelyek alsé részét egy nyilassal, valamint
tobb, kisebb szell6zdlyukkal torték at, legkdnnyeb-
ben tehat ezekrdl lehet felismerni az oldaltdredékek
kozott (5. kép 37). A hordozhato tlizhelyek példai
tobb, Ha C2—-D1 fazisra keltezhet6 hallstatti siktelep-
6l sem hianyoznak a keleti Hallstatt-korben.

A balatonboglari Hallstatt teleprészletr6l egy
tobb, apro lyukkal atfurt oldalu és alja, 8 cm aljatmé-
r6jl szlirbedény toredéke is napvilagot latott (5. kép
40). A kora vaskori siktelepeken altalaban megfigyel-
het6 ez a lelettipus.®

El6fordultak olyan toredékek is, amelyek korong-
hoz hasonlitanak, és a szakirodalomban agyagkorong
(Tonplatte), siitétanyér (Backteller), vagy siit6lap
(Backplatte) néven szerepelnek. Balatonboglaron
eléfordult egyszerti lapos (5. kép 42), peremes (5. kép
41) és talpas valtozata is, amelyek mas kora vaskori
telepen is megtalalhatok, nem egyszer benyomkodott
sorral, cikkcakk motivumokkal diszitve.” Peremmel
ellatott lapos talak késébb, LT A2 illetve B2—C1 te-
lepeken is eléfordulnak a Dunanttilon (B. SzoLLosI
2013, 33, Fig. 5, 1.2.6; GAL—MoLNAR 2004, 218, PL
25,9).

Az agyagkanalak (Tonldffel) nem tipikus leletei
a hallstatti lel6helyeknek; Balatonboglaron az 1097.
objektumbol kertilt el6 egy darab (5. kép 38). Habar
ennek a példanynak a belsd feliiletén erre utalo nyom
nem talalhato, efféle agyagkanalak megfelel6 nyele-
z¢st kovetden a bronzdntésben jatszhattak szerepet.

Talan kettds edényhez (Doppelgefif3) tartozott az a
nehezen értelmezhetd toredék, amely egy ilyen tipust
keramia edények kozti 6sszekotd részének darabja le-
hetett (5. kép 38). Az igen specidlis tipusnak f6leg te-
metkezésekbdl ismertek példai. Az egyik sulm-volgyi
halomsirban talalt kettds edény egy Ha D1-re keltezett
egylittesbol kertilt elé (Dopiar 1980, Taf. 52, 5), de
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Sopron-Burgstall egy kora hallstatti sirjabol is ismert
egy darab (Patek 1972, 210, 6. kép 12).

Tobb miniatlir edény is eldkeriilt a balatonbog-
lari teleprészlet feldolgozéasa soran (5. kép 45-48).
Az 5. kép 45. darab egészben megmaradt, durvabb
talfazekat, vagy fazekat mintaz, amelyen megfigyel-
hetd a fazekakon megjelend, jellegzetes osztott, vagy
szarvas blityok. Egy masik, 5. kép 47. edény egy
kis fedd, amely bar eltort, csaknem minden darabja
megmaradt, kozeli parhuzama Keszthely-Arpad t-
rol ismert (HorvATH 2014, 77, Fig. 10, 13). Az 5. kép
44, darab oldalkiképzése a cisztakat idézi, ezért lehet,
hogy egy miniatiir cisztaval van dolgunk, bar a mére-
te alapjan gyakorlatban hasznalt ivoedény is lehetett.
Ilyen, formajukkal fémvodroket idézd, vizszintesen
tagolt oldalu agyagcisztak kis mennyiségben és mé-
retben, de eléfordulnak a kora Hallstatt telepeken,®
példaikkal az egész korszak folyaman talalkozhatunk
(RANSEDER 2006, 296). Egy masik, er6sen kérdéses
rendeltetésti darab az 5. kép 48. sotétbarna, nagyon
vékony falu, alul 3, feliil 5,5 cm atméréjii edény. Na-
gyon rossz megtartasu, fala rétegesen lepattogzott.
Pereme ¢s alja sincs meg teljesen, az aljan talan talp-
cso is lehetett. A miniatiir edények megjelenése nem
egyedi jelenség a kora vaskori telepeken, altalaban
fedat, talakat, kis fazekakat és kipos nyak( edénye-
ket mintaznak.’

Agyagtargyak

Az agyagnehezék a kora vaskori siktelepek gyako-
ri lelettipusa, a feldolgozott balatonboglari telep-
részleten 67 esetben fordult elé. Minden esetben
csonkagulat formaznak, am ezen beliil vannak maga-
sabb (pl. 7. kép 2-3) és kisebb (7. kép 1) valtozataik
is. Altalaban finom anyagbol késziiltek és ki is éget-
hették dket. A torott példanyok mellett szamos egész-
ben megmaradt darabbal is szamolhatunk. Fels6 har-
madukban talalhatd lyuk segitségével akaszthattak
fel oket, hogy igy fliggd nehezékként szolgaljanak,
valoszintileg szovoszékeken; igy ez a lelettipus a szo-
vés tevékenységének egyik fo indikatora. Diszitésiik-
re a kora vaskorban a tetejiikon megjelend X-et, vagy
keresztet formazo karc a legjellemzobb (7. kép 1),
de a berekre-diil6i teleprészleten elokertilt a tetején
plasztikus gerezdekkel (7. kép 3), és ujjbenyomasos
ponttal (7. kép 2) diszitett valtozata is.'

A kora vaskori siktelepeken foly6 szovetkészités
masik jelz6i az orsogombok, amelybdl a balatonbog-
lari kora vaskori teleprészleten 23 darab keriilt eld.

Valtozatos alakuak és diszitéstek: talalhaté gom-
bolyded (7. kép 8), kupos (7. kép 4), lapos (7. kép
5), kettos konikus (7. kép 6) €s kiipos nyakt edények
formajat idéz0, kannelurazott hast darab is koztiik
(7. kép 7),"" amivel teljes mértékben beleillenck a
lelettipus kora vaskorra jellemz6é megjelenési formai
kozé. Kronologiai sorrendet azonban még a jol kel-
tezhetd temetkezések anyaganak segitségével sem
lehet a lelettipuson beliil felallitani, ahol egyébként
a noi sirokban jellemzoéek (REBAY 2006, 112; DOBIAT
1980, 107). A szovés-fonas tevékenységéhez kdthetd
targyak sorat gyarapitja egy kis agyag spulni is (7.
kép 9).

Paticsdarab is szamos kertilt el6 a berekre-diil6i
teleprészlet objektumaibol, amik még selejtezés utan
is a leletanyag 8,63%-4t tették ki. A sok meghataroz-
hatatlan agyagdarab kozott akadtak egyik oldalon
sima tapasztasok, ,,vakolatok” — az egyikben cse-
répdarab is lathato (7. kép 13) —, vessz6lenyomatos
(7. kép 12) és falenyomatos (7. kép 11) paticsok is,
hasonléan a Sopron-Krauteckeren eldkeriilt darabok-
hoz (Jerem et al. 2001, 182, Fig. 5).

Faunalis eredetii targyak

Az allatcsontbol késziilt targyak a berekre-diiléi kora
vaskori teleprészlet leletanyaganak 0,32%-4t, a kagy-
16k, csigak a 0,87%-at tették ki. A kora vaskori telep-
részleten feldolgozott objektumokbdl leggyakrabban
kihegyezett csontarak kertiltek el6 (pl. 7. kép 19) —az
1253. objektumbdl eldkertilt halcsont is birhatott ha-
sonlo6 funkcidval (7. kép 20).

Erdekes darab egy félkorivesen meghajlo csont
lap, amelyen kettos atfuras, illetve az egyik szélén
kicsit eltolva ugyanolyan tavolsagban egymastol két
befaragas figyelheté meg — mintha zsineg vezetésére
szolgéaltak volna (7. kép 22).

A 1105. godorben egy atfurt astragalus csontot
is talaltak (7. kép 21), amelyhez t6bb hasonld volt
megtalalhaté Halimba-Cseres 1. sirjaban (eredetileg
Ossze lehettek fiizve, PATEK 1993, 88, Abb. 68, 1-21),
illetve a regdlyi halomsirbol is szamos darab latott
napvilagot (SzaBo-Fekete 2014, 35, 37, 8. t. 9.27—
28; 10.t. 10.29-31).

A balatonboglari hallstatti objektumokban csigak,
de legfoképpen kagylohéjak is nagy szamban fordul-
tak el6; utobbiakat minden bizonnyal fogyasztasi cél-
bal gylijtottek, és utdna a haztartasi szemét részeként
kerliltek az objektumokba. Egy csigahéjat (7. kép 15)
¢és tobb kagylohéjat azonban egy, vagy két lyukkal
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7. kép Agyag, ko, és faunalis eredetl targyak valogatasa Balatonboglar—Berekre-diilé kora vaskori teleprészleté-
nek objektumaibol. I: Szovoszéknehezékek; II: Orsogombok; III: Spulni; IV: Paticsok; V: Kéeszkdzok; VI: Csiga,
kagyld; VII: Csont targyak.

Fig. 7 Examples of objects from the Early Iron Age features of the processed section in Balatonboglar-Berekre-diild.
I: Loom weights; II: Spindle whorls; III: Spool; IV: Burnt daub fragments; V: Stone objects; VI: Shells;

VII: Bone objects.
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atfurtak, amelyek egy zsineggel atfiizve dekorativ fii-
zért, lancot alkothattak (7. kép 16).

Koeszkozok

A keramiatoredékeken kiviil a paticsok utan kovek-
bol keriilt el6 a legtdbb a balatonboglari kora vaskori
teleprészleten (a leletanyag 5,6%-a). Orlékébél (pl.
7. kép 14), illetve marokkébol (pl. 7. kép 17) kevés
biztosan megallapithatd darab kertilt eld. Csiszolt ko
is talalhato, a téredékek alapjan azonban nehéz meg-
allapitani, hogy kéeszk6zhoz tartoztak-e, és ha igen,
milyen formajuhoz (pl. 7. kép 18). Talan a kdeszko-
70k koz¢ sorolhatd néhany kavics is, amelyek sima
felsziniikkel a keramiaedények felszinének elsimita-
sara, fényezésre szolgalhattak.

Habar nem szoros értelemben vett kdeszkoz, as-
vanyi eredete miatt ide tartozik az 1042. objektumbol
elokeriilt grafitrdg is (7. kép 10), aminek felszinén
hasznalati nyomok lathatok, mintha rajzoltak, sati-
roztak volna vele; valdszintileg grafitos keramidk di-
szitésére hasznaltak.

Ertékelés

A kora vaskori siktelepeken beliili finomkronologia
létrehozasa tobb szempontbol is problémas, és sokkal
nehézkesebb, mint egy temetd esetében. A hétkoz-
napi hasznalatra szant edények formai és diszitései
igen idotalloak, lassan valtoznak, az aktualis divatra
gyorsabban reagalo ¢kszerek, fémtargyak pedig igen
ritkan keriilnek el6 telepiilési kontextusban. A lelet-
anyag parhuzamai korvonalazzak, hogy a telepnek
ezen a feldolgozott részén a Hallstatt-kor els6 felé-
nek-kozepének (Ha C2-D1) anyagaval taldlkozha-
tunk elsdsorban. A teleprészleten csekély szamban
eléfordulo fémanyag is ezt a keltezést tamasztja ala:
a bronzgomb parhuzamai csak kora hallstatti lel6-
helyeken talalhatok, a fibulatii-téredék pedig egy
szintén ebben a korszakban elterjedt csonak- vagy
ivfibuldhoz tartozhatott. Az 1260. objektumban talalt
bronztli egy korai, urnamez6s hagyomanyu darab,
amely el6forduldsa a kora vaskorra is atnyulik, am
az is lehetséges, hogy egy korabbi objektumbdl (pl.
az altala metszett 1379-b6l) keriilt ennek anyagaba.
A keramiaanyagban a kronologiailag érzékenyebb
jellemzok, és a stratigrafiai adatok alapjan is érzékel-
hetd, hogy hosszi1 id6n keresztiil hasznaltak a telepet;
emellett a telepiilés esetleges tobbszori ujjaépitésére
utal az objektumokban gyakori hamus-paticsos ré-

tegekbol kovetkezd egykori tlizvészek lehetdsége.
Ahhoz azonban tul sok a bizonytalansag, hogy a
legtobb objektumrol kénnyen eldonthetd legyen, a
telep életén beliil melyik fazishoz tartozik. Ilyesfajta
fazisok meghatarozasa azért sem keriilt még sor, mert
egyrészt a multban sem egyszerre, horizontszertien
ashattak ki az objektumokat, masrészt a telep teljes
feldolgozéasa szdmos 11j informdaciot adhat még pl. te-
lepen beliili fiatalabb-iddsebb lakorészek vonatkoza-
saban. Néhany kronologiara érzékenyebb tipus vagy
diszités megléte, illetve hianya egy objektumon beliil
azonban kijellheti az arra alkalmas objektumok rela-
tiv idérendi helyét a feldolgozott teleprészleten beliil,
amit a 8. kép 1. abran a sziirke kiilonb6zd arnyalatai
érzékeltetnek. Egészen korai jellemzének szamit pl.
a késo bronzkorban elterjedt sikozas (6. kép 26-28),
vagy az ives ¢és profilalt oldalu fiiles talak jelenléte (5.
kép 24, 26); az erésen kihajloé perem talak (5. kép
19) elterjedésének sulypontja a Ha C periddusra esik;
a korbearkolt biitykok (6. kép 37), besimitott cikk-
cakk-motivumok (6. kép 34, 36), enyhén kanneltras
peremek és oldalak (6. kép 22, 23, 25), kettds biityok
(6. kép 4, 14), kiugro hasu tal (5. kép 20), buccheros
diszités (6. kép 41) a Ha C2-D1 telepek jellemz6i a
Dunantulon; mig a kiugro vallu szitulak (5. kép 12)
¢és a korongolas megjelenése a késo hallstatti telepe-
ken gyakori. A spektrum jol lathatéan terjed a még
késd bronzkori edénytipusokat is tartalmazd 1307.
(amit a késobbi 1005. épitmény metsz) és 1111. god-
r0ktol (5. kép 24, 26, 27) a szamtalan, néhol egymast
is metsz6, keramiaanyaguk szerint a Ha C2-D1 fazi-
sokba jol beilleszthetd struktardkon keresztiil azokig
az objektumokig, amelyek korongolt edénytoredéket
is tartalmaztak. A teleprészlet északi részén talalhato
1005. és 1084, valamint a délnyugati részen siirQ-
s06d6 1253, 1254, 1256, 1265, 1268, 1279. és 1440.
objektumokbol altalaban egy-egy olyan toredék is
elokertilt, amelyeken korongolas nyomai is felfedez-
hetdek voltak. Az objektumok esetében feltételezet-
jik a leletanyag kevertségét is, am a balatonboglari
lel6helyen egy régebbi feltarasbol szarmazo, Alfold-
csoporthoz tartozé temetdkben gyakran eléfordulo, '
szkita jellegti, (lassu)korongolt tal (Hont et al. 1988,
VIL t. 2) felhivja a figyelmet arra, hogy keleti kap-
csolatok utjan a késé vaskornal kordbban is megje-
lenhettek magukon korong nyomat visel6 edények a
Dunantulon. Egy kés6 hallstatti fazis megléte azon-
ban egyelére még nem zarhato ki a telepen, hiszen
pl. az 1266-0s épitményt metsz6 1268. objektumbol
szintén egy (valdsziniileg korongon is megforgatott)
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8. kép Balatonboglar-Berekre-diilé. A: Relativ kor (a sotétebb fiatalabb) és kapcsolatok. Kitdltés nélkiili objektum:
kor szerint nem besorolhato; Folyamatos vonal: kapcsolat a leletanyagban; Szaggatott vonal: bizonytalan kapcsolat;
B: Paticsok elterjedése. V: vesszélenyomatos; F: falenyomatos; C: Szovés fonas eszkozeinek elterjedése;

C: Egyéb eszk6zok elterjedése.

Fig. 8 Balatonboglar-Berekre-dal6. A: Relative age (darker is younger), and connected features. Unfilled features:
undefined dating; Continuous line: connection in the material; Dotted line: uncertain connection; B: Spread of burnt
daub fragments. V: wattle impression; F: lumber impression; C: Spread of objects connected with weaving;

D: Spread of other tools.
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szitula formaju edény téredékei is napvilagot lattak
(5. kép 12), amely tipus viszont a késé Hallstatt—kora
La Te¢ne lel6helyekre jellemz6.'

A telepen folytatott életmod tekintetében a ren-
delkezésre allo tér, az objektumok, ¢és a targyak
hasznalatdnak moddjai, vagyis a telepen folyo te-
vékenységek, és az ennek keretet add haztartasok
problematikaja johet széba. A Balatonboglar-
Berekre-diilén hasznalt kerdmidk zome minden
bizonnyal a telepen, helyi nyersanyagbol késziilt,
¢s a haztartasok hétkdznapi hasznalataban allt, az
¢lelmiszerekkel kapcsolatban (tarolas, ételkészi-
tés, talalas). Az 1042. objektumban talalt grafitrog
(7. kép 10) a diszitésiikre szolgalhatott, és az ége-
téshez sziikséges kemencék is a rendelkezésiikre
alltak. A fazekakat elsdsorban tarolasra és ételké-
szitésre hasznalhattak (habar kozvetlen tliznek ki-
tettségre utald koromnyom egyiken sem fedezhetd
fel), a talakat pedig az étkezés soran, amelyek ko-
ziil a behtuzott peremiiek inkabb ételhez (behuzott
peremen keresztiil nehezebb folyadékot kidnteni),
az S-profiltiak pedig italfogyasztashoz voltak al-
kalmasabbak (kisebb atlagos méret, fiilek el6for-
dulasa alapjan). Az ételkészitéssel kapcsolatban
fontos kiemelni a hordozhaté tiizhelyeket, és a
nagy szamban eléfordulo fedok siitéharangként
valo hasznélatat, amelyek a siitdlapokkal egytitt
lepények, tésztak, vagy akar hus elkészitésére is
alkalmasak lehettek. A siitéharangok tobb korban
is egy jellegzetesen dél-eurdpai étkezési kultara-
hoz tartozo eszkoznek szamitottak (Viba 2011,
813-817, 1-3, 5, 8-9. térkép); Vida T. gylijtése
alapjan a késdbronzkor-koravaskor idején is a Dél-
Dunantul vonalaig szamolhatunk a tipussal (Vipa
2011, 743-744). Ezt tamasztja ala az is, hogy kora
vaskori teleprél ennek a durva kialakitasu, fiiles
edénytipusnak elsésorban a Dunantultol délre, dél-
nyugatra talalhatok meg a parhuzamai.

Az objektumok koziil a szabalytalan alaku,
nagy godorkomplexumokat (amelyek féleg a fel-
dolgozott teleprészlettél keletre helyezkednek
el, 1. kép 3) agyagnyerés céljabol; a kerek szaju,
egyenes oldalu vagy méhkas alaku vermeket pedig
a megfeleld bélelés és fedés utan a javak tdrolasa-
ra, vagy egyenesen a haztartasi hulladék eltavoli-
tasara nyithattak.

Osszeill cserepek alapjan felrajzolt klaszter két
helyen korvonalazodik csak, egyik a teleprészlet
délnyugati sarkaban lathat6é az 1266. épiilet koriil,
de az északon levo 1005. épitmény is hasonld egy-

séget képezhetett (8. kép 1). A teleprészleten ob-
jektumonként abrazolt, a szorodast és mennyiségi
kiilonbségeket jelzd abrakon is stirisodést mutatnak
itt a leletek (8. kép 2—4). Ezek alapjan az iiresen
hagyott rész keleti oldalan is korvonalazodik egy
egység, az 1097. és 1322. négyszdgletes objektum
koril, bar elébbinek nem volt megfigyelhetd padlo-
ja, és méretben is alulmuljak a masik kettét. A pa-
ticsok, koztiik a vessz6- és falenyomatos darabok
szintén a fent emlitett helyek koriil stirisodnek, igy
mindenképpen fabol késziilt és vesszéfonatos struk-
turakkal kell szamolnunk a kora vaskori telepen (8.
kép 2). A coloplyukak hianya felszini, talan geren-
das kialakitasu épitményeket sejtet (pl. RANSEDER
2006, 242, Abb. 29-30). Tartbéoszlop az 1266. ko-
zepén, ¢és az 1279. struktura két oldalan volt meg-
figyelhet6, amelyek talan olyan felmend falu épit-
ményhez tartoztak, amilyet a Sopron-Krauteckeren
elokeriilt 270. haz alapjan rekonstrualtak (JEREM et
al. 2001, 176, Fig. 2). Véleményem szerint nemcsak
mithelyként miikodhettek ezek az épitmények (NE-
METH 2007, 36), hanem a nagyobb méretii, 1005. és
1266. objektum lakohazként is értelmezhetd.

A szovés-fonas eszkdzeihez a nehezékek és
az orsogombok, az egyéb eszkdzok kozé pedig a
csontarak, érlokovek, fényes felszinli kavicsok (ke-
ramidk fényezéséhez), agyagkanal sorolhat6 be (8.
kép 3-4). A feldolgozott teleprészleten eldkertilt
hallstatti objektumokbol minimalis mennyiségii sa-
laktoredék is szarmazik, valamint az agyagkanal, és
a feldolgozatlan részrdl szarmazo szamos mas, még
nem publikalt bizonyiték (pl. egy ontéforma) jelen-
léte is valdszintsiti, hogy fémmiivesség, bronzon-
tés is folyt a balatonboglari kora vaskori telepen.
Ezek alapjan a kiilonb6z6 munkakat az iires tértol
¢szakra, délre és keletre is végezhették; a kisebb,
gazdasagi éplletnek tekintheté 1097, de kiilondsen
a 1260. objektum pedig szovohelyként is értelmez-
het6. Az liresen hagyott tér, és a koriilotte elhelyez-
kedo épililetek nem értelmezhetok tehat egy tele-
ptilésen beliili, specializalt miihelykorzetként, nem
lehet ugyanis a kiilonallo tevékenységeket egy-egy
konkrét épiilethez kotni — sokkal inkabb haztartasi
szintli munkavégzéssel szamolhatunk a telepen.

Osszegzés
A Balatonboglar-Berekre-diilén részben feltart kora

vaskori telepet egy nagyobb kiterjedésti faluként
hatarozhatjuk meg, amelyhez nagysagban Erd-
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Hossz0foldek leléhelye allhat legkdzelebb a Du-
nantulon feltart, hasonl6 kort és tipusu leléhelyek
koziil (TOTH-VASARHELYI 2008, 52). Horvath L. a
Letenye-Egyedutan talalhatdo 19 objektumbol allo
megtelepedést egy kisebb falunak, majorsagnak irta
le (HorvATH 2012, 134), de hasonl6, kisebb tanya-
szerl telepiilést feltételeznek Lébény-Magasmarton
is (Durkovic 2007, 14). A kor nyilt telepiiléseinek
tehat tobbféle tipusa létezhetett.

Az objektum-, és keramiatipusok sorra vételébdl
kideriil, hogy a balatonboglari Hallstatt siktelep a
legtdbb jellemzot tekintve jol beleillik a Dunantal,
illetve a keleti Hallstatt-kor hasonlo lel6helyeinek
soraba. Az edények tipusainak és diszitésmodjai-
nak kapcsolatai a Dunantul, valamint Kelet-Auszt-
ria és a délkelet-alpi vidék felé mutatnak. Erdemes
kiemelni, hogy a berekre-diiléi hallstatti siktelep
leletanyaganak legkozelebbi rokona — foldrajzi ko-
zelsége miatt valosziniileg nem véletleniil — a Zala
megyei Letenye-Egyedutan feltart leldhely (Hor-
VATH 2012).

A Hallstatt teleprészlet idorendi sulypontja a Ha
C2-D1 periddusra tehetd, a leletanyag alapjan azon-
ban nem zarhato ki egy korabbi (Ha C1), illetve egy
kés6i, Ha D23 fazis megléte sem. Utdbbira — egy-

Jegyzetek

1 A leléhely kora vaskori anyagéanak feldolgozasara és
kozlésére adott engedélyért és a timogatasaért ezaton
is szeretnék kdszonetet mondani dr. Honti Szilvianak.

2 Szazhalombatta-Szazhalom: Horrort 1985, 50,
13. kép 1; Vaszar-Porosrét: MitHay 1980, 56, 4.
kép 9; Somldévasarhely: Patex 1993, 76, Abb. 56,
6; Halimba-Cseres: Patex 1993, 89, Abb. 69, 20;
Nagydém-Ko6zéprépaspuszta: Nagy 1939, 42, 4. kép
12a; Csonge: LAzAr 1955, XXXI, 2, 5, 17; Sopron-
Burgstall: Patek 1976, 20, 15. kép; Lovaszpatona-
Kishalom: MitHAy 1983, 57, 4. kép 16; Mesteri:
LAzAr 1951, XXVIIL t. 1, legfelsé edény kozépen;
Janoshaza: LAzAr 1955, XXXI. t. 17; Tatabanya-Do-
zsakert: GRoma 2013, VIIIL. t. 5; METZNER-NEBELSICK
2002, 141, Abb.55.

3 Sulm-volgy: Dosiat 1980, 69, Abb. 9; Hegyfalu:
MOoLNAR 2006, 229, 9. t. 1; Vaszar-Porosrét: MiTHAY
1980, 59, 6. kép 9; Gyoérjbarat-Nagybarat: PATEK
1993, 109, Abb. 88, 6-10; Siitt6-Sancfoldek: V. Va-
DAsz 1983, 33, 13. kép; Nagydém-Kozéprépaspuszta:
NaGy 1939, 44, 1. t. 1, 3, 12; Halimba-Cseres: PATEK
1993, 91, Abb. 71, 18; Sopron-Burgstall: PATEk 1982,

elére — kevés adat utal csak, a korongolt keramiada-
rabok mellett els6sorban a feldolgozott teleprészle-
ten kiviil es6 objektumok anyagabol (JAxy 2016).

A Dunantul déli része a magyarorszagi Hallstatt-
kutatas egyik kevésbé ismert teriilete, amelyrdl né-
hany koran felfedezett, nagyobb jelentdségii lel-
hely utan — mint pl. Nagyberki-Szalacska (ROMER
1878, 115—-121; KemeNnczer 1973; KEMENCZEI 1974;
KEemENczer 1975; KeMeENczer 1976), vagy Pécs-Ja-
kabhegy (Torok 1950; MarRAz 1978; MarAZ 1979;
METZNER-NEBELSICK 2002, 190-194) — az utobbi
években folytatott nagyberuhdzasokhoz kapcsolo-
do leletmentések jelenetds Uj eredményeket hoztak
a kultura sik telepiiléseivel kapcsolatban; Letenye-
Egyeduta (HorvATH 2012), Szajk-Szajki szantok
(GATI 2009; GATI 2014), vagy a jelen tanulmany
alapjat ado Balatonboglar lel6helyérdl.

A jovOoben remélhetdleg a Balatonboglar-
berekre-diildi kora vaskori telepiilés tobbi részleté-
nek feldolgozasaval annak belsé szerkezete, térbeli
¢s id6beli viszonyai; valamint a kdrnyéken végzett
egyeb felmérésekkel, és a kora vaskori leletanyagok
tovabbi publikalasaval, megismerésével a leldhely
tagabb, kulturalis és tarsadalmi kornyezetben elfog-
lalt helye is vilagosabba valhat.

14, Table 1/II; Tatabanya-Dézsakert: Groma 2013,
XVIIL. t. 1.

4 Sé-Doberdd: GAL—-MOLNAR 2004, 189, 6. t. 1; Sopron-
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METH 1996, 374, Abb. 6, 4; Inzersdorf-Walpersdorf:
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fécsanak: Durkovic 2015, 129, Fig. 7, 5.
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26, 1; Vat-Bodon tabla: MoLNAR—FARKAS 2011, 48,
3. abra 3; Grofmugl-Flur Todtenweg: LANTSCHNER
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Taf. 95, 831. Plasztikus gerezdek parhuzama Horn-
bol: GrieBL 1997, Taf. 92, 11.

Kupos nyak edényt formazd darabok ritkabban
fordulnak eld, pl. Nagyberki-Szalacska: KEMENCZEI
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EARLY IRON AGE SETTLEMENT SECTION FROM BALATONBOGLAR-BEREKRE-DUL®

Summery

Prior to the construction of the M7 highway in So-
mogy County, large scale excavations took place
at Balatonboglar-Berekre-dilé in 1994—1995 and
2001-2003 (Fig. 1). 1693 features were unearthed in
total, of which a great number belonged to an Early
Iron Age flat settlement. The features were densify-
ing on a north—south oriented hill along the Jamai-
creek, which provided ideal settling conditions in
the region, close to the Lake Balaton, which had a
higher surface level in the Early Iron Age (SuMEGI
et al. 2007, 250, 245. kép). The site was inhabited
in many ages, but almost half of the datable objects
were sorted to the Early Iron Age period. Because
of the amounts of the material, only a section of the
settlement was analyzed so far, within the confines
of the author’s MA-thesis at the E6tvos Lorand Uni-
versity (JAKy 2014). This paper attempts to provide
an insight of the results from this section with 60
features, which were organized around an empty
space in the northeastern part of the excavated sur-
face (Fig. 1. 4; Fig. 2).

The most common feature type are the pits of
various shapes, forms and sizes, but rectangle struc-
tures, and firing spots were also unearthed on this
settlement section (Fig. 3). The buildings were var-
ied by size from 2x2 to 5x5 meters, some of them
had observable clay floors and postholes, and most
of them were probably workshops, but the larger
ones (e.g. Feature 1005 and 1266) can also be con-
sidered as dwellings. The structure of the buildings
is not obvious to define; there were burnt daub frag-
ments from the features, that were pugged on wat-
tle (Fig. 7. 12), and timber surfaces (Fig. 7. 11) as
well. In the filling of the features, ash and burnt clay
lumps are dominant, which indicates, that a great
fire demolished the settlement once, or multiple
times during the Early Iron Age. However, cone-
shaped filling of ashes (e.g. Fig. 3/1104, 1084) can
also mean the conscious deposition of the ash, as a
household waste.

Only 4 metal objects came to light from the
60 features of the settlement section (Fig. 4): a
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small iron peace; a bronze knob, which has paral-
lels from Ha C tumulus graves from Transdanubia
(Kemenczer 1974, 9, Fig. 6. 7-8; FEkeTE 1985a,
45, Fig. 11. 10; Horport 1985, 42, Fig. 5. 1-4);
a bronze needle, that has parallels from a Late
Bronze Age grave in Balatonboglar (HonTti et al.
1988, 20, 3. kép. 2) and hoards (RiHovsky 1983,
Taf. 7-9. 113—158), but could have also been used
in the Hallstatt-period as well (Rinovsky 1983,
24); and the needle of a broken bronze fibula of
indefinable type.

The majority of the find material were ceramic
fragments, of which a wide range of forms and
decorations have been reconstructed (Fig. 5-6).
Among the hand-thrown pottery finds, there were
Late Bronze Age-style elements, as the facetted
rims (Fig. 6. 1.4), handled bowls (Fig. 5. 24, 26);
and the whole ceramic spectrum reflects that it was
originated from the traditions of the Urnfield pe-
riod. However, other characteristics, e.g. certain
types of bowls with S-profile (Fig. 6. 19-20), the
baking bell with handle (Fig. 5. 32) and decora-
tions, such as the double knobs (Fig. 6. 4, 14),
knobs with an underlining V-motif (Fig. 6. 37),
zigzag-motif (Fig. 6. 34, 36), mild cannelure (6.
kép. 22, 23, 25) and bucchero-decoration clearly
indicate, that the pottery finds of Balatonboglar-
Berekre-diilo fits well in the line of the Ha C2-D1
settlement materials of Transdanubia, Eastern-
Austria, and the Southeastern-Alpine region. Some
shards with signs of the use of the potter’s wheel
on them (e.g. a ceramic situla, Fig. 5. 12) suggest
a sporadic presence of a late Hallstatt phase on the
surface, although a Scythian-type wheel-thrown
bowl from a former excavation on this site, and
other examples from Transdanubia (Honti et al.
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1988, VII. t. 2; Kemenczer 2010, 103-104, 109,
Abb. 2. 1, Abb. 5. 10, 12, Abb. 8. 3) indicate, that
vessels made with this new method could have in-
troduced in this region before the influence of the
La Téne culture reached Southern Transdanubia.

The range of the practiced craftsmanship on the
settlement is represented by objects of weaving (Fig.
7. I-110), grinding stones (Fig. 7. 14, 17), bone awls
(e.g. Fig. 7. 19), ceramic ladle (Fig. 5. 38), and a
rubbed graphite lump (Fig. 7. 10), which could have
been used to make graphitic decorations on ceramics
(e.g. Fig. 6. 44-46). The spread of these objects (Fig.
8. 3—4) is in connection with the rectangular features,
i.e. the workshops, and supposed houses.

In conclusion, the Early Iron Age flat settlement
of Balatonboglar-Berekre-diilé was a rural settlement
of a great extent. The reviewed section with 60 fea-
tures can be sorted mainly to the Ha C2-D1 periods,
although the possibility of continuous usage from the
Late Bronze Age, therefore the presence of the Ha C1;
moreover a late, Ha C2-3 phase of sparse occurrence
(JAky 2016) cannot be excluded. However, clearly
distinguished settlement phases have not yet been de-
fined, in spite of that the contents and the density of
the features indicate a long term usage of the territory.

There is a lack in well-published, Early Iron
Age flat settlements from Southern Transdanubia,
except for Letenye-Egyeduta (HorvATH 2012), Al-
sopahok-Hévizdomb (HorvAtH 2015) and Szajk-
Szajki szantok (GATI 2009; GATi 2014), of which
Balatonboglar-Berekre-diild stands out with its di-
mensions. With the persistent process of the mate-
rial from the remaining areas, the inner structure;
spatial, temporal and cultural status of this Hall-
statt settlement will hopefully become clearer in
the future.
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NAGYBRONZ SZOBORLELETEK PANNONIABAN

Rovid attekintés

A pannoniai tartomanyokban kevés a mészkobol vagy marvanybol faragott nagyszobraszati alkotds és
gvakran miivészi kvalitasuk is alacsony. Ezzel szemben viszonylag sok nagybronz szobortéredéket isme-
riink. A tanulmany elsddleges célja, hogy roviden és elézetesen Osszefoglalja a pannoniai nagybronz szo-
borleleteirdl jelenleg rendelkezésiinkre allo informdciokat, jellemezze és meghatarozza a fobb jellegzetes-
segeiket és kiemelje a jelentdsebb darabokat.

Few monumental limestone or marble sculptures are known from the Pannonian provinces, and the few that
have been found are generally of a poor artistic quality. In contrast, a relatively high number of monumen-
tal bronze statues have been brought to light. The primary goal of this study is to briefly review the currently
available information on monumental statuary in bronze from Pannonia, to determine their distinctive
traits and to highlight the most important pieces.

Targyszavak: nagybronz szobrdszat, Pannonia, szoborbazis, csaszarszobor, depolelet, lovas szobor, bronz-
ontes, Sol

Keywords: monumental statuary, Pannonia, statue base, emperor statue, hoard, equestrian statue, bronze

casting, Sol

Bevezetés

A pannoniai tartomanyokban alacsony a mészkobol
vagy marvanybdl faragott nagyszobraszati alkotasok
szdma ¢és gyakran miivészi kvalitasa is. (Az eldke-
riilt szobrok kozott jellemzden a sir- és istenszobrok
dominalnak, csaszarszobrok alig ismertek: MRAV
2003, 343-344, 85. jegyzet). Ez a jelenség csak rész-
ben és csak egyes teriileteken (példaul az Eszakke-
let-Dunantilon) magyarazhatd a rendelkezésre allo
kéanyag szobrok szamara kevésbé alkalmas mindsé-
gével. Ezzel szemben viszonylag sok nagybronz szo-
bortoredéket ismeriink kortilbeliil harmine lel6hely-
rol, a leletek szama pedig — koszonhetden az tijabban
elokeriilt depoleleteknek — mara mar megkozelitette
az ezret. Mindez arra utal, hogy Pannonidban — mind
a varosok, mind a katonai taborok teriiletén — a kobol
faragottakkal szemben elsdsorban bronzbdl Ontott
szobrokat allithattak (TotH 1979% 108-110; a csa-
szarszobrok esetében: MrAvV 2003).

A pannoniai tartomanyok nagybronz szobor-
leleteinek hidnyzik a katalogusa és nem sziile-

tett meg a szobortdredékek atfogd értékelése sem
(csak az aquincumi [SzirmAl 1988] és az intercisai
nagybronz leletekrdl [Visy 1983], valamint a lovas
szobrokrol [MRrAv 2011] allnak rendelkezésiinkre
résztanulmanyok). Jelen tanulmany elsddleges
célja, hogy adott szempontrendszer szerint roviden
¢és eldzetesen Osszefoglalja a pannoniai nagybronz
szoborleletekrdl jelenleg rendelkezésiinkre all6 in-
formaciokat, jellemezze és meghatarozza fébb jel-
legzetességeiket ¢€s kiemelje a jelentésebb darabo-
kat.

A nagybronz szobraszati alkotasokkal kapcsola-
tos problémakat nem lehet a szobrok feliratos talap-
zataitdl fliggetleniil vizsgalni, ezért ott ahol sziiksé-
ges, kitérek a szobrok bazisaira is. A tanulmanyhoz
csatolt appendix tartalmazza a pannoniai tartoma-
nyokbol eddig ismertté valt szoborleletek listajat.

Statuae pedestres

Bar az all6 szobrok azonositasdhoz csak néhany
biztos kritériummal rendelkeziink (példaul 6lom-
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mal kiontott és 6lomcsapos labfejek, talpakon meg-
figyelhetd kivagas(ok), egyenes vagy csak enyhén
behajlitott labtartas, talapzatot érinté drapéria), az
ismert szoborbazisok tipusa és mérete alapjan a
Pannoniaban talalt nagybronz szobrok tobbsége
¢letnagysagl vagy annal nagyobb statuae pedestres
lehetett. A statuae equestres ¢és pedestres egymas-
hoz viszonyitott szamaranyat azonban nem ismer-
jik. Csak a csaszarszobrok esetében rendelkeziink
birodalmi szintii becsléssel, amely szerint ezeknek
megkdzelitleg az egynegyede lehetett lovas szobor
(HoJtE 2005, 35 fn. 54).

Csaszdrok és a birodalmi, illetve helyi elit szobrai

A nagybronz szobortoredékek azonositasa — mi-
vel nagyrészik hianyzik és a meglevo toredékek is
gyakran kisméretiieck — konkrét személlyel ritkan
lehetséges (1d. példaul III. Gordianus szobrat, ame-
lyet egy orrtdredék alapjan azonositottak: KEMKES
2008, 141-153). Kivételt képez Pannoniaban két
portrészobor: a Lugio (Dunaszekcsd) auxiliaris
castellumaban talalt Marcus Aurelius (KovAcs
1984, 89-91, PL. 44-45; Maraz 1996, 131-132;
MarAz 1997; Boruy 2009, 29-30), és a carnuntumi
canabae teriiletén eldkeriilt Severus Alexander szo-
borfej (WEBER-LEHMANN 2014, 152-153). A Mar-
cus Aureliust abrazolo, életnagysagnal nagyobb
fej a csaszar néhany példanyban fennmaradt bronz
portréinak egyike, mindsége a romai Capitoliumon
allo lovas szobranak portréjaéval vetekszik. Egy
Murselldban (Arpas-Dombifold) talalt pancéltore-
déken a pteryges egymastol viszonylag tavol he-
lyezkednek el, a zsanérok hianyoznak és a pancél
hasi részének széles zardszegélye van. Ezek alapjan
a toredék egy Hadrianus vagy kora Antoninus-kori,
¢letnagysagnal nagyobb csaszarszoborhoz tartozott
(Szonyt 1998, 9—18). A szobor kora és életnagysa-
got meghaladd mérete, valamint az elokeriilt sza-
kalltoredékek miatt nem zarhato ki annak a lehet6-
sége, hogy ebben azt a Hadrianus szobrot ismerjiik
fel, amelyet Lucius Aelius Caesar allitott adoptalo
apja tiszteletére a Hadrianus alapitotta Mursella
municipiumaban (a szobor talapzata sokaig Gyoér
kozépkori székesegyhazaban allt, ahova a kozeli
Arpasrol hurcolhatték el: CIL III 4366 = RIU 251
[elveszett] — cf. MRAV 2003, 341-342; MRrRAV 2006—
2008, 118-119).

Kétségtelenil csaszarok vagy magas rangll sze-
mélyek szobrait jelzik azok a kézfej-toredékek
(egy kézfej- és két ujjtoredék), amelyek egyik uj-
jara gyiriit mintaztak (a nagybronz szobortoredé-
ken eldforduld gytirlikhoz és azok véseteihez 1d.:
FrRaNKEN 1996, 16, 4. jegyzet). A Kallay Gy(ijtemény

1. kép Brigetio (Komarom-Sz6ény). Ujjtoredék gytriivel
a Kallay-gytjteménybdl (KDM Tata, Itsz.: K1824)
(rajz: Merczi Monika)

Abb 1 Brigetio (Komarom-Sz6ny). Fingerfragment mit
Ring aus der Sammlung Kallay (KDM Tata, Inv.-Nr.:
K1824) (Zeichnung: Ménika Merczi)

Brigetiobol szarmazo, életnagysagli bronzujjan a
gytrii szalagja keskeny, lemeze kerek és nélkiiloz
minden diszitést (Kuny Domokos MHVM, Tata, K
1824; RADNOTI 1942, 244-245, XXXVII. tabla) (1.
kép). A Magyar Nemzeti Muzeum bronz kézfején,
a gyur(isujjon viselt gylirinek ugyancsak kerek a
lemeze. Nem donthet6 el, hogy a gytirtilemez felii-
letén lathaté mélyedést a bronz korrézidja okozta,
vagy valamilyen abrazolast véstek bele, amely mara
felismerhetetlenné valt (MNM RR 10/1951.24) (2.
kép). Egy vindobonai ujj gytriijének kerek lemezé-
re a TR betlipart vésték (NEumann 1972, 28 Abb.
15; 40; GrossMANN 2004, 198, 200, Abb. 2), amely-
nek feloldasa bizonytalan (lehet példaul monogram,
a tribunus tisztség/rang vagy Traianus nevének ro-
viditett alakja is: GRossMaNN 2004, 202).
Pannoniaban a labon allé6 nagybronz férfiszob-
rok két fo tipusaval szamolhatunk: a pancélos
(statuae loricatae) és a togas szobrokkal (statuae
togatae). A csaszarok és szenatori rangu szemé-
lyek viseletéhez tartozo calceus senatorius mind-
két szobortipusnal elképzelhetd. Carnuntumbol
szarmazik a bécsi Kunsthistorisches Museum egy
6lommal teljesen kitdltott, calceus senatoriust vise-
16 jobb labfeje, amelyet egy togatus életnagysagot
meghalad6 méretli szobranak toredékeként értel-
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2. kép Nagybronz szobor életnagysagu kézfeje, gytirtisujjan gytriivel (Magyar Nemzeti Muzeum, ltsz.:
RR 10/1951.24) (fot6: Dabasi Andras)
Abb 2 Lebensgro3e Hand einer Grof3bronzenstatue, mit Ring auf dem Ringfinger (Ungarisches Nationalmuseum,
Inv.-Nr.: RR 10/1951.24) (Foto: Andras Dabasi)

meztek (GSCHWANTLER 1986, 34 Nr. 19). Aquincum
polgarvarosaban, a macellum egyik helységében is
elokeriilt egy calceus senatoriusba bujtatott aranyo-
zott labfej (elveszett) (3. kép). A szobor eredetileg
nem a macellumban allt, az csak a téredék masod-
lagos lel6helye volt. Bar labtartasa lehetové tenné,
»lovasszobor nem lehetett, eléggé bizonyitja a talp
elérészén meglevoé kivagas” (Kuzsmszky 1890,
100-103). Egy Annamatidban (Baracs) (MNM RR
200/1871.1) és két Murselldban (Arpas-Dombifcld)
(Szonyt 1998, 2/2-3. kép) talalt toredéken felismer-
hetdk a calceus senatorius bokara csavart szijai (4.
kép). Az elébbi felett a labszar szabadon latszik, az
utobbi pedig pancéltoredékekkel egyiitt keriilt eld,
ezért ezek a toredékek pancélos szobrok darabjai
lehettek.

1. Statuae loricatae: A pancélt viseld ko- vagy
nagybronz szobrok toredékeinek értelmezésénél fi-
gyelembe kell venniink azt a tényt, hogy pancélos

szobrokkal nemcsak a csaszarokat, vagy a csaszari
csalad férfitagjait tisztelhették meg, hanem pancél-
ban hadvezéreket, helytartokat és katonatiszteket is
abrazoltak (az utobbira példak az aquincumi mar-
vany és mészkd pancélos sirszobrok: Bupar BaLoGh
2011, 143—-149 — cf. Noerke 2012, 459; a pancélos
szobrok értelmezésének problémajahoz legutobb:
NoeLkE 2012). Az izompancél istenek (Mars, Tup-
piter Dolichenus) és mitologiai hdsok (példaul
Achilleus, Aeneas) ikonografiajahoz és a veliik azo-
nosulni kivanok (imitatio deorum) abrazolasaihoz is
hozzatartozott. A pannoniai tartomanyokbdl Mars-
nak ¢€s Iuppiter Dolichenusnak is eldkeriiltek nagy-
méretli kdszobrai (Marsnak példaul Carnuntumbol
[NoeLkE 2012, 488—489 Kat. 38] és Heténypusztarol
[MrAV 2009, 245], Dolichenusnak Carnuntumbol
[Humer—KREMER 2011, 158 Kat. Nr. 29, 31]), igy
elképzelhetd, hogy ilyenek bronzbdl is késziiltek
(mint Mars Gradivusnak Aquincumban: TitAq 213).
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jan egymastol jol elkiiloniild, csavart rojtokat la-
tunk (Kuny Domokos MHVM, Tata Itsz.: K1807)
(6. kép 3). Kiilonleges egy ismeretlen, de biztosan
pannoniai leléhelyrél szarmazo toredék, amelynek
egymas mellett levd rojtparjait 6sszefontak (6. kép
2). A Magyar Nemzeti Mizeum egy Brigetiobol
szarmazé toredékének két-két rojtja antitetikus
allasban hullamzik, végeik pedig csigasan vissza-
kunkorodnak (MNM RR 4/1933.34) (6. kép 1).

A mindenféle diszitést nélkiil6z0, sima izom-
pancélok az Antoninus-kort kovetd idészakban
terjedtek el (VERMEULE 1959-1960, 5—6; STEMMER
1978, 130-161). Ilyen pancélos szobrok toredé-
kei talalhatok a janossomorjai depodleletben (Id.
alabb). A korabbi pancélokra jellemzo diszes app-
likaciok (példaul meduzafok, griffek, sasok) vagy
sasmarkolatos kardok (HEckmann 2014, 138-139)

3. kép Aquincum, polgarvaros. Calceus senatoriusba
bujtatott, aranyozott labfej (KuzsiNnszky 1890 utan)
Abb. 3 Aquincum, Zivilstadt. Vergoldeter Fu} im
calceus senatorius (nach Kuzsinszky 1890)

Ennek ellenére a nagybronz szobrokat hordozé
feliratos talapzatok és azok leldhelyei, valamint a
katonai taborok nagy szama alapjan kijelenthetd,
hogy a katonai hatarprovinciak teriiletén, igy a
pannoniai tartomanyokban is, nagybronz pancélos
szobrokkal elsésorban csaszarokat tiszteltek meg
(GAMER 1968, 54—-56; REUTER 1995, 37-41).

Néhany aprolékosan kidolgozott pancéltore-
dék kivalé mindségii szobrot feltételez. A pik-
kelyforméja pteryges feliiletein gyakoriak az
apotropaikus abrazolasok, maszkok. Ilyen példaul
egy annamatiai (Baracs) toredék nyelvét kinyujto,
elrettentd grimaszba torzult egzotikus négerarca
(5. kép 1). Egy carnuntumi darabra, amely mére-
te alapjan lehet, hogy inkabb vallpant (epomides),
Iuppiter Ammon maszkjat mintaztdk (HUMER—
KRrEMER 2011, 237 Kat. Nr. 255) (5. kép 2). Am-
mon katonai kérnyezetben (pancélokon [STEMMER
1978, 160, 162], kitiintetéseken [Marz 1932,
26-28]) az eré szimboluma és a hadsereg, vala-
mint az imperator oltalmazoja. A pancélos szob-
rok toredékeinek jellegzetes csoportjat alkotjak a
subarmalis rojtozott végli borszalagjait abrazolo
darabok. Ezek végein a rojtozat kialakitasa alapjan
tudunk kiilonbséget tenni. Egy intercisai toredéken
a rojtokat viasznegativba stirtin bekarcolt vonalak-
kal érzékeltették (Visy 1983, 78 Nr. 10) (6. kép 4).
A Kallay gytijtemény Brigetiobdl szarmazo darab-

4. kép Annamatia (Baracs). Calceus senatorius boka
koré csavart szijai egy pancélos szobor toredékén
(Magyar Nemzeti Muzeum, Itsz.: RR 200/1871.1)

(fotd: Dabasi Andras)

Abb. 4 Annamatia (Baracs). Um den Knochel
gewickelte Riemen vom calceus senatorius auf dem
Fragment der Statue eines Gepanzerten (Ungarisches

Nationalmuseum Inv-Nr.: RR 200/1871.1)
(Foto: Andras Dabasi)
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toredékei még nem keriiltek el a pannoniai tarto-
manyokbol.

A karon atvetett drapériatoredékek hadvezéri
kopenyek (paludamentum) lehettek, amelyek pan-
célos szobrokat feltételeznek. A Magyar Nemzeti
Muzeumban harom ilyen toredék is talalhato. A
leltarkonyv szerint az egyik lel6helye az ,,0bu-
dai hajogyar”. Az életnagysagli bronzszobor bal
karon atvetett drapéridjanak toredéke (MNM RR
43/1870.11) kiilon ontott karra simult, ezért hat-
oldalan nyitott (7. kép). A drapéria karon valo fel-
fekvési pontjanal forrasztds nyomai latszanak. Ez
lehet az a drapériatdredék, amely 1866-ban meder-
kotras sordn egy lovas szoborhoz tartoz6 térdto-
redékkel (MNM RR 100/1868.1; MrAv 2011, 102
App. II. Kat. 13, 21. kép, 15. tabla) egytitt kertilt
eld a Hajogyari-szigetnél. A toredéket csak 1870-
ben leltaroztak be, mint Romer Floris ajandékat.
A masodik toredék egy életnagysagot meghaladd
méretll bronzszobor karon atvetett rojtozott széli
kopenyének 76 cm magas a darabja (MNM RR
62.33.1; Szirmal 1986, 9-10, kat. 13) (8. kép). A
kopeny a kar talalkozasanal nyitott, a nyilas koriil
forrasznyomok latszanak. A drapéria hosszu, flig-
goleges reddkben hullik ala, eldoldalan gazdagon
red6zott, hatoldalan sima. Feliiletén aranyozasnak
nincs nyoma. A Nemzeti Muzeum 1962-es leltar-
konyvében — Erdélyi Gizella 1958-ban megjelent
cikkére hivatkozva (ErpeELyl 1958, 53) — a Romer
Floris altal emlitett, 1866-ban talalt drapériatore-
dékkel feleltették meg. Ez azonban téves azono-
sitas, mivel Romer Floris csak egyetlen ruharedd
toredéket emlit, amely az el6z8leg targyalt MNM
RR 43/1870.11 Itsz. alatt valoban Obuda, Hajogya-
ri sziget lel6hellyel szerepld drapériatoredék lehet.
A MNM RR 62.33.1 Itsz. alatti nagybronz téredék
utdlag meghatarozott 6budai lelohelye ezért bi-
zonytalan. A harmadik darab 1949-ben, Intercisa
castellumanak belsejében keriilt el6 (Barkoczi
1954, 35 Bronzen Nr.2 Taf. X, 2).

A lussoniumi (Paks-Dunakomlod) auxiliaris
castellumban talalt mulleust viseld, életnagysagot
meghalad6 labtoredék a cipd tipusa és a szabadon
latszo labszar miatt egy pancélos szobor részeként
értelmezhetd (FAzexkas—SzaBo et al. 2010, 302; Visy
2010, 16; Fazekas—SzABO et al. 2014, 140-141).

2. Statuae togatae: A drapériat abrazolo, kis-
méretll toredékek tomegébdl lehetetlen kivalasz-
tani, hogy azok koziil melyek voltak foga reddi,
¢s melyek abrazolnak més ruhadarabokat. Eddig
egy carnuntumi calceus senatoriust viseld labfej-
toredék kapcsan vetették fel, hogy az egy togatus
szobrahoz tartozhatott (GSCHWANTLER 1986, 34 Nr.
19 és 1d. feljebb).

5. kép Annamatia (Baracs). 1. Pferyx toredéke
apotropaikus maszkkal (Magyar Nemzeti Muzeum,
Itsz.: RR 41/1902.1) (fot6: Dabasi Andras)

2. luppiter-Ammon maszkjaval diszitett pancéltoredék
(HuMER—KREMER 2011 utén)

Abb. 5 Annamatia (Baracs). 1: Pteryx-Fragment mit
apotropdischer Maske (Ungarisches Nationalmuseum,
Inv.-Nr.: RR 41/1902.1) (Foto: Andras Dabasi); 2: Mit
Tuppiter-Ammon-Maske geschmiicktes Panzerfragment
(nach HUMER—KREMER 2011)
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6. kép A subarmalis rojtozott végeit abrazolo toredékek: 1: Brigetio (Komarom-Szony), Milch gylijtemény
(Magyar Nemzeti Muzeum, Itsz.: RR 4/1933.34); 2: Ismeretlen pannoniai lel6helyrél (Magyar Nemzeti Muzeum,
leltarozatlan) (1-2: fot6: Dabasi Andras); 3: Brigetio (Komarom-Szény), Kallay-gytijtemény (KDM Tata, Itsz.:
K1807); 4: Intercisa (Dunatjvaros) (Visy 1983 utan)

Abb. 6 Fragmente mit den gefransten Enden des subarmalis: 1: Brigetio (Koméarom-Sz6ny), Sammlung Milch
(Ungarisches Nationalmuseum, Inv.-Nr.: RR 4/1933.34); 2: Unbekannter pannonischer Fundort (Ungarisches
Nationalmuseum, nicht inventarisiert) (1-2: Foto: Andras Dabasi); 3: Brigetio (Komarom-Szdény), Sammlung Kallay
(KDM Tata, Inv.-Nr.: K1807); 4: Intercisa (Dunaujvaros) (nach Visy 1983)
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A csaszari csalad nétagjait abrdazolo szobrok

A mursellai (Arpas-Dombifold) depolelet egyik to-
redékében egy ndi cipd orra ismerhetd fel, amely
egyeldre az egyetlen olyan nagybronz szobortore-
dék, amelyet kétségkiviil néalakhoz tudunk ren-
delni (9. kép). A szoborbazisok tanusaga alapjan a
pannoniai tartomanyokban a csaszari csalad ndtag-
jait abrazold szobrok jellemzden varosok fbterein
alltak. (Az ismert kilenc bazisbol ugyanis hét darab
eredetileg varosok koztereihez kothetd: 1. tablazat).

A pannoniai tartomanyokban allomésozo csa-
patok csak kivételes esetben allitottak szobrot a
csaszari csalad ndtagjainak. Iulia Mammaea sze-
mélyében a mater castrorumot tisztelte meg szo-
Adiutrix Pia Fidelis Severiana és Ulcisia auxiliaris
castellumaban a cohors I milliaria nova Severiana
Surorum saggitariorum. Az utobbi esetben a szo-
borallitas tovabbi inditéka a segédcsapat szirekbol
sorozott allomanyanak a Severus-dinasztiahoz
valo szoros érzelmi kotddésében kereshetd.

Az abrazolt Az allitok Keltezés Lel6hely Méretek Irodalom
személy
[[Fulvia Plautilla]] |respubl(ica) 202 Siscia M.: 115 cm; | AlJ 560
Siscianorum sz.: 67,5cm
[[Fulvia Plautilla]] |respublica las(orum) | 202 Municipium M.: 120 cm; | MrAV 2007
Tasorum / sz.: 40 cm; | (=AE 2007,
Aquae Balisae |v.: 40 cm 1144)
Iulia Domna? Poetovionens(es) 195. aprilis Poetovio CIL III 4054
14-211
[[Tulia Aquilia [[ordo mun(icipii) 221 Koérnye, M.: 125cm; | RIU 674
Severa]] Brig(etionensium)]] eredetileg sz.: 76¢cm;
Brigetio v.: 54cm
polgarvéros
foruma
[[Tulia Mammaea]] |leg(io) I Adi(utrix) 224-235 Brigetio, M.: 150 cm; | Boruy 2006,
[[P(ia) F(idelis) eredetileg a sz.: 80 cm; | 120 Kat. 112
Sever(iana)]] legiotabor v.: 22 cm (= AE 2006,
principidja 1048)
[[Tulia Mammaea]] |coh(ors) I milliaria |224-235 Ulcisia M.: 127,5 CIL III 3639
n(ova) S(everiana) (Szentendre) |cm;sz.: 69 [=RIU 868
S(urorum) auxiliaris cm; v.: 55
s(aggitariorum) castellum, cm
principia
Sabinia Tranquillina | r(es) p(ublica) 241-2447 Municipium M: 123cm | AlJ 587
las(orum) lasorum /
Aquae Balisae
Herennia Etruscilla | r(es) p(ublica) 250 év kdzepe | Andautonia M.: 116¢cm; | AlJ 478
And(autoniensium) | — 251 julius sz: 65,5cm
kozepe
Cornelia Salonina r(es) [p(ublica)] 2547-268 Bassiana CIL 11 10206
Ba[ss(ianorum)]

1. tablazat. A csaszari csalad nétagjainak allitott szobrok ismert feliratos talapzatai a pannoniai
tartomanyokbol

pannonischen Provinzen

Tabelle 1 Sockel mit Inschriften von Statuen der weiblichen Mitglieder der kaiserlichen Familie aus den
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7. kép Budapest, Duna meder. Karon atvetett drapéria téredéke (Magyar Nemzeti Mtizeum, ltsz.: RR 43/1870.11)
(fotd: Dabasi Andras)
Abb. 7 Budapest, Donaubett. Fragment einer tiber den Arm geworfenen Draperie (Ungarisches Nationalmuseum,
Inv-Nr.: RR 43/1870.11) (Foto: Andras Dabasi)

Istenszobrok

Az istenek vagy megszemélyesitések szobraihoz
tartozo toredékek azonositdsa csak akkor lehetsé-
ges, ha azok valamilyen jellegzetes attribitummal
rendelkeznek, vagy a fej, a megjelenés, a ruhazat,
illetve a mozdulat valamely istenség vagy isten-
ségek ikonografijjara jellemz6. A szentélyek te-
riletén eldkeriilt darabok, mint példaul a savariai
Iseum asatasa soran lelt két jellegtelen toredék
(Soszrarits—BaLAzs—CsapLAros 2013, 117 Kat.
8.60 ¢s 62) vagy az Aquincum, Romai Fiird6 (Er-
dei Strand) szentélykorzetében talalt kézfej (Poczy
1980, 19-20, 15. kép; Szirmar 1986, 8 Kat. 9, 9.
kép), nagy valdszinliséggel szintén istenszobrokhoz
kothetok. A mezitlabas abrazolasok jellemzden, de
nem kizardlagosan, ugyancsak az istenek és a Divi
Imperatores ikonografidgjanak ismérvei, ezért igy
magyarazhat6 egy aquincumi legiotaborhoz kdthetd
labfej (Szirmar 1986, 9 Kat. 12, 12. kép) (10. kép)
¢s egy Vindobonaban talalt, drapéria aldl kilatszo
csupasz lab (GrossMann 2004, 200).

Az attributumokra jo példa egy 1898-ban, Sava-
ria kiiltertiletén eldkeriilt, beolvasztasra szant bronz
szobortdredékekbdl allo depolelet (1d. alabb), amely
nagybronz darabokat is tartalmazott: Hercules szob-
rokhoz tartozo bunkok toredékeit, egy bdségszaru

tetejérdl szarmazo gyiimolcshalmot (11. kép), egy
drapériaval fedett alsokart és egy szandalba bujta-
tott labfejet (KArPATI 1899, 132-135; Buocz 1967,
10, 55; Totu 2001, 18-19). A bunkotoredékek és
a bOségszaru istenszobrokat feltételez, amelyeket
a varos szentélyeihez kothetiink, de a tartomanyi
csaszarkultusz kozelben fekvo foterérdl is begytijt-
hették Oket (Kiss—TOTH—ZAGORHIDI-CZIGANY 1998,
30-31; Toru 2001, 19). Két szoborbazis alapjan
ezen a téren Pannonia Superior varosait megszemeé-
lyesitd istenndk szobrai alltak (koztik municipium
Flavium Scarbantiensium [CIL 111 4192 = RIU 134]
¢€s colonia Septimia Augusta Siscia [CIL 1II 4193
= RIU 133]), amelyek keziikben — a varosistennék
ikonografidjanak megfeleléen — bdségszarut tartot-
tak. A bOségszaru, mint attribitum hozzatartozik
Fortuna, a Genii és a Lares abrazolasaihoz, igy lehe-
toségként ezeket az istenalakokat is szamitasba kell
venniink. A kartéredék a rovid, tdmzsi ujjai alapjan
egy gyermekszoborhoz (példaul Erész, gyermek
Bacchus vagy Attis szobrahoz) tartozhatott (12.
kép). A Basch gylijtemény is megdrzott egy gyer-
mek kézfejet, amelynek ujjai kinyujtottak (MNM
RR 77.12.15). Ebben az esetben azonban nem dont-
hetd el, hogy ezt a toredéket egy istengyermek vagy
esetleg egy (mécseseket vagy talcat tartd) szolga-
16 szobrarol torték le. Attributumként értékelhetd a
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8. kép Karon atvetett, rojtozott sz¢lii kopeny toredéke ismeretlen leléhelyrdl (Magyar Nemzeti Mtizeum,
Itsz.: RR 62.33.1) (fotd: Kardos Judit)
Abb. 8 Fragment eines tiber den Arm geworfenen Mantels mit gefranstem Rand von unbekanntem Fundort
(Ungarisches Nationalmuseum Inv-Nr.: RR 62.33.1) (Foto: Kardos Judit)
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9. kép Mursella (Arpas-Dombifold). Néi cipé toredéke
(foto: Mrav Zsolt)
Abb. 9 Mursella (Arpas-Dombiféld).
Frauenschuhfragment (Foto: Zsolt Mrav)

taci n6i diadém toredék (Firz 2003, 87), amely va-
l6szintileg egy Venus szobrot ékesitett. A Nemzeti
Muzeum ismeretlen leldhelyii bronz haromagu szi-
gonyfeje (MNM RR 61.13.95) pedig egy életnagy-
sagnal kisebb Neptunus szobrot feltételez.
Karlovac kozelében, Kobili¢inél (Horvatorszag)
a Kulpa folyo medrébdl két nagybronz szobortore-
dék keriilt el6 (Cuckovie 1982; RENDIC-MIOCEVIC—
SeGvic 2014, 238-239), mindketté mérete megha-
ladja az életnagysagot (13. kép). Az egyik szandalba
bujtatott labfejet abrazol, amely tartasa alapjan egy

tronuson {il6 istenszoborhoz (Tuppiter?) tartozhatott.
A masik toredék egy kozépen elvalasztott, homloka
folott csomoba kotott frizurat viseld istenség fejto-
redéke, aki leginkabb Apolloval azonosithato.
Budapesten, a Parlament ,,épitési helyén” egy
ifja arcat abrazolo életnagysagu bronz szobortore-
déket is talaltak (14. kép), a hozza tartozo kisebb
toredékekkel egyiitt, amelyeket 1889-ben az allan-
do orszaghazépités Végrehajto Bizottsaga hivatalos
kiildemény formajaban atadott a Magyar Nemze-
ti Muzeumnak (Itsz.. MNM RR 9/1889.3-4, ma
mar nem fellelhetd). A Parlament feltdltésre épiilt,
amelynek anyagat olyan helyrdl szallitottak (buda-
pesti Duna-meder kotrasa?), amely jelentds romai
leleteket is tartalmazott (VArGga 2011, 122). Bar a
darabban Hekler Antal késébb egy bronzmaszkot
latott (HekLEr 1908, 235-238), biztosak lehetiink
benne, hogy — az elsé emlitésének (HampeL 1889,
282) és leltarkdnyvi leirasanak megfeleléen — az
egy nagybronz szobor toredéke volt. Az arc fizi-
ognomiaja és a hajviselet alapjan az abrazolt alak
Sollal azonosithatd (Apollo/Solnak tartotta HAMPEL
1889, 282; Héliosznak HekLER 1908, 236). Ezt ala-
tamasztja Hekler leirasa is, aki ,,a hajban koroskoriil
kisebb-nagyobb tavolsagban elszort” lyukakat 1a-
tott. Ezek a lyukak az 6 véleményével szemben nem
a ,,bronzmaszk” felerdsitésére szolgaltak, hanem a

10. kép Aquincum. Mezitlabas labfej (BTM Aquincumi
Muzeuma, Itsz.: 75.9.791) (fot6: Komjathy Péter)
Abb. 10 Aquincum. Nackter Fufl (BTM Aquincum-
Museum, Inv.-Nr.: 75.9.791) (Foto: Péter Komjathy)
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11. kép Savaria (Szombathely), Kérmendi tti depolelet.
Bdségszaru tetejérdl szarmazo gylimoleshalom (Savaria
Muzeum Szombathely, Itsz.: 54.346.3)

(foto: Tarczy Tamas)

Abb. 11 Savaria (Szombathely), Depotfund aus der
Koérmendi Gt. Obsthaufen oben auf einem Fiillhorn
(Savaria-Museum Szombathely, Inv.-Nr.: 54.346.3)
(Foto: Tamas Tarczy)

kiilon ontott sugarak rogzitd lyukai lehettek. Helyt-
allonak tarthatdo azonban értékelése, amely szerint
a szobor ,,a késoi csdszarsag hanyatl6, erdtlen mii-
vészetének jellegzetes képviseldje” (HEKLER 1908,
238). Az elveszett szobrot gyakorlatilag nem emliti
a szakirodalom és a jelent6ségét sem ismerték fel.
Pedig az a tény, hogy a késé 3. szdzadban, esetleg
a 4. szazad elején Aquincumban Solnak (vagy egy
Solként abrazolt csaszarnak?) életnagysagu bronz-
szobra allt, nemcsak Osszhangban van a korszak
Duna-vidéki csaszarok altal meghatarozott vallasi
iranyzataival, hanem tiikrézi az illyricumi szarma-
z4su birodalmi elit Sol tiszteletének helyi gyokereit
is. A Parlamentnél talalt szobor kiemelkedo és eddig
méltatlanul mellézott emléke a Napisten késé romai
korban felfuto6 és birodalmi jelentéségiivé emelkedd
Duna-vidéki kultuszénak (amelyhez 1d.: ToTH 2003;
Totn 2015, 182-193).

Statuae equestres

A nagybronz szobraszati alkotasok talan leglatva-
nyosabb csoportjat alkotjak a lovas szobrok, ame-
lyek 1étére szoborbazisaikbol és lovakhoz illetve
lovas alakokhoz tartozd toredékekbdl kovetkez-
tethetlink. A pannoniai tartomanyok teriiletérél o6t
leléhelyrdl, mindegyikiik varosi kozpont, nyolc ta-
lapzatot tudunk lovas szobrokhoz rendelni (MRrRAV
2011, 95-97). Scarbantia forumarél ma mar négy
lovas szobor talapzatat ismerjiik, koziilik harom a
celeberrimi loci egyikén, a capitoliumi templommal
szemkozti porticus el6tt (BERGEMANN 1992, 316),
egymas mellett allt, és minden bizonnyal Septimius
Severusnak és két fianak a lovas szobrat hordozta
(Gomorr 1986, 348, 366; Gomort 2003, 83; MRrAV
2011, 96-97; a negyedik bazis 2010-ben keriilt eld
a forum nyugati oldala mentén: RKM 2010, 348).

Pannoniabdl eddig 16 lovas szoborhoz tartozo
toredék valt ismertté (MrRAV 2011, 97—103). Tobb-
ségiik lovak testrészeit abrazolja, amelyek kdzott a
labak ¢és lofarok-, illetve sorénytdredékek vannak
tulstlyban. Eddig nem keriilt elé egyetlen, bizo-
nyosan lofejhez tartozé darab sem, ellenben csédor
genitalidjat mutatd toredékbdl kettdt is ismeriink.
Egyikiik Aparhantrol (MrAv 2011, 100-101 kat.
1I/11 19-20 kép), a masik Municipium lasorumbol
szarmazik (ScuemBAL 2003, 114 Fig. 21b; MRAV
2011, 99 kat. 11/9).

Az egykor lovasok szobraihoz tartozd toredé-
keket nehéz, sokszor lehetetlen kivalasztani az em-
bereket abrazold nagyszobraszati alkotasok tore-

12. kép Savaria (Szombathely), Kérmendi uti depolelet.
Hercules bunkok toredékei (Savaria Muzeum,
Szombathely Régi It. XI 20, 25) (fotd: Tarczy Tamads)
Abb. 12 Savaria (Szombathely), Depotfund aus der
Koérmendi t. Fragmente von Herkuleskeulen
(Savaria-Museum, Szombathely Alte Inv. XI 20, 25)
(Foto: Tamas Tarczy)
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13. kép Kulpa folyé medre Kobili¢inél. 1: Apollo
szobranak fejtoredéke ; 2: Szandalba bujtatott 1abfej
(RENDIC-MIOCEVIC—SEGVIC 2014 utan)

Abb. 13 Flussbett der Kulpa bei Kobili¢i.

1: Kopffragment der Apollo-Statue; 2: Fu3 mit Sandale
(nach RENDIC-MIOCEVIC-SEGVIC 2014)

dékeinek tomegébdl. Minddssze néhany kritérium
esetében allithatjuk ugyanis biztosan, hogy az adott
toredék egy lovon iil6 emberalak szobrahoz tarto-
zott. Erre a térdben erdsen behajlitott 1ab és a fer-
dén tartott, talpan teljesen kidolgozott cipbe buj-
tatott labfej alapjan kovetkeztethetiink. Az el6bbire
példa egy aquincumi (Szirmar 1986, 9 Nr. 11 Abb.
11; MRrRAvV 2011, App. 1 kat. 1I/13) és egy savariai
térdtoredék (MrAv 2011, 103 App. 14, 16. tabla).
A lovasszobor-toredékek sorabdl jelentdségilik
miatt két darab emelkedik ki. Az egyik toredék
Sirmium kdzelében keriilt el6 és egy kétszeres élet-

nagysagu, monumentalis lovas szoborhoz tartozha-
tott (PauLovics 1938, 68; MrAv 2011, 101-102 kat.
1I/12, 128, 14. tabla) (15. kép). A pata talpat kidol-
goztak €s a boka alatt a csiidiziilet behajlitott, ezért
nem egy tamaszkodd, vagyis talajra 1ép6, hanem
1épésre emelt — valosziniileg jobb mellsé — labként
hatarozhatd6 meg. A nagybronz szobrok méretara-
nya Pannoniaban ritkan haladta meg az életnagysa-
got. Lovas szobrok esetében monumentalis (de nem
kolosszalis, 1d. ehhez: Ruck 2007) méretrdl legfel-
jebb e sirmiumi darab esetében beszélhetiink. Pan-
noniaban Sirmium csaszarvarosa az egyetlen olyan
telepiilés, ahol egy ilyen méretii és koltségigényii
szobor léte valoban elképzelhetd.

1972-ben Odiavum auxiliaris castellumaban (ma
Almasfiizit0) régészeti asatds soran egy nagybronz
lovas szobor toredéke keriilt €16, amely egy agasko-
do 16 lobogod farkaként azonosithaté (MrAv 2011)
(16. kép). Ilyen lofarok csak a hellénisztikus eloké-
pek, koziilik is els6sorban Nagy Sandort abrazolo
un. triumfalis lovas ikonografiai szkémajaban
fordul el6, amely Romaban a kdztarsasag idején mar
meghonosodott és a csaszarkor egész id6szakaban
kimutathato. Az almasfiizitéi toredékhez tartozo
szobrot is ilyen beallitaisban kell elképzelniink
(17. kép). A kompozicio részét képezte valdszinii-
leg egy foldre taszitott barbar (jelen esetben legin-
kabb german) harcos, amelynek gyakorlati funkci-
0ja a lovas szobor alulrol val6 megtdmasztasa volt.
Agaskodo lovon iil6 lovas csaszarkori nagybronz
abrazolasaibol, mindossze ketté maradt fenn: az
augsti Augustus (Janierz 2000, 176-177, 187 Fig.
274) és a misenumi Domitianus/Nerva szobor
(Pozzr 1987; BERGEMANN 1990, 82—86 Kat. Nr. P
31; Miniero 2000, 29—-34; VArRNER 2004, 114, 120—
122). Az elébbi eltérd tipust képvisel (Bergemann
II. séma), igy a misenumi szobor hozhaté fel az
odiavumi szobor egyetlen ismert analogiajaként.
Az odiavumi toredék jelentdsége, hogy a Romai
Birodalom teriiletérél ez a masodik triumfalis lovas
szkémajat kovetd lovas szobor, amelynek toredékei
fennmaradtak. A szobor a pannoniai szoborallitasok
jellegzetességeit figyelembe véve a Kr. u. 2. sza-
zad kozepe—3. szazad kozepe kozotti iddszakban
sziiletett (MrRAV 2011, 94). Varosok féterei mellett
lovas szobrokat kozvetlen katonai kornyezetben,
legiotaborok és jellemzdéen auxiliaris lovas csa-
patok castellumainak principidjaban is felallitot-
tak, ha nem is nagy szamban. Az utobbi eset azzal
magyarazhatd, hogy a lovas segédcsapatok kato-
nai — ha tehették — szivesebben tisztelték meg az
uralkod6 csaszart is lovas szoborral, amely 6t sajat
fegyvernemiiknek megfeleléen abrazolta (MRrAvV
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14. kép Budapest, Parlament. Sol szobranak arctdredéke
(HEKLER 1908 utan)
Abb. 14 Budapest, Parlament. Gesichtsfragment der
Sol-Statue (nach HEKLER 1908)

2011, 93). A lovas szobor eredeti felallitasi helye
ezért lehet ugyan az odiavumi alatabor, de a szobor
kiilonlegessége miatt valosziniibb, hogy a késé ro-
mai idOszakban, a kozeli Brigetiobol hurcoltak el.
Brigetioban a legiotabor principiaja, a Septimius
Severus altal alapitott varos foruma vagy egy mind-
két helyen elképzelhetd gy6zelmi emlékmil az a
méltd kornyezet, amelyen egy ilyen kiilonleges
emlékmi felallitasa elképzelheté. A lovas szobor
formajaban abrazolt személyt leginkabb Lucius
Verusszal vagy Commodusszal azonosithatjuk, aki-
ket nemcsak érmeik hatlapjain, de helyi készitésii
crustulumokon is gyakran abrazoltak gy6zedelmes
lovasként. Elképzelhetd még a 213-ban a pannoniai
tartomanyokon atutaz6 Caracalla is, akinek azzal
akartak kedvébe jarni, hogy gy6zedelmes lovas
beallitasaban j Nagy Sandorként abrazoltak. A
triumfalis témaju lovas szobor egy hatar menti stra-
tégiai tiamaszponton, Brigetioban felallitva kivaloan

demonstralta Roma vilag népei feletti megkérddje-
lezhetetlen hatalmat és legy6zhetetlenségét.

A bécsi Kunsthistorisches Museum gyljteménye
egy Carnuntumbol szarmazé bronz ,,tengelytdredé-
ket” Oriz, amely — ha azonositasa helyes — erede-
tileg egy diadalkocsinak (quadriga) és a rajta allo
triumfald csaszarnak a bronzszobrahoz tartozhatott
(GscHwAaNTLER 1986, 30-31, Nr. 15, Abb. 29). A
carnuntumi polgarvaros forumanak 2005-ben tor-
tént geofizikai felmérése a tér délnyugati negyedé-
ben két nagyméretii, négyzet alaku talapzatot vagy
azok alapozasat mutatta ki (EpER-HINTERLEITER et
al. 2006, 282-284). Bar a talapzatok tipusbeso-
rolasa csak a forum régészeti kutatasat kovetéen
lesz elvégezhetd, méretiik €s négyzet alapteriiletiik
alapjan valoszini, hogy ezek quadrigds szobrokat
(vagy esetleg tropacumot) hordoztak. Egyikiik talan
éppen azt, amelyhez a Kunsthistorisches Museum
bronz tengelytéredéke tartozott (MrAv 2011, 105—
106). Triumfald csaszarok quadrigaban allo szob-
rai ismertek az északi hatarprovinciak févarosainak
forumairdl, igy a két pannoniai tartomanyi févaros
foterén szamolhatunk leginkabb ezekkel a latvanyos,
de nagyon koltséges emlékmiivekkel (quadrigas
szobrokhoz Augusta Vindelicorumbdl [Augsburg]:
WiLLER 2014, 30-31 és Sarmizegetusabol: DIACONE-
scu 2001, 129-159).

Kronologia

A pannoniai tartomanyokban allitott nagybronz
szobrok kronologiajarol kevés informacid all ren-
delkezésiinkre, amit tudunk, az is a csaszarokat ab-
razol6 szoborbazisok felirataira épiil. Ezek alapjan
kijelenthetd, hogy kiilonbség van a varosok és a ka-
tonai taborok szoborallitasi gyakorlata kozott.

A varosokban, a kdzponti elvarasoknak megfele-
16en, mar az alapitast kdvetden felallitottak az elsé
szobrokat, koztiik az alapitd csaszarét. Legkorabbi
ismert példa Pannoniabol a Savaria coloniajat ala-
pité Claudius, akinek Divusként a varos kozteriile-
tén vagy egy neki szentelt templomban legkésébb a
Flavius-korban mar szobrot emeltek (MRAV 1996—
1997, 222-223). A Flavius dinasztia csaszarainak
eddig nem keriiltek elé sem szobrai, sem szobor-
bazisai Pannoniabol. Az adoptalt csaszarokat és az
Antoninus-dinasztiat eddig négy, varosi kozosségek
altal allitott szobortalapzat képviseli. A Septimius
Severus uralkodasatol a 3. szazad utolsé harmadaig
terjed6 idszakbol azonban tizennégy, csaszarokkal
vagy a csaszari csaladdal kapcsolatba hozhato szo-
borbazist tudunk felsorolni. Ebben az idészakban —
hasonldan a birodalom mas teriileteihez — a korab-
binal sokkal intenzivebbé valik a szoborallitas gya-
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15. kép Sirmium (Széavaszentdemeter/Sremska Mitrovica) kornyéke. Kétszeres életnagysagu lovas szobor lovanak
patatdredéke (Magyar Nemzeti Muzeum) (fotd: Dabasi Andras)
Abb. 15 Umgebung von Sirmium (Szavaszentdemeter/Sremska Mitrovica). Huffragment des Pferdes einer
doppeltlebensgroBen Reiterstatue (Ungarisches Nationalmuseum) (Foto: Andras Dabasi)
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16. kép Azaum/Odiavum (Almasfiizit3). Agaskodo lovat abrazold szobor lobogé farkanak toredéke (foté: Varga Edit)
Abb. 16 Azaum/Odiavum (Almasfiizitd). Fragment des wehenden Schweifes der Statue eines steigenden Pferdes
(Foto: Edit Varga)

korlata. Pannonia varosaiban is tobb szobrot allita-
nak ekkor, mint a megel6z6 évszazadokban egyiitt-
véve. A nagybronz szobrok, ¢s koztiik kiilondsen a
csaszarszobrok allitdsanak fénykora Pannonidban,
mind a katonai taborokban, mind a varosokban a
Severus-kor lehetett, amelyet a scarbantiai harmas
lovasszobor-allitds vagy Septimius Severusnak
és csaladtagjainak Municipium lasorumban al-
litott szobrai — koztiik Divus Commodusnak ¢és
Caracalla jegyesének, Fulvia Plautillanak a szob-
ra — szemléltet a legjobban. Fulvia Plautillanak
a szomszédos Sisciabol is ismert egy egykoru
szoborbazisa, amellyel a csaszari csalad ndtagjai
koziil nemcsak 6 a legkorabbi abrazolt személy,
hanem eddig 6 az egyetlen, akinek Pannonia tobb
varosabol is eldkeriilt szoborbazisa (MrAV 2007;
MrAv 2006-2008, 130-134). A pannoniai varos-
ok kozosségei a Severus-korban voltak leginkabb
olyan anyagi helyzetben, hogy azonos idében akar
tobb szobor, st akar tobb lovas szobor koltségét
is ki tudtdk gazdalkodni. A varosi kozosségek al-

NV 0
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O

17. kép A gy6zedelmes lovast abrazolo
szoborkompozicio rekonstrukcidja (MrAv 2011 utan)
(rekonstrukcid és rajz: Mrav Zsolt)

Abb. 17 Rekonstruktion der Statuenkomposition des
triumphalen Reiters (nach MrAv 2011) (Rekonstruktion
und Zeichnung: Zsolt Mrav)
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tal allitott utolsd ismert szobor Cornelia Saloninaé
volt, amelyet a res publica Bassianorum dedikalt
valamikor 254 és 268 kozott (CIL 111 10206). A 3.
szazad kozepe utan a gazdasagilag katasztrofalis
helyzetben levé pannoniai varosok mar képtelenek
voltak a csaszarszobor-allitas kotelezettségének
teljesitésére, teljesen megsziinnek a kozosségi szo-
borallitasok. Ezzel parhuzamosan pedig elkezdddik
a varosok kozteriiletein allo szobrok ¢és talapzataik
pusztitasa és mas célra vald felhasznalasa. (Egyik
szoborbazis sem felallitasanak eredeti helyén keriilt
el6.) Dél-Pannonia varosaiban a szoborbazisokat
foleg a varos érdekét szolgald helyi épitkezéseken
(varosfalépités, csatornafedés) hasznaltak fel. Mig
Eszak-Pannoniaban a — sokszor felallitasi helyiikon
hagyott — csonka talapzatokat végiil a 4. szazadban,
jellemzdéen a hadsereg hurcolja el, és hasznositja
épitdanyagként.

Apannoniai legidtaborok és auxiliaris castellumok
principidiban a csaszarokat csak a 2. szazad masodik
felétdl, tomegesen azonban csak a 3. szazad elejétol
kezdték nagybronz szobrokkal megtisztelni. A varos-
okhoz hasonldan a katonai taborokban is a Severus-
kor volt a csaszarszobrok allitasanak a viragkora
(19-bél 10 szoborbazis a Severus-korra keltezhetd)
(Lorinez 1999, 437, 442-443).

Az els6 ismert szobrot — talapzatanak felirata
alapjan — a cohors I Alpinorum peditata dedikal-
ta 163-ban allomashelyén, Lussoniumban (Paks,
Dunakémléd) Marcus Aureliusnak (CIL IIT 3318
= RIU 1016). Osszhangban van ezzel a képpel a
Lugio auxiliaris castellumaban talalt Marcus Aure-
lius szoborfej is (Kovacs 1984, 89-91, Pl. 44-45),
amelyben a legkorabbi csapatszintli szobordedika-
las egyik példajat lathatjuk. Az ismeretlen fekvési
templum Divi Marci ugyancsak befogadta a meg-
isteniilt Marcus Aurelius kultuszszobrat (CIL III
3345; egyik papja a Vetus Salinaban [Adony] allo-
masozo6 cohors Il Batavorum katondja volt).

Auxiliaris castellumokbol a legkésobbi ismert
csaszarszobor talapzatok, Osszesen harom darab,
Trebonianus Gallust, és fiat, Volusianust neve-
zik meg (RIU 704 [Azaum/Odiavum]; RIU 1144
[Intercisa]; TRH 168 [Lussonium]), mig az aquin-
cumi legidtaborban a legio Il Adiutrix VI pia VI
fidelis constans Claudiana 270-ben még felallitot-
ta II. Claudius szobrat (TitAq 26). Az Ad Militare
(Kiskoszeg/Batina) erédjében, a legio VI Herculia
altal 307. szeptember 27-én Galeriusnak allitott
tisztelgd felirat (AE 1964, 226 = ILJug 1072) va-
l6szintileg a csaszar szobrat hordozo falazott bazis
feliratos homlokzati burkolélapja lehetett (masként
Kovacs 2012, 59). A pannoniai tartomanyok tertile-
térdl ez a legkésdbbi ismert csaszarszobor-talapzat.

A nagybronz szobrok felallitasanak helyszinei

A pannoniai tartomanyokban a nagybronz szob-
rok eredeti felallitasi helyein legfeljebb a szobor-
talapzatok, és azoknak is csak a labazati részei
maradtak meg. A Scarbantia foruman talalt négy
lovasszobor-talapzat (MrAV 2013, 96-97 és RKM
2010, 348) vagy az intercisai auxiliaris castellum
principidjaban feltart bazislabazatok és a mellettiik
talalt szobortoredékek (Visy 1988, 75-85) jol szem-
1¢ltetik ezeket a kiilonleges eseteket.

A provincialis csaszarkultusz fotere

Pannonia Inferiorbdl eddig nem keriilt el olyan
szobortalapzat, amelyet valamilyen formaban a
tartomanygytlés szent keriiletéhez kothetnénk. A
tartomanygylés helyszine sincs egyértelmiien azo-
nositva (Pannonia Inferior tartomanygytilésének
székhelyével kapcsolatos problémakat 1d. Ossze-
foglaldéan: Tota 1989, 43-58; Tota 1992, 97-112;
ALroLDY 1997, 237-241; TotH 2001, 5-6). Panno-
nia Superior tartomanyi szintli csaszarkultuszanak
helyszine Savaridban, valoszinilileg a varos fallal
Ovezett teriiletétél délnyugatra, a Perint-patak és a
Kalvaria dombba épitett szinhaz kdzott — temetdk
altal el nem foglalt teriileten — fekiidt (Kiss—TotH—
ZAGorHIDI-CZIGANY 1998, 29). Itt kell keresniink azt
a jogilag fiiggetlen korzetet (egy nagyméretii rep-
rezentacios teret, kozponti oltarépitményt és a hoz-
74 kapcsolodo kultuszépiileteket), ahol a concilium
provinciae vagy annak tisztségvisel6i (fOpapjai) €s
rajtuk kiviil elvétve — kizarélag a provincia kiilon
engedélyével — rangos maganszemélyek élénk szo-
borallitasi tevékenységet folytattak. Az itt allitott
szobrok tobbségét — Tarracoban, Hispania Citerior
tartomany foruman eldkeriilt 33 szoborposztamens
(ArroLpy 1973, 7; ArLroLpy 2001, 139-149) és a
Lex de officiis et honoribus flaminis provinciae
Narbonensis (CIL XII 6038 = ILS 6964(10);
DEININGER 1965, 108—110) alapjan — egykori provin-
cialis fépapoknak dedikaltak. Egy tujraértelmezett
felirat kapcsan nem lehetett ez masként Pannonia
Superior provincialis foruman sem. Egy lovagrend-
be tartozd ismeretlen nevii fOpapot (sacerdos arae
Augustorum) nagy valosziniiséggel a conc(ilium)
provinciae P(annoniae) S(uperioris) tisztelt meg
szoborral Savariaban, a provincialis csaszarkul-
tusz szent keriiletében (SzaBo 2003, 395-414).
Itt a tartomanyi csaszarkultusz és az uralkodonak
sz6l6 hivatalos hiiségeskii letételének helyszinén
természetesen felallitottak a Divi Imperatores és az
€16 csaszarok szobrait is (Tarracoban példaul tudo-
masunk van egy statua auranda Divi Hadrianirdl:
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RIT 294). Savaria papi testiiletei (a pontifices,
augures ¢és sacerdotales ex colonia Savaria) talan
a provincia foruman dedikaltak szobrot a Pannoni-
at kettéoszto Traianus csaszarnak (CIL III 4178 =
10919 = RIU 45).

Ugyancsak a tartomanygyilés keretében kell
értelmezniink azt a két Savariaban talalt, de mara
mar elveszett szoborbazist, amelyeken Pannonia
Superior két varosanak, Siscianak és Scarbantianak
perszonifikacioi alltak (CIL 1114193 =RIU 133; CIL
IIT 4192 = RIU 134; Hispania Citerior tartomany-
gyllésének helyszinén a provincia conventusait
abrazolo szobrok is felallitasra keriiltek: ALFOLDY
2001, 139-149). A provincia reprezentacios forumat
— Siscia varosanak felirt jelzdje alapjan valamikor a
Severus-korban — val6sziniileg Pannonia Superior
Osszes varosi rangl telepiilésének kiilon bazisra he-
lyezett szobraval diszitették. Az egyidejii szoboral-
litasrol egységes koncepcid alapjan az abrazolt va-
rosok gondoskodtak sajat koltségiikon.

A legtdbb nagybronz szobor a varosok kozterii-
letein, szentélyeiben vagy katonai taborok kdzponti
épiileteiben allt.

A varosok

A varosi kozosségek szoborallitasi gyakorlataval
¢és helyszineivel egy 0sszefoglald tanulmanyban
mar foglalkoztam (MrAv 2003, 337-349, 351-355;
MRAV 2006-2008, 114-127). Ebben az alabbi ko-
vetkeztetésekre jutottam:

A pannoniai varosok kozosségei, vagy azok kép-
viseletében a varosi tanacsok szobrokat allitottak
a Divi Imperatores, az él6 csaszarok és azok csa-
ladtagjai szamara, tovabba varosuk patronusainak,
neves polgarainak valamint ritkan istenségeknek.
Ezekrol a dedikalasokrdl elsé sorban a szobrok ta-
lapzatainak feliratai tanuskodnak. A legtdbb, varos-
ok altal allitott bazis (19 db) csaszarok aranyozott
bronzszobrait (statuae auratae) hordozta, amelye-
ket — az allam és az uralkodo iranti lojalitas elvart
kifejezéseként — loco publico allitottak fol a varosok
forumain vagy kozépiileteiben. Tobbségiik a 3. sza-
zad elso felébol szarmazik, amely idGszakot biroda-
lom szerte a csaszarszobrok dedikalasanak intenzi-
vebbé valasa jellemez.

Maganszemélyek vagy testiiletek kozteriileten
torténd csaszarszobor allitasara Pannoniaban csak
a 2. szazad els6 felébdl ismeriink példakat. A pol-
garsag tehat csak ebben az els6 viragkorban képes
atvallalni a varosok csaszarszobrok allitasara vonat-
kozo koltséges kotelezettségeit. A 2. szazad kdzepé-
tol mar csak kozosségek vagy varosi tanacsok de-
dikalnak egyre nagyobb szamban csaszarszobrokat.

Az 1. szadzad végén és a 2. szazad els6 felében
a magankezdeményezésre, kozteriileten tortént
csaszarszobor allitdsok viszonylag nagy szamaval
parhuzamosan, vagy talan éppen e nagylelkii atval-
lalasoknak koszonhetden, a varosok még képesek
patronusaikat (tobbségiikben az osztatlan Panno-
nia egykori helytartoit) és jeles polgaraikat szobrok
(egy esetben lovas szobor) allitasaval megtisztelni,
néha még a provincia hatarain kiviil is. Az ismert je-
les polgarokat abrazold szobrok dedikalasanak szo-
kasa — az emlékek alacsony szamat dsszehasonlitva
a Birodalom belso teriileteinek provinciaiban ko-
vetett szoborallitasi gyakorlattal — egyaltalan nem
jellemz6 a pannoniai varosokra. A 2. szazad kozepét
kovetd iddszakbol pedig teljesen hianyoznak ezek a
szoborbazisok.

A kozosség altal dedikalt istenszobrokat is csak
a 2. szazadbol ismeriink, igen alacsony szamban
(4 db). Koziiliik a Poetovio kdzossége altal Aquae
lasaeban (Varazdinske Toplice, Horvatorszag) al-
litott Nympha-szobrokat hordoz6 talapzatot, vala-
mint az aquincumi bazist kozteriileten allitottak fel.
Az utdbbi, Aquincenses publice allitott szoborbazis
(CIL III 3518 = TitAq 397) Septimius Severus és
Caracalla egy jeles erényének (példaul Concordia,
Pietas, Providentia, Virtus) isteni perszonifikaci-
6jat vagy egy személylikhoz, Oket érint6 aktualis
eseményhez szorosan kot6do istenség nagybronz
szobrat hordozta (példaul: I. O. M. Protector, For-
tuna Redux, Victoria) (MrAV 2003, 339-340; MRrAV
20062008, 116—-117). Az Agae lasaeban talalt [uno
¢s Fortuna szobrai szamara allitott bazist (ILJug
1168), tovabba a sirmiumi Neptunus talapzatot
(CIL III 10219) azonban — a maganszemélyek altal
Pannoniaban dedikalt istenszobrokhoz hasonléan —
szentélyekben vagy azok kozelében helyezték el.

A katonai taborok

Varosok kozteriiletei és kozépiiletei utan a nagy-
bronz szobrok leggyakrabban a katonai taborok
kdzponti épiileteiben (principia), azon beliil a tabor-
szentély el6tti keresztcsarnokban alltak (FELLMANN
1983, 17; SarRNowst 1989; StoLL 1992; KEMKES—
SarGE 2009, 135-148; KemkEes 2014, 112). Az asa-
tasok soran lelt, hiteles és pontos leldhelyii nagy-
bronz toredékek is gyakran magabdl a principia
épiiletébdl szarmaznak (Intercisa: Visy 1983; Matri-
ca: Kovacs 2000, 93). Az einingi castellum példaja
alapjan nagybronz csaszarszobrok az erédkapuknal
is elképzelheték (Storr 1992, 298, 303; KEMKES
2014, 112). A cohors VII Breucorum c. R. equitata
Caracallanak allitott szoborbazisat a lugiéi (Duna-
s