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THE STRATIGRAPHICAL EVIDENCE

During the excavations of the Italian Archaeolo­
gical Mission in Hungary in 1985 (GENTIO 1986, 
367-; ibid, 1988, 81-) a large quantity of pottery frag­
ments of the Gáva Culture (11th—9th century B.C.) 
were found at Gyoma, site 133. A large part of these 
fragments contributed to the reconstruction of 6 
large “urn type” vessels of biconical shape and one of 
elongated shape of the Villanovan period.

On the southern edge of a large abandoned quarry 
of a brick factory (Fig. 1, l )1 the fragments were dis­
covered along the eastern side of section number 4 
(Fig. 1, 2) which had been opened. THa 1-trenches 
were opened in order to establish the extension of 
the site which had already been identified, mainly as 
a Sarmatian settlement, during a field survey of the 
area (JANKÓ VICH-MAKKAY-SZŐKE 1989,
229)2. Part of the site had probably been occupied by 
an ancient Kurgan, called “Csap Halom”, now desto- 
ryed (Fig.l, 3). This kurgan was located very close to 
another one, still standing, called Rigó “Halom”, 
from which gold objects of Iron Age date were clai­
med to have been found at the beginning of the cen­
tury (MÁRTON 1905, 234). It is probable, however, 
that these objects’come from the first kurgan.3 The 
area of Gyoma 133 (Fig. 1, 1) contans at least two 
very large clay quarries, whose standing sections allo­
wed a check of the stratigraphical quality of the ar­
chaeological deposits. The cleaning of the quarry sec­
tions proved to be extremely useful; indeed from the 
13 sections examined in 1985, in fact, two pits of 
Sarmatian date, a Late Bronze Age pit, a simple 
grave and many other stratigraphical elements came 
to light (GENITO 1988, 81-).

Progressive excavation by steps (Fig. 2, 1) of sec­
tion number 4, allowed the identification of the pits. 
The Late Bronze Age pit was located immediately to 
the east of a very large ovalshaped pit of Sarmatian 
date (Fig. 2, 2).4 The profile of the first pit was very 
clear and it was very clear and it was easily excavated 
after opening a square trench (no.3). The identifica­
tion of the profile of the Late Bronze Age pit was 
much more complicated, though facilitated by the 
presence of a layer of large pottery fragments, distri­
buted horizontally (Fig. 2, 3). The presence of this 
layer allowed us to verify that the pit had already 
been partly destroyed and to recognize its extension 
to the south beyond the line of section number 4; a

second level of sherds was moreover discovered 
above the first (Fig. 2, 4).

The lower layer contained circa 50 pottery frag­
ments of medium and large size, among which were 
body and rim sherds. The whole layer extended over 
an area of 1 m x 0,60 m. The distribution of the frag­
ments gave the immediate impression of the presence 
of a single big vessel or of a group of vessels that had 
been broken in situ. There are two possibilities: 1. 
either the vessels had been thrown intact into the pit 
where they then smashed, or 2. they had been deposi­
ted intact and subsequently broke under the pressure 
of the pit’s fill.

Looking at the small portion of the section num­
ber 4 (Fig. 2, 5) it was possible to follow the approxi­
mate profile of the pit and the two levels of superim­
posed pottery fragments. The difference in depth bet­
ween the two levels may be the combined result of 
two factors:

1. The unorthodox nature of the excavation that is 
the cutting of successive “steps” in each section 
which may have given the impression of a lack of 
continuity in the deposition of the pottery fragments.

2. Although the sherds would tend to distribute na­
turally along a horizontal plane, the size and form of 
the fragments would, nonetheless, from a relatively 
uneven deposit with large interstices between sherds, 
which would eventually be filled through soil ac­
cumulation.

In order to understand how the fragments were 
distributed, the southern part of the pit was excava­
ted, dividing the whole area into 6 grid squares of 
0,70 m each; the lower level of fragments was distri­
buted over all the squares (Fig. 3, 1) whilst the upper 
level was more irregularly distributed (Fig. 3, 2). 
Looking at the detailed distribution of the fragments 
of the upper level it is notable that the north-eastern 
zone of the trench was empty of material; this pro­
bably signifies that the pit extended in that direction 
less than we had expected (Fig. 3, 3). The distribution 
of the pottery fragments was thus limited to the 
south-east and north-west of the area.

The fragments of the seven vessels come indiscri­
minately from both levels, clearly indicating that the 
two levels originally constituded a single deposit 
(Fig. 2, 6).
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Fig. 1.1: General plan of the trial-trenches at Gyoma; 2: Section no.4; 3: The site of the “Csap Halom” at Gyoma
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Fig. 2. 1: The progressive cuttings and the black profile of the pits; 2: ITe oval-shaped pit on the right and the Late Bronze 
Age pit on the left; 3: Lower layer of fragments in the Late Bronze Age pit; 4: Distribution of the fragments of the first layer; 

5: Upper layer of fragments in the Late Bronze Age pit; 6: The complete distribution of the pottery fragments.
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F ig . 3 . 1: S m a ll s e c t io n  o f  th e  pit; 2: T h e  d is tr ib u tio n  o f  th e  fr a g m e n ts  in th e  u p p e r  layer; 
3: T h e  d is tr ib u tio n  o f  th e  fr a g m e n ts  in th e  lo w e r  layer .
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Fig. 4. 1-7: Late Bronze Age Vessels from Gyoma 133.
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Fig. 5. 1-7: Late Bronze Age Vessels from Gyoma 133.
7
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List of Vessels

R e s to r e d  biconical-Um  (In v . n o . 6 7 6 ,  I n s t itu te  o f  A r ­
c h a e o lo g y , B u d a p e s t ) ,  c o a r s e  o r a n g e  w a r e  w ith  a b la ck  p o li­
s h e d  s u r fa c e ,  s m a ll fla t b a s e , la rg e  h ig h  n e c k , v e r y  flar in g  
rim ; d e c o r a te d  w ith  v e ry  ligh tly  e n g r a v e d  p a ra lle l l in es  a n d  
w avy  c h a n n e ll in g , h e ig h t  1 0 5 , D ia m e te r  o f  th e  m o u th  9 7 ,  
D ia m e te r  o f  th e  b a s e  3 0  c m  (F ig .  4 ,1 ; 5 , 1 ) .

R e s to r e d  biconical-Um  (In v . n o . 6 7 7 ) ,  C o a r se  o r a n g e  
w a r e  w ith  a b la ck  p o lis h e d  s u r fa c e ,  sm a ll flat b a s e , large  h ig h  
n eck  v ery  flar in g  rim ; d e c o r a te d  w ith  v e ry  ligh tly  e n g r a v e d  
w avy  c h a n n e ll in g . H . 4 9 ,  D b . 12 c m  (F ig . 4 , 2; 5 , 2 ) .

R e s to r e d  biconical-Um  (In v . n o .  6 7 5 ) ,  c o a r s e  o r a n g e  
w a re  w ith  a b la ck  p o lis h e d  s u r fa c e ,  s m a ll fla t b a s e , la rg e  h igh  
n eck , v e ry  flar in g  rim ; d e c o r a t e d  w ith  v e r y  ligh tly  e n g r a v e d  
w avy  c h a n n e lin g . I I . 4 6 ,  D m . 4 7 ,  D b . 10 c m  (F ig . 4 , 3; 5 , 3 ) .

R e s to r e d  biconical-Um  (In v . n o . 1 1 3 7 ) ,  c o a r s e  o r a n g e  
w a re  w ith  a b lack  p o lis h e d  s u r fa c e ,  s m a ll flat b a s e , la rg e  h igh  
n eck , v ery  flar in g  rim ; d e c o r a te d  w ith  v e ry  ligh tly  e n g r a v e d  
p ara lle l c h a n n e ll in g . H . 6 9 ,  D m . 6 4 ,  D b . 14 c m  (F ig . 4 , 4; 5 , 
4 ).

F r a g m e n ta ry  r e s to r e d  biconical-Urn (In v . n o . 1 1 3 8 ) ,  
c o a r s e  o r a n g e  w a r e  w ith  a b la ck  p o lish e d  s u r fa c e , sm a ll flat 
b a se . H . 4 4 , D b . 11 c m  (F ig . 4 , 6; 5 , 6 ) .

R e s to r e d  elongated-shaped Pot (In v . n o . 6 7 8 ) ,  c o a r s e  
o r a n g e  w a r e  w ith  p o lish e d  s u r fa c e ,  s m a ll flat b a s e . H . 5 9 ,  
D m . 4 6 , D b . 14 c m  (F ig . 4 , 6; 5 , 6 ) .

F r a g m e n ta ry  r e s to r e d  biconical-Jug (In v . n o . 6 7 9 ) ,  c o a r s e  
o r a n g e  w a r e  w ith  a b la ck  p o lis h e d  s u r fa c e , sm a ll flat b a se  
w ith  a v e rt ic a l h a n d le . I I . 14 , D b . 7  cm  (f ig . 4 , 7; 5 , 7).'S

Notes

1 F o r  th e  first r e f e r e n c e s  to  G y o m a  T ég la g y á r  s e e .  K O V A -  
L O V S Z K I  1 9 5 8  a a n d  1 9 5 8 b . T h e  first I ta lia n  a c tiv ity  in 
H u n g a r y  w a s  r e la te d  to  G y o m a  133  th o u g h  it w a s  b ad ly  
d a m a g e d  s ite . T h e  s ta n d in g  s e c t io n s  o f  th e  q u a rr y ’e d g e s  
a p p e a r e d  v e ry  p r o m is in g  in te r m s  o f  s tr a tig r a p h ic a l q u a ­
lity.

2  T h e  w o r k  c a rr ied  o u t  by a g r o u p  o f  th e  A r c h a e o lo g ic a l  
In s t itu te  o f  th e  H u n g a r ia n  A c a d e m y  o f  S c ie n c e s  id e n t i­
fied  a v ery  a m p le  a r c h a e o lo g ic a l a r e a  d is tr ib u te d  a lm o s t  
e n tir e ly  in s id e  th e  q u arry . T h e  r e s c u e  e x c a v a t io n  o n  th e  
s ite  in  la te  sp r in g  o f  1 9 8 7  d e m o n s tr a te d  th a t th e  a r c h a e o ­
lo g ic a l a r e a  w a s  far larg er  th a n  h a d  b e e n  e x p e c te d  ( G E ­
N I T O  fo r th c o m in g  a ) .

3  T h e  h y p o th e s is  g o e s  b a c k  to  D r . M a k k a y , (J A N K O -  
V I C H - M A K K A Y - S Z Ő K E , 1 9 8 9 , 2 1 4 - 2 1 9 ) .  I ta k e  th e  
o c c a s io n  h e r e  to  e x p r e s s  m y  th a n k s  to  h im  fo r  th e  n u m e ­
r o u s  d is c u s s io n s  o n  th e  q u e s t io n .

4  F o r  th e  d e ta ile d  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  th e  e x c a v a t io n  o f  th e  Pit 
s e e  G E N I T O ,  fo r th c o m in g  a.

5 D r a w in g s: F ig . 1, 1: M . C a tta n i, B . G e n ito ;  F ig . 1, 2: B . 
G e n ito ,  I. T isc o r n ia , C . C ristilli; F ig . 1, 3: a fte r  J a n k o -  
v ic h /M a k k a y /S z ő k e  1 9 8 9 , 18 4 , M ap ; F ig . 3 , 1 -3 :  B . G e n i ­
to ; F ig . 4 , 1 -7 :  S. P ra c c h ia , B . D u k a y .
In v . n o . o f  th e  P h o to g r a p s :  F ig . 2 , 1 -6 ;  I s t i tu to  I ta lia n o  
p er  il M e d io  e d  E s t r e m o  O r ie n te ,  D e p .  N e g . L . 1 5 7 3 2 /2 5 ,  
1 6 3 5 5 /2 9 a , 1 5 3 7 2 /3 4 ,  1 5 7 2 8 /8 ,  1 3 7 3 3 /3 6 ,  1 5 7 2 8 /3 2 ;  F ig . 
5 , 1 -7 :  H u n g a r ia n  In s t itu te  o f  A r c h a e o lo g y , 1 3 0 1 4 1 ,  
1 3 0 1 4 0 , 1 3 2 5 1 1 , 1 3 0 1 3 7 , 1 3 0 1 3 9 , 1 3 2 5 1 0 , 1 3 2 5 1 2 .

GENITO 1986 

GENITO 1988

GENITO forthcoming a

JA NK O V ICH -M A K K AY - 
SZŐKE 1989

KOVALOVSZKI 1985a 
KOVALOVSZKI 1958b 
MÁRTON 1905

BIBLIOG RAPH Y

B. G EN ITO , The Italian Archaeological Activity in Hungary. East und West, 
36—4 (1986) 367-375
B. G EN ITO , The Archaeological Cultures of the Sarmatians with a Prelimi­
nary Note on the Trial Trenches at Gyoma 133: a Sarmatian Settlement in 
South-Eastern Hungary (campaign 1985). Annali dell’Istitulo Univcrsitario 
Orientale 48 (1988) 8Í-126 .
B. GENITO, Trial-trenches at Gyoma 133: a Second Interim Report on a 
Sarmatian settlement in South-Hungary (campaign 1986/98).
D. JANKOVICH-J. M AKKAY-B. SZŐK E, Békés megye Régészeti Topog­
ráfiája. A szan’asi járás. Magyarország Régészeti Topográfiája 8. Budapest 
1989.
J. KOVALOVSZKI, Gyoma, Ziegelfabrik ArchÉrt 85 (1985) 205.
J. KOVALOVSZKI, Gyónta, Téglagyár. R égF üzser.l, 10 (1958) 30-31.
L. M ÁRTON, Skytha aranylelet gyomai halomsírból. -  The Golden Scythian 
Find from Gyoma Kurgan. Arch Er t 25 (1905) 234-240.

B. G e n ito
I s M F .O -D c p a r tm c n t  o f  A s ia n  S tu d ie s
O r ie n ta l In st itu te
N a p le s



120 В. Genito-T. Kemenczei

CHRONOLOGY OF THE POTTERY FIND FROM GYOMA

There is a significant number of vessels from the 
Hungarian Plain which display similarities to the 
Gyoma finds in their shapes as well as in their orna­
mentation. These wares were groupped into the Late 
Bronze Age Gáva culture. It was hold that the Gáva 
type ceramics were made on the Plain east of the Ti­
sza during the Hallstatt А-B l period (KEMENCZEI 
1984,64-72).

Several researchers say that the production of ce­
ramics with chanelled decoration passed to Transyl­
vania from the territory of the Gáva culture (LÁSZ­
LÓ 1973, 605-; RUSU 1973, 105-). The same is the 
situation concerning the Prut-Dniester area (Goli- 
gard, KiSinev, Gránicesti groups: MELJUKOVA 
1961, 35-; SMIRNOVA'1974, 359-; ibid., 1976, 18-; 
KRUSELNICKA 1976; 25-; ibid., 1985, 40-; LA- 
PUSNJAN 1979, 62-; LÁSZLÓ 1986, 149-), the Ba­
nat and the Serbia reaches of the Danube (Susani- 
Bobda, BelegiS, Kalakaéa groups: GARASNIN 1973, 
637-; TASIC 1974, 662-; TODOROVIÓ 1977, 146; 
FOLTINY 1985, 111-; CHICIDEANU 1986, 47; 
MEDOVIÓ 1988, 447-; ibid., 1988- 89, 57) and also 
Southeast Poland (BAZILIECH 1982, 92-, 106; ibid., 
1984, 347-).

Researches carried out in the last few years seem 
to suggest that it was not the middle and upper reach 
of the Tisza where ceramics with chanelled and wart 
decoration were first produced in the Carpathian Ba­
sin. This style appeared parallelly in several areas. In 
the Upper-Tisza area some pottery types of the ear­
lier Berkesz and Felsőszőcs cultures were decorated 
with the new motives (KACSÓ 1975, 63. fig. 13; La- 
pus/Oláhlápos). In the Middle-Tisza region, the Rá- 
kóczifalva, the Tumulus and the Hajdúbagos cultures 
display the most significant antecedents of the Gáva 
pottery. Such are urns with chanelled and wart orna­
mentation, pots with incised linear decoration, deep 
bowls with everted rims, cups with high handels (KO­
VÁCS 1970 1970, 29. fig. 1, 18, 20, 22, fig. 2, 1, 9, 16; 
ibid., 1975, fig. 11, 126/1; ibid., 1981, 89, fig. 1.2; KA­
CSÓ 1987, 71; NÉMETI 1990, 53). The pottery find 
from Debrecen is a fine example of the transition 
between the ceramics of the two periods (POROSZ- 
LAI 1985, 78-). Finds from the eastern edge of the 
Plain, in the valley of the Körös rivers, which are in 
many respects similar to the pottery of the Gáva cul­
ture, are called Igrita culture (EMŐDI 1980, 229-; 
CHIDIOSAN-EMŐDI 1983, 17-; ibid., 1982, 61-). 
Although the vessels are decorated with chanels and 
some shapes are also similar, they cannot be group­
ped into the Gáva culture for lack of the characteris­
tic incised pattern. The find materials of Susani-Bob- 
da and BelegiS cultures described from south of the 
Maros, also contain pottery with chanelled decora­
tion similar to that of the Gáva culture (STRATAN-

VULPE 1977, 46-). The vessels of the Kalakaéa cul­
ture along the Syrmian, Serbian reaches of the Danu­
be are highly similar to those of the Gáva culture 
with incised pattern. Since in this area there are no 
antecedents of these wares, their production must 
have been taken over from the Gáva culture (ME- 
DOVIÓ 1988, 447)-. The ceramics of the Kalakaca 
group as a whole, however, does not belong to the 
pottery style of th Gáva culture.

From among the ceramic finds at Gyoma, a piece 
with everted rims, ornamented with curved, wavy 
chanelling on the shoulder (Fig. 4, 2.3, fig. 5, 2.3) has 
analogues in the find material of the Gáva culture 
(KEMENCZEI 1984, PI. 132,1; 134, 12: Tiszavasvári, 
Tiszakeszi). Another vessel from Gyoma also similar, 
here, however, there is a horizontal chanelled decor­
ation on the shoulder under the neck (fig. 4,4, fig. 
5,4). Urns with such shapes and decoration were 
found in the cemetery of the Gáva culture at Táktabáj 
(KEMENCZEI 1984, pi. 158, 11; 159, 1; 160, 9). 
Exact analogues are known from the Iron Gate, from 
the urn graves excavated at Mala Vrbica (VUKMA- 
NOVIÓ 1983, 43, fig. 5). They can be dated by the 
help of two fibula forms. At Táktabáj, one of the buri­
als contained a fibula with bow-plate (KEMENCZEI 
1984, PI. 160, 18). These fibulas were spread during 
the Hallstatt AI and they still existed during the 
Hallstatt Bl period (BADER 1983, 31). Early pieces 
have been found, for example, at Kurd, Lengyeltóti 
and Tállya (MOZSOLICS 1985a, PI. 25, 6; 108, 7; 
164, 7), while pieces dated from the Hallstatt Bl peri­
od have been found at Egyek and at Debrecen- Látó­
kép (KEMENCZEI 1984, pi. 192, 30; 193, 9). In Mol­
dova, in the region of the KiSinev group, a fibula with 
bow-plate was found together with a antennae hilted 
sword at site Valja Rusuluj (MELJUKOVA 1961, 49; 
fig. 18,6). Another fibula of the same type has been 
found at Sanisláu/Szaniszló in the eastern part of the 
Plain from a cemetery of the Gáva culture (NÉMETI 
1981-82, fig. 17,2). The piece from Táktabáj is dated 
to the later phase of the fibula fashion as attested by 
the pottery from the grave. The bulgy urns with fun­
nel shaped neck cannot be found in the pottery finds 
of the early Gáva style. The same is proved by the ce­
ramics of the Nagykálló settlement where no such 
pottery has been identified. The bronze hoard disco­
vered in the site dates the settlement to the Hallstatt 
AI period (KEMENCZEI 1982, 77-).

Urns very similar to the above mentioned wares 
from Gyoma and Táktabáj have been found in the 
first urn grave at Mala Vrbica together with a Pe- 
schiera type bronze fibula (VUKMANOVIÓ 1983, 
83; fig. 1.2.5.). This fibula type was spread during the 
Hallstatt A period and survived to the Hallstatt Bl 
(BADER 1983, 21; PETRESCU-DÍMBOVITA
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1977, PI. 358, 5-170. The hoard from Cernatu/Cser- 
nátfalu in Tfansylvania contained iron implements 
just as well as bronze fibulas of this type, i. e. it came 
from the second half of the Hallstatt В period (SZÉ­
KELY 1966, 211, fig. 2.3; LÁSZLÓ 1977, 60). Accor­
dingly, the fibula finds prove that the urns with fun­
nel shaped neck from Thktabáj and also from Gyoma 
were produced during the second phasa of the Gáva 
culture.

The garland and the wavy chanelled decorational 
pattern on three urn shaped vessels at Gyoma (ig. 4, 
1-3; 5, 1-3) can be found in the eastern part of the 
Carpathian Basin, on the pottery of all the above 
mentioned cultures. The pattern was equally applied 
on urns, pots, bowls, cups. The origin of the decora­
tion goes back to the Middle Bronze Age of the Plain 
(BÓNA 1982, 235, PI. 35,1; 36, 11; 38, 5; MÁTHÉ 
1988, PI. 4, 6,7; 22, 3-6). Latermit can be observed in 
the circle of the Tumulus culture. During the Halls- 
tatt A period, it is generally widespread in the cera­
mics of various cultures. One of the most characteris­
tic finds of pottery decorated with this motif has been 
found in the Susani barrow in the Bánát (STRA- 
TAN-VULPE 1977, PI. 5-9).

A formal characteristic of one of the Gyoma finds 
decorated with chanelled garland pattern (fig. 4, 1; 5, 
1) is the obliquely canelled shoulder. Vessels with si­
milar shoulders can be found in the Carpathian Basin 
in the Gáva (KEMENCZEI 1984, P. 133, 14; 161, 14: 
Bodrogkeresztúr, Thktabáj), the Susani-Bobda, Cru- 
ceni (PETRESCU-DÍMBOVITA 1977, PI. 35,1; 169, 
8: Pecica/Pécska, Cornujel; * STRATAN-VULPE 
1977, PI. 6, 94: Susani/Bégaszuszány), the BelegiS 
(TODOROVIÓ 1977, fig. 9.10, 12; FOLTINY 1985, 
114, fig. 2, 4-8; MEDOVIC 1988-89, 49. Pl. 1, 1-6; 2,
1,2,6,7) and in the Reci-Media^ cultures (SZÉKELY 
1966, 47, PI. 2,3; 4, 1-2: Reci/Réty; FOLTINY 1968, 
343, fig. 2,4, 8,10: Tigrua Mures/Marosvásárhely) as 
well. The earliest occurrence can be dated to the R 
BD period. The urn of the Cornutel bronze find is of 
the same age. This find, however, was also dated to 
the Hallstatt AI period based on a mace-headed pin 
(HÄNSEL 1976, 64), nevertheless, such pins are 
known from the Central Danubian Basin also from 
earlier periods (NOVOTNA 1980, 142; KEMENC­
ZEI 1989, 84, fig. 9, 19). An urn with a similar shoul­
der decoration can be dated to the R BD with the 
help of a bronze dagger, both found in an urn grave 
excavated at Vojilovica in Voivodina (MEDOVIC 
1988-89, 50, PI. 2, 5-6). Urns with narrow, obliquely 
chanelled shoulders were frequently produced in the 
Carpathian Basin during the Hallstatt A period, and 
also in the Hallstatt В. The Gyoma piece is a formal 
variant having long upper part with convex sides and 
a truncated cone shaped base. The nearest analogues 
can be found along the Tisza at Bodrogkeresztúr 
(KEMENCZEI 1984, PI. 133, 14), in Tfansylvania at 
Reci (SZÉKELY 1966, 47. PI. 2,3; 4, 1-2) at the Prut

at Magala (SMIRNOVA 1965, 20 fig. 2,3). The Reci 
pottery was dated, based on their being similar to the 
urns from Cirna, to the end of the R BD and the be­
ginning of the Hallstatt A period (HÄNSEL 1976, 
93). This argument, however, cannot be excepted, 
since the Cirna culture lived on the Lower Danube, 
consequently its urn types could not serve as antece­
dents for this pottery type. So there is no reason to 
suppose that the Reci type finds would have been ol­
der than ceramics unearthed at site Media^/Medgyes 
in Tfansylvania (ZAHARIA 1965, 83-). On the cont­
rary, the wares from Reci, and also from Gyoma, ref­
lect the style of the later period of the chanelled cera­
mics in the Tisza region and in Tbansylvania.

During the Late Bronze Age, all the cultures pro­
duced flower-pot shaped pots with knob decoration 
at the edge, like the vessel at Gyoma (fig. 4,6; 5,6). 
From the Gáva culture some examples may be menti­
oned from Poroszló, Nagykálló, Prügy, Somotor/Szo- 
motor (PATAY 1976, 195, fig. 2,5; KEMENCZEI 
1982, 79. fig. 4,5; 8,4; ibid., 1984, PI. 150, 20; DEME- 
TEROVÁ 1986, 121. PI. 4,14; 5,7).

Tvo vessels from Gyoma are too fragmentary to 
tell their shapes. One might have been an urn shaped 
vessel with funnel shaped neck (fig. 4, 5; 5, 5), the 
other was a single-handled jug (fig. 4, 7; 5, 7).

The enlisted analogues allow to group the Gyoma 
finds into the Gáva culture. The site is situated at the 
southeastern part of the occupation area of the Gáva 
culture, bordered by regions of the Igrita, Susani- 
Bobda, BelegiS cultures. The Late Bronze Age cera­
mics found in the southern part of the Plain de­
monstrates the mutual contacts of these cultures. 
The similar ceramics of the various areas formed 
from the local Middle Bronze Age, early Late Bronze 
Age pottery style which also borrowed pottery forms 
and decorative patterns from the region of the late 
Tbmulus -  early Urnfield culture (Csórva group) 
west of the Tisza (TROGMAYER 1963, 85-; KE- 
MECZEI 1975, 54-). This pottery style formed du­
ring the R BD period its classical phase can be dated 
from the Hallstatt A period. This was the period 
when the practice of the production of ceramics with 
chanelled decoration generally spread in the eastern 
part of the Carpathian Basin and from there further 
to the east and to the south. In this period the most 
common vessel type was the urn shaped ware with 
truncated cone shaped neck. Based on their shape, 
the Gyoma finds belong to that period of the Gáva 
ceramics when some urn shaped vessels were furni­
shed with funnel shaped neck. As attested by finds 
from the urn grave cemetery at Thktabáj, these pro­
ducts were characteristic even in the first half of the 
Hallstatt В period. This pottery style was present on 
the Plain during the whole of the Hallstatt В period, 
as it is demostrated by finds from the Mezőcsát and 
Doroslovo/Doroszló cemeteries (PATEK 1982, 32, 
fig. 17, 23, 31, 41, 42; TRAJKOVIC 1977, 33. fig. 4.).
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The formal antecedent of the Gyoma urn shaped ves­
sel with highly flaring neck is the pottery of the bron­
ze find from Tällya dated to the Hallstatt AI (KE­
MENCZEI 1984, PI. 187, 1) while its exact analogues 
are known from the urn grave cemetery at Tátabáj. 
Consequently, the ceramic find from Gyoma must 
have been buried during the На A2 -  Ha B1 periods.

Concerning the cultural groupping and dating of 
the Gyoma pottery find, another opinion should also 
be mentioned. According to it, the Gáva culture is 
contemporary with the Kurd hoard horizon, i. e. it 
can be dated from the middle of the Hallstatt A peri­
od. It would mean that there are no data proving that 
the Gáva type ceramics would have been found toge­
ther with any bronze object younger than that (MO- 
ZSOLICS 1985b, 177). This, however, is not so. The 
bronze objects provide a firm base for dating the Gá­
va type ceramics (KEMENCZEI 1982, 89, fig. 10, 7- 
15: Nagykálló; ibid., 1984, PI. 187, 1: TMllya; ibid., 
1981, 151, PI. 1-6; MOZSOLICS 1985 a, PI. 158, 1: 
Vajdácska; KOVALOVSZKI 1989, 122, fig. 2-5: Do­
boz). The hoard from Piricse also belons here. It was 
found in a vessel with incised wavy pattern. Only a 
fragment of the pottery had been handcn in the Nyír­
egyháza Museum and even that has been lost some 
decades ago. A. Jósa has put the following note at the 
beginning of the century on the drawing of the finds: 
Bruchteil des irdenen Gefässes, welches den Fund 
enthielt” (JÓSA-KEMENCZEI 1963-64, Täf. 48, 
28). So it cannot be proved, stated that the vessel was 
made on a wheel and came from the Middle Ages 
(MOZSOLICS 1985b, 177), in turn, it has many ana­
logues in the find materials of the Gáva culture (KE­
MENCZEI 1984, 71). A. Jósa has also published a 
fragment of the pottery containing the Nyírtura 
hoard. It was a sherd with wavy pattern dated from 
the Hallstatt Bl period. He did not write that it 
would have been found lying next to the bronze ob­
jects (MOZSOLICS 1985b, 177), but as it can be 
read on the Plate: Bruchteil des irdenen Gefässes, 
welches den Fund enthielt” (JÓSA-KEMENCZEI 
1963-64, PI. 61, 18). It is not only the Nyírtura hoard 
which enables the definition and dating of the second 
half of the Gáva culture but also a mould of a socke­
ted axe found in the Poroszló settlement, it repre­
sents a type characteristic of the Hallstatt A2-B1 pe­
riod (PATAY 1966, 198. fig. 4,2). It is also mistaken 
that the stratigraphical situation of the find is unk­
nown (MOZSOLICS 1985b, 177). On the contrary, it 
is known that the mould was unearthed in the II/s pit 
of the settlement, together with characteristic Gáva 
pottery, like sherds with chanelled wart decoration, 
incised linear pattern, smoothed, chanelled, turban 
shaped decoration (Hungarian National Museum 
Inv. No.: 71.1.1070-1094). Their contemporaneity 
cannot be doubted. Another mistaken statement is 
that the Táktabáj cemetery would not belong to the 
Gáva culture (MOZSOLICS 1985b, 177), since

among the finds there are pieces with chanelled wart 
decoration and incised linear pattern characteristic of 
the settlement ceramics of the Gáva culture (KE­
MENCZEI 1984, PI. 158, 12; 159, 4; 160, 14). The 
same is underlined by the Gyoma pottery find itself 
where beside the ceramics made in the characteristic 
Gáva style (fig. 4, 1-3; 5, 1-3) there is also a piece si­
milar to the Táktabáj urns (fig. 4,4; 5,4). The bronze 
hoard from Debrecen-Dombostanya, dated to the 
Hallstatt A2-B1 period was also found in a vessel of 
identical shape (KEMENCZEI 1984, PI. 191, 1-11; 
MOZSOLICS 1985a, PI. 264-268; 272,7). Further­
more, Gáva type wares have also been found together 
with bronze objects dated from the second half of the 
Hallstatt В period. For example, the third grave exca­
vated at Füzesabony-Öregdomb contained an urn 
shaped Gáva type vessel with chanelled, wart orna­
mentation and bronze bits and faleras (KEMENC­
ZEI 1989, 61. fig. 4, 1-2, 4-6, 8-10), or the urn burial 
from Zemplin/Zemplén with Gáva type pottery and 
an iron knife and an iron ring (GASa J 1988, 265, fig. 
1, 1-4). These latter came really from after the disin­
tegration of the Gáva culture, still they demonstrate 
that Gáva type ceramics survived after the middle of 
the Hallstatt A period. It has expressedly been pro­
ved hat there was no dramatic change in the ceramic 
production during the Hallstatt A and В periods 
(HÄNSEL 1976, 95; MEDOVIÓ 1988, 451-). All the 
above fact ascertain that the Gáva culture existed af­
ter the middle of the Hallstatt A period, i. e. the Gyo­
ma pottery find is rightly groupped into the Gáva cul­
ture.

It cannot be told why the Gyoma wares were bu­
ried. The practice of burying more than one vessels 
together started in Central and Southeast Europe in 
the Middle Bronze Age (EIBNER 1969, 19-; KO­
VÁCS 1978, 221; STRATAN-VULPE 1977, 46) Si­
milar pottery finds have been known from the region 
of the Gáva culture. Tb this group belong the two 
finds from Debrecen-Haláppuszta, both consisting of 
cups (KEMENCZEI 1984, 25) and the find groups 
from Battonya and Debrecen containing various ves­
sels. (SZ. KALLAY 1986, 160-; POROSZLAI 1985, 
78-). A pottery hoard was unearthed at the Tisza at 
Igrici, near the Gáva region. It belonged to the Urn- 
field culture -  Csórva group (HELLEBRANDT 
1990). In the Banat, the vessels from the Susani bar- 
row belong into this group (STRATAN-VULPE 
1977, PI. 5-15). These finds may be objects buried as 
a part of a cult or a sacrifice, although it is also pos­
sible that they were separately kept, stored goods of 
some potters or tradesmen. The Gyoma find, regar­
ding the few items it contained, seems to have belon­
ged to the first category. It means that the finds not 
only help the dating of the Gáva culture bur also in­
dicate that burial of sacrificial pottery made part of 
the cultic practice of the Late Bronze Age popula­
tion in the eastern part of the Plain.



Late Bronze Age Vessels from Gyoma 123

BADER 1983 
BAZIELICH 1982

BAZIELICH 1984

BÓNA-NOVÁKI 1982 

CHICIDEANU 1986 

CHIDIO^AN-EMŐDI 1982

CHIDIO^AN-EMŐDI 1983

DEMETROVÁ 1986 

EIBNER 1969 

EMŐDI 1980 

FOLTINY 1968 

FOLTINY 1985 

GARa Sa NIN 1973 

GASa J 1988

HANSEL 1976

HELLEBRANDT 1990

JÓSA-KEMENCZEI 1963-64

KACSÓ 1975

KACSÓ 1987

KEMENCZE1 1975

KEMENCZEI 1981

KEMENCZEI 1982

KEMENCZEI 1984 
KEMENCZEI 1989a

BIBLIOGRAPHY

T. BADER, Die Fibeln in Rumänien. PBF XIV, 6. München 1983
M. BAZIELICH, Material kultury Luzidäej i kultury Gáva ze stanowska 
22 w Zestawicach-Dlubni (Kraków-Nowa Huta).- Lusitian culture and Gá­
va culture materials from site 22 at Zestawice-Dtubnia (Cracow-Nowa Hu­
ta). WiA 47(1982)71-106.
M. BAZIELICH, Elementу kultury Gáva w rejonie Krakowa-Nowej Huty- 
Elements of the Gáva culture in the area of Cracow-Nowa Huta. A Polski 
29(1984)317-349.
I. BÓNA-GY. NOVÁKI, Alpár bronzkori és Árpád-kori vára.-Alpár -  eine 
bronzezeitliche und mittelalterliche Burg. Cumania 7 (1982) 17-268.
I. CHICIDEANU, Die frühtrakische Kultur zur Bronzezeit in Südwest Ru­
mänien. Dacia 30 (1986) 7-47.
N. CHIDIO^AN-I. EMŐDI, Grupul cultural Igrifa de Iá sfirptul epocu 
bronzului. -  Le groupe cultural d 'Igrifa de la fin de Läge du bronze. Crisia 12 
(1982)61-86.
N. CHIDIO^AN-I. EMŐDI, Descoperirile arheologice din pe^tera Izbindis 
(comuna Suncuius) aparfinind grupului cultural Igrifa.- Les découvertes ar- 
chéologiques de la grotte Izbindis (commune de Suncuius) appartenant au 
groupe culturel Igrifa. Crisia 13 (1983) 17-32.
S. DEMETROVÁ. Poéiatky gávskej kultúry na Vyschodnom Slovenski.-Die 
Anfänge der Gáva-Kultur ind der Slowakei SlovArch 34 (1986) 97-131.
C. EIBNER, Ein mittelbronzezeitlicher Gefäßverwahrfund von Schratten- 
bergp.B. Mistelbach, N. Ö. ArchAu 46 (1969) 19-52.
I. EMŐDI, Necropola de la sjirfitul epocu bronzului din pestera Igrifa. -  Das 
spätbronzezeitliche Grabfeld der Ignfa-Höhle. SCIV 31 (1980) 229-273.
S. FOLTINY, Zum Problem der sogennanten “Pseudo-Protovillanova 
umen". Origini 2 (1968) 33-356.
S. FOLTINY, Zur umenfelderzeitlichen Keramik im Banat. WAB1 71 (1985) 
111- 120.
M. GARASa NIN, Praistorija na tlu SR Srbije. -  La Préhistoire sur le terri- 
toire de la République Socialiste de Serbie. Beograd 1973.
D. Ga SaJ, Ziarovy hrob z neskorej doby bronzovej al zaiiatky starSej doby 
Zeleznej v Zempline. -  Das Umengrab aus der Spätbronzezeit bis zum Anfang 
der älteren Eisenzeit in Zemplin. HCK 5 (1988) 261-269.
B. HÄNSEL, Beiträge zur regionalen und chronologischen Gliederung der 
älteren Hallstattzeit an der unteren Donau. Bonn 1976.
M. HELLEBRANDT, Az igrici kerámiadepot. Der Gefäßfund von Igrici. 
Com Arch Hung 1990,
A. JÓS А-T. KEMENCZEI, Bronzkori halmazleletek. -  Depotfunde aus der 
Bronzezeit. JAMÉ6-7 (1963-64) 19^45.
C. KACSÓ, Contributions á la connaissance de la culture de Suciu de Sus á 
la lumiére des recherches fades á Lápus. Dacia 19 (1975) 45-68.
C. KACSÓ, Beiträge zur Kenntnis des Verbreitungsgebietes und der Chronolo­
gie der Suciu de Sus-Kultur. Dacia 31 (1987) 51-75.
T. KEMENCZEI, Zur Verbreitung der spätbronzezeitlichen Umenfelderkul- 
tur östlich der Donau. FolArch 26 (1975) 45-70.
T. KEMENCZEI, Der Bronzefund von Vajdácska. In: Festschrift für W. A. 
v. Brunn. 151-161. Mainz 1981.
T. KEMENCZEI, Die Siedlungsfunde der Gáva-Kultur aus Nagykálló. 
FolArch 33 (1982) 73-95.
T KEMENCZEI, Die Spätbronzezeit Nordostungams. Budapest 1984.
T. KEMENCZEI, Bemerkungen zur Chronologe der spätbronzezeitlichen 
Grabfunde im Donau-Theiß Zwischenstromgebiet. ComArchHung 1989, 
13-96.



124 В. Genitо -Т  Kemenczei

KEMENCZEI 1989b

KOVÁCS 1970 

KOVÁCS 1975 

KOVÁCS 1978 

KOVÁCS 1981 

KOVALOVSZKI 1989 

KRUSELNICKA 1976 

KRUELNICKA 1985 

LAPUSNJAN 1979 

LÁSZLÓ 1973

LÁSZLÓ 1977 

LÁSZLÓ 1986

MÁTHÉ 1988 

MEDOVIC 1988 

MEDOVIC 1988-89

MELJUKOVA 1961

MOZSOLICS 1985a 
MOZSOLICS 1985b

NÉMETI 1981-82

NÉMETI 1990

NOVOTNÁ 1980 
PATAY 1976

PATEK 1982

PETRESCU-DÍMBOVIJA 1977 

POROSZLAI 1985 

RUSU 1973

T. KEMENCZEI, Koravaskori sírle letek az Alföldről az Őskori Gyűjtemény­
ben. -  Grabfunde der Früheisenzeit von der Tiefebene in der Prähistorischen 
Sammlung. Fol Arch 40 (1989) 55-74.
T. KOVÁCS, A hajdúbagosi bronzkori temető. -  Bronze Age cemetery at 
Hajdúbagos. FolArch 21 (1970) 27-47.
T. KOVÁCS, Tumulus culture cemeteries o f Tiszafüred. RégFüz Ser. II, 17 
(1975).
T KOVÁCS, Középső bronzkori edénylelet Mogyoródról. -  Mittelbronzezeit - 
lieber Gefäßfund aus Mogyoród. ArchÉrt 103 (1978) 217-222.
T. KOVÁCS, Zur Problematik der Entstehung der Hügelgräber in Ungarn. 
SlovArch 29(1981)87-96.
J. KOVALOVSZKI, Doboz történetének vázlata a legrégibb időktől a közép­
korvégéig. In: Dobozi tanulmányok, 115-147. Békéscsaba 1989. 
KRUSELNICKA, Pivniíne Prikarpattja i Zacidna Volin’za dobi rann 'ogo 
zaliza. Kiev 1976.
L. I. KRUSELNICKA, Vzaemozv’jazki naselennja Prikarpattja iVolini z 
plemenami Schidnoj i Central'noj EvropL Kiev 1985.
V. L. LAPUSNJAN, Rannie frakijcyX- naŐala TV v. do n. e. v lesostepnoj 
Moldavii. KiSinev 1979.
A. LÁSZLÓ, Considerajii asupra ceramicii de tip Gáva din hallstattul tim- 
puriu. -  Betrachtungen über die Keramik vom Typ Gáva der frühen Hallstatt­
zeit. SCIV 24 (1973) 575-609.
A. LÁSZLÓ, Anfänge der Benutzung und Bearbeitung des Eisens auf dem 
Gebiet Rumäniens. Acta ArchHung 29 (1977) 53-75.
A. LÁSZLÓ, Zu den Beziehungen zwischen der Oberen Theigegend und dem 
nordöstlichen aussenkarpatischen Raum in der älteren Hallstattzeit. Eine 
neue Gruppe der Gáva-Holihrady Kultur in der Suceava-Hochebene. In: 
Hallstatt Kolloquium Veszprém 1984. 149-163. Budapest 1986.
M. SZ. MÁTÉ, Bronze Age telis in Berettyó valley. In: Bronze Age settle­
ments of the Great Hungarian Plain I. 27-122. Budapest 1988.
P. MEDOVIÓ, Kalakatka. Naselje ranog gvozdenog doba. -  Die früheisen­
zeitliche Siedlung Ka I akaZka. Novi Sad 1988.
P. MEDOVIC. Kanelovana keremika prelaznogperioda и Vojvodini. -  Kan­
nelierte Keramik der Übergangsperiode in der Wojwodina. RVM 31 (1988-89) 
45-57.
A. I. MELJUKOVA, Kultury predskifskogo perioda v lesostepnoj Moldavii. 
MIA 96 (1961) 5-52.
A. MOZSOLICS, Bronzefunde aus Ungarn. Budapest 1985.
A. MOZSOLICS, Probleme der mittleren, Jung und Spätbronzezeit Nordost­
ungams. ARegia 22 (1985) 175-178.
I. NÉMETI, Descoperiri de la inceputul hallstattului in zona CareiuluL -  
Entdeckungen vom Beginn der Hallstattzeit in der Gegend um Carei. StCom 
Satu Mare 5-6 (1981^82) 45-58.
I. NÉMETI, Contribu(ii la cunoaperea sjirptului epoci bronzului din nord- 
vestul Romäniei -  Beiträge zur Erforschung der Spätbronzezeit in Nordwest­
rumänien. SCIV 41 (1990) 19-54.
M. NOVOTNÁ, Die Nadeln in der Slowakei PBF XIII, 6. München 1980. 
P. PATAY, Vorbericht über die Ausgrabungen zu Poroszló-Aponhát. FolArch 
27 (1976) 193-201.
E. PATEK, Recent excavations at the Hallstatt and La Téne hill-fort o f Sop- 
ron-Várhely (Burgstall) and the predecessors of the Hallstatt culture in Hun­
gary. BAR Int.Ser. 144 (1982) 1-56.
PETRESCU-DÍMBOVITA, Depozitele de bronzuri din Romania. Bucures- 
ti 1977. ’
I. POROSZLAI, Későbronzkori edénydepot lelet Debrecenből. -  Gefäss-De- 
pot aus der Spätbronzezeit, ein Fund aus Debrecen. DMÉ 1982, 75-100.
M. RUSU, Considérations sur quelquesproblémes de l'époque hallstattienne 
de Transylvanie. Actes de VIHe Congrés ISPP II. 105-112. Beograd 1973.



Late Bronze Age Vessels from Gyoma 125

SMIRNOVA 1974

SMIRNOVA 1975

STRATAN-VULPE 1977 
SZÉKELY 1966

SZ. KÁLLAY 1986

TASIC 1974 
TODOROVIC 1977

TRAJKOVIC 1977

TROGMAYER 1963

VUKMANOVIC 1983

ZAHAR IA 1965

G. I. SMIRNOVA, Complexele de tip Gáva-Holihrady -  о cumunitate cul- 
tural-istriía. SCIV 25 (1974) 359-380.
G. I. SMIRNOVA, Gavsko-Goligradskij krugpamjatnikov Vostoéno-kar- 
patskogo bassejna. ASGE 17 £1975) 18-34.
I. STRATAN -  A VULPE, Der Hügel von SusanL PZ 52 (1977) 28-60.
Z. SZÉKELY, Asezári din prima virstä a fierului in sud-estul TransilvanieL 
Sf. Gheorghe 1966.
Á. SZ. KÁLLAY, Késő bronzkori edénydepot Battonya határában. -  Spát- 
bronzezeitliches Gefäßdepot in der Umgebung von Battonya. ArcÉrt 11 
(1986) 159-165.
N. TASIC, Praistorija Vojvodine. -  Vojvodina in prehistory. Novi Sad 1974.
J. TODOROVlé, Praistorijska Karaburma II. -  The Prehistoric Karaburma 
II. The necropolis o f the Bronze Age. Beograd 1977.
C. TRAJKOVIC, The Hallstatt Cemetery near Doroslovo. ArchYug 18 
(1977)29-36.
O. TROGMAYER, Beiträge zur Spätbronzezeit des südlichen Teils der Unga­
rischen Tiefebene. Acta ArchHung 15 (1963) 85-122.
M. VUKMANOVIC, Novi nalazi fibula tipa ‘Peschiera” na Berdapu. -  
New finds of the “Peschiera ’’fibulas in the Iron Gate. ZNM 11 (1983) 43-47. 
E. ZAHARIA, Remarques sur le Hallstatt ancien de Transylvanie. Dacia 9 
(1965) 83-104.

T. K e m e n c z e i  
M a gyar  N e m z e t i  M ú z e u m  
H - 1 3 7 0  B u d a p e s t  
P f. 3 6 4




