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THE CENTRAL-EUROPEAN “SPIRAL ARM-GUARD”
NOTES ON THE BRONZE AGE ASYMMETRICAL ARM- AND ANKLETS

The aim of this study is to evaluate seven, unpublished Late Bronze Age (Br D—-Ha A1) “spiral arm-guards”
(Germ. Handschutzspiralen) from the Delhaes collection (Hungarian National Museum, Budapest). Despite
the fact that their exact finding place and circumstances of discovery are unknown, it was possible to locate
their presumable place of origin by the aid of the typo-chronological method. Moreover, with the help of
macroscopic observations, we could provide new data and questions on the possible manufacturing tech-
niques and usage of this important jewelry group. In relation to the above, it was necessary to offer a new
overview on the typo-chronological aspects and functional questions of the earlier published artefacts from
the Br A2 to the Ha B1.

Jelen tanulmany célja, hogy a Delhaes gyiijtemény (Magyar Nemzeti Muzeum, Budapest) hét, eddig
kozoletlen, késd bronzkori (Br D—Ha Al) “kézvedo tekercsét” vegye vizsgalat ald. Annak ellenére, hogy a
targyak lelGhelye és pontos elékeriilési kériilményei ismeretlenek, a tipokronologiai elemzés alapjan meg-
tudtuk hatarozni lehetséges készitési teriiletiiket, tovabba a makroszkopikus megfigyelések segitségével uj
adatokkal tudtunk szolgalni ezen jelentds ékszercsoport lehetséges készitéstechnologiajarol és haszndla-
tarol. Mindehhez kapcsolodoan elkeriilhetetlen feladat volt, hogy egy ujabb dttekintést adjunk a kordbban
mar kozélt Br A2 és Ha Bl kozé keltezhetd targyak tipokronologiai és funkciondlis kérdéseirdl.

Keywords: collection of Istvan Delhaes, Bronze Age Carpathian Basin, defensive weapon, wearable jew-
elries, symbolic objects
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Introduction’

The analyzed “spiral arm-guards” were originally
part of the collection of the famous painter and col-
lector: Istvan Delhaes (1843—1901). After his death,
this vast collection was split into parts and was
acquired by many different museums. A significant
part of his prehistoric collection — which included
approximately 208 bronze, stone and ceramic arte-
facts from the Neolithic to the Late Iron Age — was
donated to the Hungarian National Museum (Buda-
pest), in 11. January 1902 (PaLLos 2002, 243—-244;
Parros—KemENczer 2002, 38). Although some
objects were published earlier by Amalia Mozsolics
and Tibor Kemenczei, the whole prehistoric collec-
tion had never been presented to the archaeological
community (MozsoLics 1967, Taf. 35, 6-8, Taf. 64,

la—c; KeMENczEl 1988, 53-56, Taf. 30, 280). The
main objective of this study is to evaluate the seven
“spiral arm-guards” of the collection from typo-
chronological and technological point of view, as
accurately as it is possible on the current level of
the research.

Unfortunately, the analyzed objects’ exact
finding place and circumstances of discovery are
unknown. Therefore, they should be interpreted and
analyzed as stray finds. However, the possibility
should not be excluded that they could have been
originally buried together, due to their dating (Br
D-Ha A1) and their identical types and because of
the deposition of similar objects within one assem-
blage in high quantity is also known (e. g. Aiud — 14
pes) (PeTrEscu-DimBoviTa 1998, 32-33). Further-
more, the collection contains additional objects with
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similar dating — for instance rings with geometrical
decorations, spiral-headed rings, Kemecse-Type
pendant and symmetrical armlet etc. —, which might
indicate that the objects in question could have
been a part of one or more Br D-Ha A1 depots with
mixed composition. In any case, these assumptions
can no longer be proven due to the lack of documen-
tation of the context.

Description (Fig. 12)

It is a well-known phenomenon that during the
Bronze Age the “spiral arm guards” appeared in one
or more pairs within one assemblage. Based on their
dimensions, decorations and the shape of their mid-
dle-knobs, it is possible to hypothesize such grouping
within the analyzed seven artefacts.> Consequently,
pair L. is composed of the two smaller ones (length:
15,6 cm and 13,9 c¢cm) with cross-hatched triangle
patterns and spiny disc-shaped middle-knobs (No.
1-2, Fig. 1, 1-2). The larger examples (length: 27
and 23,6 cm) are also decorated with bundles of lines
and can be sorted into pair II. In this case, however,
they are equipped with spiny star-shaped middle-
knobs (No. 34, Fig. 2, 3-4). Regardless of the fact
that their dimensions and middle-knobs are nearly
the same, No. 5 and No. 6 have different types of
decorations (No. 5-6, Fig. 3, 5-6).}

No. 1. The ring part of the object is round-sectioned, the
shaft and the great spiral are thomboid-sectioned. Ham-
mering traces can be detected on the ring part and the
rolled-terminal of the object. The geometric decoration
of the shaft is composed of bundles of slant lines and
antithetic, hatched triangles. It is important to note that
the above decoration is slightly imprecise. The pattern
along the outer coil of the great spiral is composed of
fine punched lines. Well-identifiable polishing traces can
be observed on the whole surface of the great-spiral and
the frontal part of the spiny disc-shaped middle-knob.
However, the lower side of the latter is less worked, due
to unpolished casting seams are still visible on it’s sur-
face. It is worth to note that incisions can be observed
along the center of the great spiral’s inner part. In addi-
tion, abrasion traces are visible on the ring part and the
outer coil of the great spiral. Length: 15,6 cm, thickness
(lower): 0,5 cm x 0,5 cm, thickness (upper): 0,6 x 0,4 cm,
width (lower): 7,9 cm, width (upper): 8,6 cm, diameter of
the lower section: 6,7 cm x 8,2 cm, diameter of the casted
middle-knob: 2,4 cm, width of the narrow side: 4,5 cm,
outstretched length: 162,2 cm, weight: 205 g (Fig. 1, 1).

No. 2. The ring part of the object is round-sectioned,
the shaft and the great spiral are rhomboid-sectioned.
The end of the object is rolled. Hammering traces can

be detected on the ring part and the rolled-terminal of
the object. The shaft is decorated with bundles of slant
lines and antithetic, hatched triangles. Similarly to No. 1
these patterns are also imprecise. The pattern along the
outer coil of the great spiral is composed of fine punched
lines. Polishing traces can be observed on the surface of
the great spiral and the outer surface of the spiny middle-
knob. Unpolished casting seams are visible on the lower
side of the middle-knob. Similarly to the other, incisions
can be observed along the center of the great spiral’s inner
part. The abrasion traces concentrate on the ring part and
the outer coil of the great spiral. Length: 13,9 cm, thick-
ness (lower): 0,5 cm x 0,5 cm, thickness (upper): 0,6 cm
x 0,5 cm, width (lower): 7,4 cm, width (upper): 8,7 cm,
diameter of the lower section: 6,5 cm x 7,9 ¢cm, diameter
of the casted mid-section: 2,3 cm, width of the narrow
side: 5,1 c¢m, outstretched length: 166,2 cm, weight: 188
g (Fig. 1, 2).

No. 3. The ring part of the object is round-sectioned,
the shaft and the great spiral are rhomboid-sectioned.
The end of the ring part is rolled. On the ring part, ham-
mering traces are visible. The decoration of the shaft is
composed of bundles of slant lines. The outer coil of the
great spiral is decorated with fine punched lines. Both the
frontal and the lower side of the star-shaped middle-knob
are less elaborated. In addition, overflows and horizontal
shift are also visible on the lower side. Length: 27 cm,
thickness (lower): 0,6 cm x 0,6 cm, thickness (upper):
0,8 cm x 0,6 cm, width (lower): 8 cm, width (upper):
11,7 cm, diameter of the lower section: 6,7 cm x 10,1
cm, diameter of the casted mid-section: 4,4 cm, width of
the narrow side: 8,1 cm, outstretched length: 240,7 cm,
weight: 355 g (Fig. 2, 3).

No. 4. The ring zone is round-sectioned, the shaft and
the great spiral are rhomboid-sectioned. The end of the
object is rolled. On this part, clear traces of hammering
are visible. The shaft is decorated with bundles of slant
lines, the outer coil of the great spiral is decorated with
fine punched lines. The surface of the great spiral is well-
polished. Similarly to the latter the spiny star-shaped
middle-knob shows traces of casting faults (e. g. over-
flows and horizontal shift) and its outer surface is well-
polished. It is important to note that similarly to the No.
1 and No. 2 examples fine incisions are visible along the
spine of the great spiral’s inner part. The abrasion traces
concentrate on the ring part and the outer coil of the great
spiral. Length: 23,6 cm, thickness (lower): 0,6 cm x 0,6
cm, thickness (upper): 9 cm x 0,6 cm, width (lower): 10
cm, width (upper): 14,1 cm, diameter of the lower sec-
tion: 8,7 cm x 11 cm, diameter of the casted mid-section:
4,6 cm, width of the narrow side: 5,6 cm, outstretched
length: 269,2 cm, weight: 581 g (Fig. 2, 4).

No. 5. Its ring part is round-sectioned but the shaft and
the great spiral are rhomboid-sectioned. The end of the
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Fig. 1 Asymmetrical arm-and anklets from the Delhaes collection (Hungarian National Museum):
No. 1-2 (arrows: abrasion traces)
1. kép Asszimetrikus kar-és labperecek a Delhaes gyiijteménybdl (Magyar Nemzeti Mizeum):
1-2. sz. (nyilak: kopasnyomok)
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Fig. 2 Asymmetrical arm-and anklets from the Delhaes collection (Hungarian National Museum): No. 3—4
(arrows: abrasion traces)
2. kép Asszimetrikus kar-és labperecek a Delhaes gyiijteménybdl (Magyar Nemzeti Mizeum): 3—4. sz.
(nyilak: kopasnyomok)

Fig. 3 Asymmetrical arm-and anklets from the Collection of Istvan Delhaes (Hungarian National Museum): No. 57
(arrows: abrasion traces)
3. kép Aszimmetrikus kar-és labperecek a Delhaes gytijteménybdl (Magyar Nemzeti Mizeum): 5-7. sz.
(nyilak: kopasnyomok)
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object is rolled. On the ring part hammering traces are
visible. The pattern of the shaft is composed of antitheti-
cal, hatched triangles and parallel bundles of lines. The
pattern along the outer coil of the great spiral is com-
posed of fine punched lines. Polishing is visible on the
great spiral and the outer surface of the disc-shaped
middle-knob. It is important to note that casting faults
were visible on the back side of the middle-knob. Inci-
sions were detected on the inner part of the great spi-
ral. The abrasion traces concentrate on the outer coil of
the great spiral. Length: 27,1 cm, thickness (lower): 0,9
cm x 0,8 cm, thickness (upper): 1,2 cm x 0,7 cm, width
(lower): 10,1 cm, width (upper): 16,6 cm, diameter of the
lower section: 11,1 cm x 8,5 cm, diameter of the casted
mid-section: 4,3 cm, width of the narrow side: 9,9 cm,
outstretched length: 288,7 cm, weight: 864 g (Fig. 3, 5).

No. 6. The ring part of the object is round-, the shaft and
the great spiral are rhomboid-sectioned. The ring part is
rolled, hammering can be observed on this part. The geo-
metric decoration of the shaft is composed of bundles of
slant lines. The pattern along the outer coil of the great
spiral is composed of fine punched lines. The great spiral
and the outer surface of the spiny disc-like middle-knob
are well-polished. Abrasion traces concentrate on the
outer coil of the great spiral. Length: 27, 5 c¢cm, thick-
ness (lower): 0,8 cm x 0,8 cm, thickness (upper): 1 cm x
0,6 cm, width (lower): 9,1 cm, width (upper): 14,4 cm,
diameter of the lower section: 10,7 cm x 7,7 cm, diameter
of the casted mid-section: 4,6 cm, width of the narrow
side: 5,3 cm, outstretched length: 252,2 cm, weight: 704
g (Fig. 3, 6).

No. 7. The remaining part of the shaft and the great spiral
are thomboid-sectioned. Fine punching can be observed
on the spine of the shaft. The outer part of the middle-knob
and the great spiral are well-polished. Slight horizontal
shift can be seen on the back side of the middle-knob. The
pattern along the outer coil of the great spiral is composed
of fine punched lines. Length: 13,5 cm, thickness: 1,2 cm x
0,6 cm, width: 13 cm, diameter of the casted mid-section:
4,2 cm, width of the narrow side: 9,5 cm, outstretched
length: 223,4 cm, weight: 623 g (Fig. 3, 7).

The results of the macroscopic observations

Within the following brief subsection, we would
like to raise a few questions and outline possibilities
on the manufacturing techniques and usage of the
analyzed specimens from the Delhaes collection.
The presented presumptions are primarily rested
on our macroscopic observations,* discussions with
experts and colleagues’® and the data from archae-
ological literature (Brajer 1984, 73-77). We are
aware of the evident fact that these objects could
have been manufactured and used by many different

ways, therefore the below described results cannot
ultimately answer the question of manufacturing; this
paper is rather an attempt to understand these objects
better on our current level of knowledge. In order
to give a more complex — scientifically adequate —
answer to the questions of how it was made and how
it was used, further experimentations with different
kinds of methods and archacometrical analyses are
essential in the future (e. g. Kiss T AL 2015).

My assumption is that the production of compa-
rable objects such as the specimens of the Delhaes
collection can be divided into two main parts. One
of them is the casting of the middle-knob (Fig. 4).
The clear traces of this manufacturing method can
be easily detected on the backside of the middle-
knobs where less polished casting seams (Fig. 4, 2,
4, 7), the remain of the broken casting jet (Fig. 4,
1-4) and even minor casting faults such as verti-
cal shifts of the casted sides® are visible (Fig. 4, 2).
The above observations refer to the possibility that
these parts were casted in bivalve moulds (Fig. 4,
8). (Unfortunately, we are not aware of such mid-
dle-knob moulds from the archaeological record.)
After casting, the freshly made middle-knob logi-
cally went through different stages of fabrications
which include the removal of the casting jet and
casting seams and finally polishing the minor cast-
ing faults and the outer surface of the object (Fig. 4,
5-6, 9-10).

The other step of production — the manufac-
ture of the object’s body — is less clear, and in my
point of view without experimentations it cannot be
answered precisely. Therefore, the below suspected
sequence of the different sub-stages are also not
entirely certain. However, it is probable that this
step started with the casting of a thick rod ingot
which was later stretched by annealing and ham-
mering into the required size. The following step
could be the formation of the cross-sections. Both
end of the rod was hammered into thin and rectan-
gular shape. One of them later became the center
of the great spiral (Fig. 4, 1-4), the other served
as the rolled-terminal of the object (Fig. 6, 1). The
main part which later served as the great spiral and
the shaft were hammered into rhomboid-sectioned
probably on a special ambos (e. g. Tallya-Varhegy)
(V. SzaB0 2013, 812, Fig. 18). After this process, the
surface of this area was polished (Fig. 5, 4). Accord-
ing to the dimensions of the analyzed specimens
from the Delhaes collection, the length of the rod
before the formation of the great spiral could have
varied approximately’ between 162,2 cm (No. 1)
to 288,7 cm (No. 5). In relation to the decorations,
the macroscopic observations support that the pat-
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tern was applied by a slightly curved edged punch-
ing chisel which traces can be well-identified by the
creasing of the punched surface (Fig. 5, 1-2). It is
not entirely clear that the decoration on the shaft
was applied before, after or during the formation of
the great spiral. However, the position of the pattern
on the No. 2 specimen might exclude the posterior
decorating (Fig. 6, 2). In contrast, the decorations
on the outer coil can also be created after the forma-
tion of the great spiral (Fig. 5, 3).

Perhaps the most uncertain stage is the forma-
tion of the great spiral which could be carried out
by many different ways. Based on our observations,
the first two inner coils were hammered around a
rod or the middle-knob (Fig. 4, 1-4). I believe that
it is most likely that the middle-knob was applied
after the formation of the whole great spiral because
the thin inner part of the spiral can easily bended
out. This posterior manipulation could provide
enough space to put in the middle-knob before clos-
ing the inner part of the spiral around it. It should
be noted that the punch marks on the inner coil
might be associated with the above process (Fig. 4,
1). After manufacturing the first coils the additional
parts could have also been manufactured by ham-
mering which could be carried out by two differ-
ent ways, the so called “shell-" and the “corkscrew”
methods (BLaJER 1984, 75, Abb. 3—4). Basically, the
difference between the above techniques is how the
craftsman presses the conical shaped spiral into disc
(BraJER 1984, Abb. 3). According to the corkscrew
method, the conical spiral was pressed in a second
stage after its manufacturing, while in the case of
the shell method the spiral is under a constant pres-
sure (BLAJER 1984, Abb. 4). However, in case of our
analyzed example, hammering traces were not vis-
ible at all along the lateral side of the coils of the
great spiral, moreover these parts were perfectly
angular (e. g. Fig. 7, 3). This observation indicates,
that these rectangular great-spirals might be created
by annealing and bending. In any case, due to its
uncertainties this fabrication stage must be tested by
experiments. The next step is the manufacture of the
ring part that might have followed the formation of
the great spiral, which presumption can be support-
ed by the unfinished product from Salacea (BADER
1972, Fig. 1). This part partly fastened the object to
the wearer’s leg or forearm (Emopi 2011, 186—187,
Fig. 2; Kovacs 1992, Abb. 62; Matic 2010, 147,
Sikla 5) was hammered into circular-sectioned form
(Fig. 6, 3) and after that its terminal was also rolled
by hammering. It should be noted that this forma-
tion process share similarities with the manufactur-
ing of the torques (Vasic 2010, 3-9).

According to the documented burial context
and the clay representations, these metal objects
were worn primarily on the leg, but the wearing
practice on the wrist or forearm should not be
excluded either (Kovaics 1992, Abb 62; Marti¢
2010, 147, Sikla 5; Emop1 2011, 186-187, Fig. 2).
It is very possible that they were applied to some
sort of organic material (presumably to shoes or to
an outerwear). According to observations by Jozsef
Hampel in the 19" century, textile residues were
visible on the inner surface of the Cserépfalva find
(HampEL 18964, 188—119). Unfortunately, during
our present day investigation, we could not iden-
tify any traces of this organic material because its
remains were completely destroyed by earlier res-
toration. Noteworthy, that the existence of organic
part could explain the frequent application of the
middle-knobs which could stabilize the fastening.
In association with the usage, interesting observa-
tions can be made on specimens from the Delhaes
collection. On five of the seven specimens (No.
1-2, No. 4-6) intensive traces of abrasion were
visible along the ring part and along the outer coil
of the great spiral, especially on the inner surface
(Fig. 1, 1-2, Fig. 2, 4, Fig. 3, 5-6). Hollow abra-
sions are visible sometimes on the inner part of the
great spiral caused by rubbing against the middle-
knob (Fig. 7, 7). Similar effect could cause the
polishing of the shaft of the middle-knobs (Fig. 4,
1-4, Fig. 7, 7). Although it should not be excluded
that these abrasions can be associated with post-
depositional processes, 1 believe their intensity
could support their prehistoric origin. By all means,
experimentation could prove what kinds of use and
materials (e. g. textile, leather, human skin) could
cause similar phenomenons. This might also solve
an essential question: the question of ceremonial or
everyday use. Last but not least, during the exami-
nation of the artefacts we paid special attention to
the detection of weapon impacts. In contrast to Kris-
tian Kristiansen’s analysis, no traces of such impact
were visible on the analyzed objects (KRISTIANSEN
2002, 326; MoLLoy 2009, Fig. 4-5). Therefore, we
cannot support the defensive weapon theory.

In this section, our goal was to investigate the
manufacture techniques and possible usage of the
collection’s artefacts by aid of the macroscopic
observations. Based on these results, a very inter-
esting, complex chaine opératoire can be outlined.
However, as it was already emphasized, these
results should be tested by experimentations based
on archaeometrical analysis (e. g. TOF-ND and
EPMA).
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Fig. 4 Macroscopic observations. 1-4: the lower side of the middle-knobs (No. 4-7); 5-6: polishing traces on the outer
surface of the middle-knobs (No. 3, No. 7); 7: casting seam on the lower side of the No. 3 specimen’s middle-knob;
8-10: the steps of middle-knob casting
4. kép Makroszkopikus megfigyelések. 1-4: A kdzépgombok also része (4-7. sz.); 5-6: polirozas nyomok a kézépgom-
bok kiilsé feliiletén (3—7. sz.); 7: 6ntési varratok a 3. sz. példany kdzépgombjanak also részén; 8—10: a kozépgomb
ontésének szakaszai

To0 heavy armour?

The so called “spiral arm-guards”, commonly
known as Handschutzspiralen (Germ.) have been
evaluated since the 19" century. During this long
research, these objects occurred under several dif-
ferent Hungarian®, German®, English!®, French!!
and other names (Kusinvi 1861, 87; RoMER 1866,
53; HampeL 1881, 277; HampeL 18868, 74; HAMPEL
1886c, 14; HampreL 1890, 148; CHiLpe 1929, 274,
Porescu 1937-1940, 122; NEsTor 1938, 190; Patay
1954, 46; Fortiny 1955, 31; HacumanNN 1957,
92; KEeMENCzEI 1962-1963, 15; Josa—KEMENCZEI
1965, X. T.; Patay 1966, 81; voN BRUNN 1968, 33;
KEMENCZEI 1969, 29; NovoTNA 19704, 27; BROWN ET
AL. 1987, 94; PetrEscu-DimBoviTa 1998, 29; HEL-
LEBRANDT 1999, 140; KrisTIANSEN 2002, 326-327).
This confusing terminology — which is not an
uncommon methodological problem today — basi-

cally can be associated with these objects’ function-
al interpretations.

The very first who sorted them into the group
of defensive weapons was Floris Romer (ROMER
1866, 53). Later, his concept was adopted by Jozsef
Hampel despite that Romer emphasized the uncer-
tainties of this idea (HaMPEL 18864, 188—119, XXX-
VL. T. 4-5, XXXVIIL. T. 1-2). According to him,
these objects protected the back of hand and prob-
able used together by the reason of that “left- and
right-handed” pieces are often combined within one
assemblage. On the basis of the textile residue on
the inner surface of the specimen from Cserépfalva,
he suspected that these objects could have originally
some sort of felt or other organic part which was fas-
tened by the aid of a middle-knob (HampEL 18964,
118-119; Vacuta 2007, 37). Another concept was
that they were slipped through the arms and covered
the breasts (CHILDE 1929, 274). Following the above
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Fig. 5 Macroscopic observations. 1: the punched decoration of the shaft (No. 3); 2: “Imprecise” punched decoration
on the shaft (No. 2); 3: punched decoration on the outer coil of the great spiral (No. 6); 4: polishing traces on the great
spiral (No. 2)

5. kép Makroszkopikus megfigyelések. 1: poncolt diszités a szaron (3. sz.); 2: “pontatlan” poncolt diszités a szaron
(2. sz.); 3: poncolt diszités a nagyspiral kiilsé menetén (6. sz.); 4: polirozas nyomok a nagyspiralon (2. sz.)

thoughts of Childe, the Slovakian research often
called attention to the similarities and connections
between the star-shaped middle-knob of the one
from Svedlar and the breast part of the Caka armour
(PauLik 1963, 51, Abb. 7C.1; Novotna 19704, 39;
Novorna 19708, 39, Taf. 56, 13). Later, on the
basis of the uncomfortable wearing, this idea was
rightly criticized by Tibor Kemenczei (KEMENCZEI
1964-1965, 113). Even though, in her earlier works,
Amalia Mozsolics classified them into the group
of jewellery (MozsoLics 1967, 73-75; MozsoLics
1973, 62-63). In 1985, she sorted these objects into
the group of defensive armours and suggested that
they could have been worn on the upper arm and
served as knee-protective armour (Mozsorics 1985,
29). Later, the defensive weapon theory was sup-
ported again by Kristian Kristiansen who stated
that the smaller versions protected the hand and the
greater ones covered the upper arms and the elbow.

His theory seemed to be confirmed by the object
forms, dimensions and the well-known fact that they
often combine with other offensive- (e. g. swords,
lances) and possible defensive weapons (Popescu
1937-1940, 122; ScHUMACHER-MATTHAUS 1985,
Tab. 91-95; HaNsEN 1994, 278; KRISTIANSEN 2002,
326). In contrast to this, Gisela Schumacher-Mit-
thaus formulated a rather sceptic opinion and inter-
preted these objects as arm jewellery (SCHUMACHER-
MAtTHAUS 1985, 119, Taf. 68, 2a—3a, Taf. 69, 2a,
4a, Taf. 72, 1a—2a, Taf. 74, 2a—5a, Taf. 77, 2a—5a).
She also drew attention to the fact that although
they often combine with weapons, their appearance
with woman jewelry can also be observed. Moreo-
ver, in the case of the smaller examples — such as
our No. 1 and No. 2 (Fig. 1, 2-3) —, it should not
be excluded that they could have been worn by
children (ScHUMACHER-MATTHAUS 1985, 119-120,
Tab. 91-95). As Wojciech Blajer has pointed out,
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Fig. 6 Macroscopic observations. 1: hammering traces on
the rolled-terminal of No. 2 specimen; 2: the position of
the decoration on the object No. 2; 3: hammering traces

on the ring part of the object No. 4
6. kép Makroszkopikus megfigyelések. 1: kalapalas
nyomok a 2. példany visszapodrott végén; 2: a diszités
helyzete a 2. sz. targyon; 3: kalapalas nyomok a 4. sz.
darab gylir(i részén

her last suggestions are not necessarily true because
the smaller examples could have been worn on slen-
derer body parts (e. g. wrist) as well (BLAJER 1984,
79). The recent ideas of Tillman Vachta should be
emphasized who stated that the weight of these
objects simply made them ineffective during a fight,
therefore they can rather be interpreted as a spe-
cial type of jewelry or symbolic object which lost
their primary and “utilitarian” function during their
long period of developing (Vacuta 2007, 38-39).
His suggestions can be supported by the fact that
the classical defensive amours between the Ha A
and Ha B stages are composed of relatively light,
flexible metal sheets riveted onto organic materials.
None of these above mentioned features are charac-

teristic to the “spiral arm-guards” which structure
is rigid and their weight is too heavy to allow fast
movements during a real combat (e. g. No. 5: 864
g, No. 6: 704 g, Fig. 3, 5-6). Based on the above
considerations and the results of our macroscopic
observations, it is highly unlikely that these objects
could have served as defensive weapons.

To conclude, the whole functional and termino-
logical problem is rooted in the fact that the known
“spiral arm-guards” were mostly unearthed as part
of hoards, therefore our knowledge is very limited
about their exact wearing practices. For instance, in
the case of the Late Bronze Age ones we can only
rely on macroscopic observations such as our pre-
sent analysis which seems to support their wearing
practice. However, the Tiszaflired-Majoroshalom
grave and the miniature examples from Piliny
culture’s burials (e. g. Batonyterenye, Piliny) are
seen to be exceptions (HampeL 18864, LXX. T. 9;
Patay 1954, 42, 46, Abb. 17, 4-5; HANSEL 19684,
102; ScHUMACHER-MATTHAUS 1985, 119; Davip
20024, 473; Davip 20028, Taf. 261A, 4). In the case
of Tiszafiired, the object in question was pulled
through the deceased’s leg (Kovaics 1991-1992, 29;
Kovacs 1992, Abb. 62). In connection with the lat-
ter, an interesting artefact group was published by
Janos Emodi. On the clay leg representations from
Valea Iui Mihai, Oradea and Marghita these objects
were positioned on the ankle (Emopr 2011, 186—
187, Fig. 2). Nevertheless, other sources such as
the representations of anthropomorphic idols (e. g.
Dupljaja) indicate that the older form of the “spiral
arm-guards” have been worn on the forearm (MAaTi¢
2010, 147, Sikla 5; Vacuta 2007, 38). Consequent-
ly, it is likely that the analyzed objects — especially
the older ones — could have been served as some sort
of anklets or armlets, comparable to the symmetri-
cal variants of this jewelry group'? (RicHTER 1970,
41; BLAJER 1984, 16—64; PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1998,
37-39). Based on the above, in the present study we
shall follow the terminology of Wojciech Blajer and
Milan Sala$ and name these objects as asymmetri-
cal arm-and anklets (BLAJER 1984, 2, Abb. 1; SALAS
1997, 93-94).

A typological model of the asymmetrical arm-and
anklets of Central Europe

After Jozsef Hampel’s classical work, several new
artefacts have come to light from all across the Car-
pathian Basin (HampeL 18964, 118-119). Most of
them have been published; however it is also pos-
sible that some fragmented or less characteristic
examples were not evaluated as asymmetrical arm-
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Fig. 7 Macroscopic observations. 1: abrasion on the ring part of the No. 8 specimen; 2—6: abrasion on the outer coils of
the great spiral (No. 2, No. 4-5); 7: abrasion on the inner coil of the great spiral (No. 6); 8: the concentration of wearing
traces on the analyzed objects
7. kép Makroszkopikus megfigyelések. 1: kopasnyom a 8. sz példany gy{ir(i részén; 2—6: kopasnyom a nagyspiral kiilsd
részén (2. és 4-5. sz.); 7: kopasnyom a nagyspiral belsd részén (6. sz.); 8: a hasznalati nyomok siirlisddése az elemzett
targyakon

and anklets. In addition, another part of them could
have been sold on auctions or very likely remained
hidden in Western European or Hungarian private
collections (Fig. 8-11, List 3). Because the quan-
tity of the published examples has grown since
the 19" century, it is necessary to establish a more
detailed typological scheme. As a consequence,
many prominent studies attempted to analyze these
objects’ chronological and typological features
(NEestor 1938, 178; FoLriny 1955, 31-32; KEMENC-
ze1 1965, 111-113; MozsoLics 1967, 73—75; HANSEL
19684, 102—104; NovotNA 1970a, 39—40; BADER
1972, 92-94; MozsoLics 1973, 62—63; FURMANEK
1977, 275-276; BLAIER 1984, 65-69; MozsoLics
1985, 29; ScHUMACHER-MATTHAUS 1985, 119-120;
Kacso 1997-1998, 14; Kosar’ 1997-1998, 38-39;
PeTrEScu-DimBoviTA 1998, 35-36; KosarL’ 2000,
29-30; Vacuta 2007, 37). Following the same typo-
logical method, these works took under examina-

tion the objects’ fine features such as the decora-
tions, middle-knob types, cross-sections and termi-
nals (Fig. 12). Apart from their different grouping,
these works’ common characteristic is the distinct
separation of the older ones (Early/Middle Bronze
Age) from the younger Late Bronze Age specimens
(Table 1). In spite of their prominent results, as Josip
V. Kobal’ has earlier pointed out, some typological
problems and contradictions still remain unsolved
(KoBar’ 1997-1998, 38-39). Therefore, to evalu-
ate and interpret the Delhaes collection’s seven
asymmetrical arm-and anklets on our current level
of knowledge, it is necessary to overview and re-
build the typology of this artefact group. As a con-
sequence, a new typological model of the asymmet-
rical arm-and anklets will be presented below. The
principles of grouping and terminology partly fol-
low and rely on the above cited fundamental works.
The main goal of this classification is not to give
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Fig. 8 Asymmetrical arm-and anklets from the auction of the Gorny&Mosch (List 3, 1-2)
8. kép Aszimmetrikus kar-és labperecek a Gorny&Mosch aukciojarol (3.lista 1-2)
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. . middle- cross-section great | rolled- | smaller
terminology decoration . . .
knob spiral shaft spiral | terminal | spiral
Koszider group (form 1) without quadratic
Koszider group (form 2) without rounded
Kemenczei 1965 Rimaszombat-Type decorated kn(;bd quadratic
o rounde: .
Salgotarjan-Type decorated withspike triangular
KOSZI,(I?FI‘ cltoszoceType decorated knob rounded
(surviving)
older examples (B IIla-I11Ib) undecorated X
Mozsolics 1967 decorated X (conical,
younger examples (B 1V) (cross-hatched |  disc-like greater X
triangles) with spike)
older examples (B 111) undccorated without X
: d ted
Mozsolics 1973 |younger examples (B IV) ecorate rounded ;
(Salgotarjan) (cross-hatched with spike rhomboid X
A triangles) P
Hinsel 196§ ~ [variant! : X
Variant 2 decorated with X
Variant 1 Apa-Type undecorated none quadratic (3-4)
Variant 2 Ighiel-Zajta-Type d?:ﬁ:{‘;d conical quadratic oval (4-5)
Bader 1972 Variant 3 Typ Barca-Type decorated conical rounded (6-8)
triangular
. . § spiny (West),
Variant 4 Salgétarjan-Type decorated contical quadreic (7-8)
(East)
Ighiel-Zajta-Type - variant 1 undecorated quadratic rounded (4-5) X (3)
outer surface of
Ighiel-Zajta-Tpye - variant 2 the spiral is quadratic rounded 9 X (2-4)
Blajer 1984 notched
triangular
L oblique bundles . (West),
Salgatarjin-Type of lines spiny quaifiatic rounded X
(East)
Type A quadratic 3
undecorated
Type B undecorated except uadratic 6
yp except Aporka | S c¢P .
Aporka
Schumacher-
Miitth 1984 Type C rounded
EULELL Type D rounded
octogonal
Type B (Stupava)
Type F decorated
§ . quadratic or
Petrescu-Dimbovita Form 1 undccorated without rounded
1998 .
Form 2 often decorated with X
. : rounded
Koszider-Type spool like (ehoniboid) X X
undecorated rounded
Kriva-Type except (Comonin - X X
Kobal' 2000 Comonin rhomboid)
Comonin-Type rounded X X
Salgétarjan-Type v rhomboid X
g I P (perforated)

Kaeso 1997 - 1998

Koszider-Type - variant A

quadratic

quadratic

Koszider-Type - variant B

quadratic

rounded

Koszider-Type - variant C

rounded

rounded

Table 1 The most influential typological schemes of the asymmetrical arm-and anklets
1. tablazat Az asszimetrikus kar-€s labperecek legjelentdsebb tipologiai csoportjai

Fig. 9 Asymmetrical arm-and anklets from Western European auctions (List 3, 3-6)
9. kép Aszimmetrikus kar-és labperecek nyugat-eurdpai aukciokrol (3.lista 3—6)
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Fig. 10 Asymmetrical arm-and anklets from Western European auctions (List 3, 7-10)
10. kép Aszimmetrikus kar-¢és labperecek nyugat-eurdpai aukciokrol (3. lista 7-10)

an over-detailed grouping with countless of sub-
variants and combination types but rather build an
easily analyzable, spatially and chronologically rel-
evant scheme. It is important to emphasize that this
model cannot be perfect without the re-examination
of the published artefacts which extends beyond the
aim of the current study."

The group of asymmetrical arm-and anklets has
appeared in the Br A2 and shows dominance in
the Br B. However, the highlight of their deposi-
tion can be dated to the Br D-Ha Al stages after
which only few specimens are known (ForTiny
1955, 31-32; Bona 1959, 238; KeEMENCZEI 1962—
1963, 15; KeEMENCZEI 1964—-1965, 50, 53; KEMENC-
zE1 1965, 111-112; Patay 1966, 81; HANSEL 19684,
103; NovornA 1970, 26; BrLalEr 1984, 68-69;
MozsoLics 1985, 29; SCHMUCHER-MATTHAUS 1985,
119; PeTrEscu-DimBoviTA 1998, 35; VacuTAa 2007,
37; Totu 2010, 64—65) (Fig. 14). During this long
period of deposition, they primarily distribute over
the Eastern part of the Carpathian Basin. However,
they are also known — sporadically — from Trans-

danubia, the Balkan Peninsula and the territory of
South-Eastern Bohemia, Austria and even from
Northern Europe (Fig. 15-16). As it was mentioned
earlier, their appearance could have been associated
with the group of symmetrical arm-and anklets, but
as Waldtraut Bohm pointed out the asymmetrical
ones are possibly Carpathian developments (Boum
1935, 63). From typological point of view, the older
examples (Br A2-B) can be sorted into the Apa-
Type (variant 1-3) which includes oversized exam-
ples and prototypes of the Late Bronze Age ones.
The later, more individualistic examples (Br C—B1)
include miniature specimens. In my estimation, they
can be sorted into four main types and one hybrid-
type: Salgotarjan-Type, Kriva-Type, Santana-Type,
Chomonyn-Type and Nyirsz6l6s-Hybrid Type (Fig.
13).

The earlier forms (Apa-Type) of the asymmet-
rical arm-and anklets have appeared first in the Br
A2, in Transylvania (e. g. Apa, Paulis, Valea Chio-
arului) (BADER 1972, 92; PETREScU-DimBoviTA 1998,
31, Taf. 13, 104; Soroceanu 2012, 39, 69-70, PI.
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13, 3, Pl. 20, 5). Nevertheless, most of the known
specimens belong to the Br B stage. Dominant
part of them are individual or stray finds or were
found in depots, only two specimens are known
from burial context (Tiszafiired-Majoroshalom,
Hernadkak) (Toc¢ik—Bupinsky-Kricka 1987, Abb.
8; Kovacs 1992, Abb. 62) (List 1). Their common
characteristic is that all of them have a great and
a small spiral and except from the “prototypes” of
the Late Bronze Age ones they are undecorated. As
regards their dimensions, smaller and greater ones
can be equally found among them. It is important
to note that the phenomenon of oversizing (e. g.
Abatjdevecser, Vinga) is only characteristic to this
type (PETrREScu-DimBoviTA 1998, 32, Taf. 16, 120;
HercesranpT 2011, 133, 3-5. kép). Following the
footsteps of Carol Kacso, it is possible to sort them
into three variants: variant 1 (angular-sectioned),
variant 2 (angular-sectioned with round-sectioned
ring part), variant 3 (round-sectioned) (Kacso
1997-1998, 14). However, it should be emphasized
that the distribution and dating of these variants
strongly overlap. In addition, it is not uncommon
that they combine within one assemblage (e. g.
Sapanta, Stefkowa) (BLarer 1984, 65-67, Taf. 65,
213; Soroceanu 2012, 97, Taf. 29, 3-4) (Fig. 12).
As regards their chronology, the 1 and 2" variants

appeared together in the Br A2, however, they show
dominance in Br B depots along with the 3™ vari-
ant. It is important to note that later deposition (e.
g. Br D — Rimavska Sobota 2) of the 1* variant was
also documented (PauLik 1965, Taf. 2, 1-2). The so
called “prototpyes” which have first appeared in the
Br B (Fig. 14) are essential from typological point
of view. These objects can be well-sorted into the
Apa-Type, however, some of their features can be
related to the Late Bronze Age specimens (KEMENC-
zE1 1965, 111). Most of them are decorated on their
shaft, great spiral or ring parts (e. g. Angermiinde,
Hodejov 2, Spissky Stvrtok, Stockerau, Véelince,
Zsadany) and in some cases they are equipped with
middle-knobs (e. g. Békés, Dunatjvaros-Koszider-
padlas 3, Pusztaszentkiraly) just as we can see in
the case of the Late Bronze Age ones (Boum 1935,
Taf. 15; ANGELI 1961, 141, Taf. 8, 3—4; NOvOTNA
1966, Taf. 8; MozsoLics 1967, 135-136, 153-154,
156, Taf. 52, 5, Taf. 63, 1-2, Taf. 69, 1-3; FURMANEK
1977, 258, Taf. XXXII, 8, 13; SzatMART 1998, 117—
118, 19.T. 5, 7; FurmANEKk 2004, 73) (Fig. 13). Their
distribution shows no specific concentration. How-
ever, these specimens appear in relatively greater
number in the territory of the North-Eastern Car-
pathian Basin which later became the main distribu-
tion area of the Late Bronze Age Salgotarjan-Type.

e

10 cm

Fig. 11 A Salgétarjan-Type fragment from the private collection of Zoltan Repkényi (List 3, 11)
11. kép Salgotarjan tipust toredék Repkényi Zoltan magangy(jteményeébdl (3.lista 11)
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Fig. 12 The morphology of the asymmetrical arm-and anklets (HampEL 1886A, XXXII. T. 1-2; BLAJER 1984, Taf. 66,
215; PeTrRESCU-DiMBovITA 1998, Taf. 21, 160a; Davip 20028, 492)
12. kép Az aszimmetrikus kar-és labperecek morfologiaja (HampeL 1886A, XXXII. T. 1-2; BLAJER 1984, Taf. 66,
215; PeTrRESCU-DiMBOvITA 1998, Taf. 21, 160a; Davip 20028, 492)

The Salgotarjan-Type which was first classified
by Tibor Kemenczei can be interpreted as the most
frequent and widespread Late Bronze Age type
(Kemenczer 1965, 111-112) (Fig. 16). Its first exam-
ples were deposited in the Br C (e. g. Forrd) but they
are dominant between the Br D and Ha A1 stages
(MozsoLics 1973, 136, Taf. 6, 11-14) (Fig. 14)."4
According to our knowledge, they are unknown
from burial contexts and practically all of them
were buried as part of depots or were found as indi-
vidual- or stray finds (List. 2, 1). Their main form is
quite characteristic and can be well-described from
typological point of view. The cross-section of their
ring part is rounded, their shaft and great spiral are
rhomboid-sectioned. Their other features are that
their terminals are rolled and they are equipped with
spiny disc-, conical- and star-shaped middle-knobs,
moreover, looped ones can be also found among
them (e. g. Banatski Kralovac, Zaleze) (HoLsTE
1951, Taf. 17, 11; KeMenczer 1965, 111; BLAJER
1984, Taf. 66, 215-216). In certain cases, they

are also equipped'® with hour-glass or leaf-shaped
pendants (e. g. Banatski Kralovac, Ticvaniu Mare,
Zateze) (Hoiste 1951, Taf. 17, 11; SAcARIN 1981,
98, P1. III-1V; BLAJER 1984, Taf. 66, 215-216) (Fig.
12—-13). Dominant part of them are decorated with
bundles of lines or cross-hatched triangles along
the shaft or the great spiral. However, undecorated
ones (e. g. Berkesz) and individual variations (e.
g. Kracunovce, Vel’ky Blh, Szentistvanbaksa) are
also known (Forriny 1955, 31, Taf. 17.15; Josa—
KeMENCczED 1965, XIV. T. 63; FUrRMANEK 1977, Taf.
XXIII, 11-12; Kemenczer 1984, Taf. LC). Minia-
ture examples from Batonyterenye and Piliny can
also be connected to this type, based on their for-
mal similarities (HaMPEL 18864, LXX. T. 9; PaTaY
1954, 42, 46, Abb. 17, 4-5). The Salgoétarjan-Type
appears over the territory of North-Eastern Hungary
and South-Eastern Slovakia which region was often
associated with the Piliny- and the Kyjatice culture
(Kemenczer 1965, 112) (Fig. 13). Other examples are
sporadically known outside of this core area from
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the territory of Bohemia, Austria, Western Hungary,
the Northern Balkan and even from South-Western
Poland (e. g. Zat¢ze) and in the Ukrainian Dniester
region (e. g. Hrushka) (Zurowskl 1949, 159-161;
KemENczer 1965, 111-112; HANSEL 1968B, Karte
22; BADER 1972, 93-94; BrLalER 1984, 68, Taf. 80;
Mozsotics 1985, 29) (Fig. 16).

Regarding to their typology, the specimens of
the Delhaes collection can be sorted into the above
discussed type and they can dated between the
Br C-Ha A1l stages. Based on their cross-hatched
(group I: No. 1-2, 5, Fig. 1, 1-2, Fig. 3, 5) and bun-
dles of lines (group II: No. 3-4, 6, Fig. 2, 3-4, Fig.
3, 6) decorations it is also possible to link them to
certain examples: group I (List 2. 1. 5, 6, 10, 12,
20, 23, 26, 28, 32, 34, 42, 45, 47, 53, 55), group
IT (List 2.1. 7, 10, 11, 16, 20, 22, 24, 25, 30, 33,
35,37, 41, 42, 43, 48, 54). Both decoration groups

concentrate on the main distribution area of this
type, however certain examples of the first group
have appeared in Transcarpathia (e. g. Volovec),
Middle-Slovakia (e. g. Zvolen) and the Southern
regions of the Carpathian Basin (e. g. Otok-Priv-
laka, Topolnica) (Horste 1951, Taf. 5, 36; Fur-
MANEK 1980, Taf. 40, 1-2; HARDING 1995, Taf. 58,
5; KoBarL’ 2000, Taf. 12, 1). It is also important to
draw attention to the star-shaped middle-knob of
the No. 3 and No. 4 examples which was only doc-
umented in the case of Svedlar and Mezényarad
(NovoTtna 19708, Taf. 56, 13; HELLEBRANDT 1999,
7. kép 1-2). To conclude, based on their fine sty-
listic and formal parallels the analyzed objects of
the Delhaes collection could have been originated
— or at least manufactured — in the core distribution
area of the Salgotarjan-Type: in the North-Eastern
Carpathian Basin (Fig. 16).

Angermiinde

Variant 3

EARLY/MIDDLE-BRONZE AGE

"PROTOTYPES”

Apa-Type  Oversized Variant 2

Spissky Stvrtok Stockerau Véelince Hodejov

*

LATE BRONZE AGE

Salgétarjan-Type Kriva-Type

Santana-Type Chomonyn-Type Nyirsz616s-Type Miniature

Fig. 13 The typology of the asymmetrical arm-and anklets (HampeL 1886A, XXXII. T. 1-2, LXX T. 9; Bonm 1935, 114,
Taf. 15; ANGELI 1961, Taf. 8, 4; MozsoLics 1967, Abb. 20, Taf. 69, 2, Taf. 52, 5; GARASANIN 1972, Cat Nr. 137; Fur-
MANEK 1977, Taf. XXXII, 13; BLaIER 1984, Taf. 66, 215; PETREScU-DiMBovITA 1998, Taf. 21, 160a.c; SzatMART 1998, 19.
T. 5; KoaL’ 2000, Taf. 10, 5; Davip 2002B, 492, Taf. 171.10; FURMANEK 2004, 73; HELLEBRANDT 2011, 3. kép)

13. kép Az aszimmetrikus kar-és labperecek tipologiaja (HampeL 1886A, XXXII. T. 1-2, LXX T. 9; Boum 1935, 114,
Taf. 15; ANGELI 1961, Taf. 8, 4; MozsoLics 1967, Abb. 20, Taf. 69, 2, Taf. 52, 5; GARASANIN 1972, Cat Nr. 137; Fur-
MANEK 1977, Taf. XXXII, 13; BLaIER 1984, Taf. 66, 215; PETREScU-DiMBovITA 1998, Taf. 21, 160a.c; SzatMART 1998, 19.
T. 5; KoaL’ 2000, Taf. 10, 5; Davip 2002B, 492, Taf. 171.10; FURMANEK 2004, 73; HELLEBRANDT 2011, 3. kép)
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The cross-sections of the Kriva-Type are round-
ed and their terminals resemble to the Early- and
Middle Bronze Age ones (KoaL’ 1997-1998,
38-39; KomaL’ 2000, 29-30). However, this type
is equipped with middle-knobs similarly to the
Salgotarjan-Type and the later presented Séntana-
Type (Fig. 13). Their quantity is relatively lower
than that of the Salgétarjan-Type and almost all of
the documented specimens are from depot contexts
(List 2.2). Their primal distribution area is the Rét-
koz, Tiszahat, Szatmari lowlands and the Southern
part of the Transcarpathian lowlands (KoBar’ 1997—
1998, 38-39). Some specimens from the Zemplén
mountains and Transdanubia (e. g. Szigliget) are
also known (SzENTMARTONT DARNAY 1897, 351, 1. T.
9) (Fig. 16). The first example was dated to the Br B
(Zajta), but they are also known from the Br C stage
(e. g. Abaujkér) (Horste 1951, 21, Taf. 39, 2). From
chronological point of view, they are rather char-
acteristic to the Br D stage, however their younger
deposition (Ha B1) can be documented in the case
of the Podgorjany hoard (Mozsorics 1967, 178, Taf.
65, 3; MozsoLics 1973, 116, Taf. 5, 8; Kosar’ 2000,
93, Taf. 2, 38, 41). In my point of view, their deter-
mination as an individual — probable local — type
can be supported by their early appearance (Br B)

and their spatial distribution which is clearly sepa-
rated from the Santana- and Salgétarjan-Type.!¢

The Chomonyn-Type is composed of 31 speci-
mens (7 depots and one uncertain find), and it can
be interpreted as a special, probable local form in
the territory of South-Western Transcarpathian and
North-Eastern Tisza region (Kosar’ 2000, 29) (Fig.
8, 2, List 2.3). Outside of this well-definable area
only uncertainly classifiable specimens are known
(Fig. 16). In contrast to the other Late Bronze Age
types, this one has a small spiral without middle-
knob. Its other characteristic is that it consists of
round-sectioned wire and it is always undecorated
(Fig. 13). The dating of the Chomonyn-Type is quite
uniform (Br D-Ha A1), however two specimens
from a younger depot (Pusztadobos — “Ha A2”) are
known (Josa—KEMENCzEI 1965, 24, XLIX. T).

The Santana-Type consists of approximately 38
specimens from 13 depots and one stray find. It first
appeared in the Br D, although it shows dominance
in Ha A1 depots (Fig. 14, List 2.4). Similarly to the
Salgotarjan-Type, their terminal is rolled, but their
cross-section is rounded. However, their distinct
characteristics are the elaborate bundles of lines
and complex geometrical decoration along their
whole outer surface. It is also common that they are
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Fig. 14 Chronological position of the asymmetrical arm-and anklets (List 1-2)
14. kép Az aszimmetrikus kar-¢és labperecek idérendi helyzete (1-2.lista)
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Fig. 15 Distribution of Apa-Type asymmetrical arm-and anklets in Central Europe (List 1)
15. kép Az Apa tipust aszimmetrikus kar-és labperecek elterjedése Kozép-Eurdpaban (1. lista)

equipped with different types of looped or conical
middle-knobs and leaf-shaped pendants (e. g. Aiud)
(PeTRESCcU-DimBoviTA 1998, Taf. 19, 154) (Fig. 13).
Regarding the Santana-Type distribution, it concen-
trates in the Eastern Kords region. However, speci-
mens are also known from the Southern part of the
Transylvanian plateau, Moravia and North-Eastern
Hungary as well (SaLas 1997, 40) (Fig. 13).

The last Late Bronze Age form is the “Nyirsz616s
hybrid type” which includes few confusing speci-
mens from Br D and Ha A1l depots (Crasna (?),
Nyirsz616s, Mackovac, Topli¢ica) and one object
from the auction of the Hermann Historica (Mozso-
Lics 1973, 162, Taf. 55, 2—-3; VINSkI-GASPARINI 1973,
186, Tab. 76, 16; PetrEScU-DimBOvITA 1978, 118,
Taf. 92A, 1-2; Karavani¢ 2001, 9, Tab. 7, 1) (Fig.
10, 5, List. 2, 5). These round-sectioned specimens
have a small spiral similarly to the Chomonyn-Type,
but their complex decoration strongly resembles
to the Santana-Type. However, their most uncom-
mon feature is the appearance of the secondary
spiky middle-knob on the small spiral which could
be related to a different kind of fastening method.
To my best knowledge, similar secondary middle-

knob is only known from an Apa-prototype which
was sold on the auction of GmCoinArt (John Moore
Collection) (Fig. 9, 2). Their spatial distribution
concentrates on no special territory, although the
one from the Nyirsz616s depot should be underlined
due to its deposition in the contact zone of the above
cited Santana- and Chomonyn-Types. In my estima-
tion, interpreting these objects as an independent
type is not entirely possible without uncertainties
on account of their low quantity. Moreover, their
fragments can be easily confused with the similarly
decorated Santana-Type. Therefore, the objects in
question can rather be described as a strange mixed
form — a hybrid type — of the Santana- and Chomo-
nyn-Types.

An enigmatic object of the Bronze Age

To conclude, the seven asymmetrical-arm or anklets
from the collection of Istvan Delhaes can be sorted
into the most frequent Late Bronze Age form: the
Salgotarjan-Type which main distribution area can
be well-localized in the North-Eastern part of the
Carpathian Basin (Fig. 16). Based on the results
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Fig. 16 Distribution of Late Bronze Age asymmetrical armlets in Central Europe (List 2)
16. kép Kés6 bronzkori aszimmetrikus kar-és labperecek elterjedése K6zép-Europaban (2.lista)

of our overview, the analyzed objects can be dated
into the Br C or more likely the Br D-Ha A1 stages.
Besides the above questions we also tried to under-
stand the manufacturing techniques, functional- and
typo-chronological aspects of the whole artefact
group. In conclusion, based on the currently pub-
lished data two simple question should be asked:
1.) what are the asymmetrical-arm and anklets? 2.)
How can we exceed our current knowledge?

1.) Based on the few representations, burial
context and the macroscopic observations on the
specimens of the Delhaes collection it seems likely
that the analyzed objects can be interpreted as wear-
able arm- or anklets, despite their heavy weight and
relatively great size. In my estimation, the defen-
sive weapon theory which is originated from a 19*
century preconception is less convincing due to
the dimensions of the object and the lack of fight-
ing damages. However, as a possibility this theo-
ry should also be examined in the future on other
objects and most importantly by experiments. In
any case, either these jewels were worn on special
events or in every day use, their symbolic role is

most likely. This presently less understood symbol-
ic aspect can be supported by the fact that they have
been buried in depots, moreover the phenomenon of
oversizing and miniaturizing can be observed among
them. In addition, their strong individualization
and the appearance of probable symbolic parts (e.
g. star-shaped middle-knobs and new Late Bronze
Age pendant types) which can be associated with
the sphere of special artefacts (e. g. B-Type passa-
menterie fibulae, great chain pendants, diadems and
belts) are all convincing arguments in favor to the
symbolic and representative aspects of this artefacts
group (HampeL 18864, LXIIIL. T. 3, LXX. T. 9; HoL-
STE 1951, Taf. 17, 11; Kossack 1954, 80—82; Partay
1954, 42, 46, Abb. 17, 4-5; PauLik 1963, 51, Abb.
7C, 1; NovotNA 19704, 39; NovorNa 19708, 39, Taf.
56, 13; BLAJER 1984, Taf. 66, 215-216; RiHOVKSY
1993, Taf. 9, 89; PETRESscu-DimBoviITA 1998, Taf. 19,
154, Taf. 21. 160A—D; HELLEBRANDT 1999, 7. kép
1-2; Jankovits 2008, 64—65; HELLEBRANDT 2011,
133; MODLINGER 2013, 67-75; MODLINGER 2014,
Fig. 6). However, in my estimation, this symbolic
function which was previously associated with the
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Bronze Age elite cannot be enlightened without fur-
ther analysis (KEmMENczET 1964—-1965, 133; BADER
1972, 94). Similar is true for the question of the sex
of the wearers, although the representations, burial
context and its combination with weapons refers to
men. Nevertheless, it should not be forgotten that
most of the Bronze Age objects were worn by both
gender. It is in itself interesting that the asymmetri-
cal arm- and anklets basically kept their main forms;
moreover, they had been continuously deposited
and manufactured for a long period of time by many
different archaeological cultures from the Br A2
to the Ha B1. Although our current knowledge is
very limited about their exact manufacturing meth-
ods, the Br B can be clearly interpreted as a turning
point due to the appearance of the first prototypes
of the Late Bronze Age main types (Fig. 17). Com-
paring the distribution of the older variants to the
younger specimens it can be concluded that the
Late Bronze Age examples are more concentrated
on certain geographical areas than their predeces-
sors (Fig. 15-16). The Salgoétarjan-Type domi-

nates the territory of the Southern Slovakian Ore
Mountains and the North Hungarian Mountains.
In contrast to them, the North-Eastern part of the
Great Hungarian Plain (Bodrogkoz, Nyirség, and
Tiszahat) and the territory of the Transcarpathian
Lowlands show a different picture. Along with the
Salgoétarjan-Type other forms like the Chomonyn-
Type, Kriva-Type, Nyirsz616s-Hybrid type, and
even the Santana-Type appear. It should be not-
ed that the last one is rather characteristic to the
Eastern Koros region (KEmMENczED 1965, 111-112;
HANSEL 19684, 213-214, Liste 103—104, Karte 22;
BrLaAJER 1984, Taf. 79—80; HANSEN 1999, 179).!7 In
conclusion, the asymmetrical arm-and anklets can
be defined as a probable wearable jewellery group
which was continuously manufactured and depos-
ited between the Br A2 and the Ha B1.

2.) Even though, it appears first that the present
study resolved and answered many problems and
questions, in fact, unlocking the secrets of the asym-
metrical arm-and anklets are far from complete. Yet
again, it should be underlined that the here estab-

quantity
standardization?
size ? weight?
T Y
CONTINUITY >

main form

deposition

mostly intact  appearance of fragments
post-depositional damages?

Fig. 17 The changing of asymmetrical arm-and anklets between the Br A2 and Ha B1 (HampeL 1886A, XXXVIL. T. 1,
LXX. T. 9; MozsoLics 1967, Abb. 20; DAVID 2002B, Taf. 171, 10; HELLEBRANDT 2011, 3. kép)
17. kép Az aszimmetrikus kar-és labperecek valtozasa a Br A2 és Ha B1 ko6zott (HampeL 1886A, XXXVIL T. 1, LXX.
T. 9; MozsoLics 1967, Abb. 20; Davip 2002B, Taf. 171, 10; HELLEBRANDT 2011, 3. kép)
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lished typological model is unfinished and limited by
the quality of the previous publications. Presently,
prominent part of the objects is unpublished or only
mentioned in the literature, therefore the exact num-
ber of the types is unknown. Moreover, due to the
schematic illustrations the decoration types cannot
be analyzed precisely therefore our grouping can be
also mistaken. Consequently, in the future, the main
objective of the research should be the re-publish-
ing of the whole artefact group with a comparable
descriptive system for which here we attempted to

give a sample. By the aid of this attempt this typolog-
ical model can be corrected and rebuilt. Moreover,
new question can be investigated. The most impor-
tant objective is the creation of an extended database
of the macroscopic observations. By the aid of this
work it would be possible to generalize the results
of this preliminary method and raise new technologi-
cal questions. An inevitable next research phase can
be the testing of the results and presumptions of the
macroscopic observations by experiments which are
based on archacometallurgical analyses.

APPENDIX

List 1. Older variants

List 1.1. Apa-Type

List 1.1.1. Variant 1

1. Apa (Romania, Satu Mare) — depot (Br A2) — 1: PopE-
scu 1937-1940, 119, Fig. 1, 5; Mozsovics 1967, 128,
Taf. 14, 2; PetrEscu-DimBoviTA 1977, 39, Taf. I, 6;
PeETRESCU-DiMBoOvITA 1998, 31, Taf. 13, 104; SOROCEANU
2012, 17-20, Taf. 4, 1a—c.

2. Ap0rka/Pusztaszentkirély/Szentkirély (Hungary,
Pest)— depot (Br B) — 2: HampeL 1879, 63; HampEL
18868, 100-101; HampeL 1892, 121; MozsoLics 1967,
156, Abb. 20, Taf. 63, 1-2; Davip 20024, 467; DAvVID
20028, Taf. 184, 1-2.

3. Békés-Kecskeméti utca (Hungary, Békés) — depot
(Br B) — 2: SzatmARr1 1998, 117-118, 19. T. 5, 7; Davip
20024, 467; Davip 20028, Taf. 133, 5-6.

4. Bila Tserkva/Belaia Cerkov’/Biserica Alba/Fehé-
regyhaza (older versions in the literature: Sariasau/
Szarvaszo) (Ukraine) — individual object: ROMER 1868,
197, b. dbra; Kacso 1977, 135, 137, Abb. 4, 1; DaviD
20028, 492.

5. Budapest-Obuda (Hungary, Pest) — individual find:
HampeL 18864, 105, XXXVI. T. 4; HampEL 18868, PI.
XXXVI, 4; FoLtiny 1955, Taf. 36, 9.

6. Hodejov/Vargede 2 (Slovakia, Rimavska Sobota) —
depot (Br B) — 1: NovoTnA 1966, Taf. 8.

7. Hungary — unknown: HampeL 18864, XXXVI. T. 5;
HawmpeL 18868, P1. XXXVI; FoLtiny 1955, 31, Taf. 18,
Abb. 1.

8. Rimavska Sobota/Rimaszombat/Gross-Steffelsdorf
2a (Slovakia, Rimavska Sobota) — depot (Br D) — 2:
PauLik 1965, Taf. 2, 1-2.

9. Satu Mare/Temesnagyfalu/Naghifola/Naghifaliu
(Romania, Arad) — depot (Br Bl) — 2: PETRESCU-
DimBoviTa 1977, Taf. 9, 7; PETREscUu-DiMBovITA 1978,
Taf. 18b, 1; Kacso 1997-1998, 14, Taf. 4; PETRESCU-
DimBoviTA 1998, 31, Taf. 15, 114; Soroceanu 2012,

101, PL. 31, 10-11.

10. Sannicolaul Roméan/Sinnicolau Roman/Olah
szentmiklés 1 (Romania, Bihor) — depot (Br A)
— 2: PeTREScu-DimBoviTA 1977, Pl. 12, 1-2; PETRESCU-
DimBoviTa 1998, 31, Taf. 13, 107-108; SoROCEANU
2012, 90-91,Taf. 25, 3.

11. Sapanta/Sapinta/Szaplonca (Romania, Mara-
mures) — depot (Br B1) — 1: Popescu 1963, 99—-100,
Abb. 6, 4; Porescu-Rusu 1966, Pl. 8a, 4; PETRESCU-
DimBoviTa 1977, P1. 11, 1; PETRESCcU-DiMBOVITA 1998,
31, Taf. 13, 105-106; SoroceaNu 2012, 97, Taf. 29, 4.

12. Stefkowa (Poland, Krosno) — depot (Br B2) — 1:
BLAIER 1984, 65-67, Taf. 65, 213.

13. Studenica (Serbia, Kraljevo) — depot (Br A2/B1) —
1: Vinsk1 1961, 36, Tab. VIII, 2

14. Tiszafiired-Majoroshalom (Hungary, Jasz-Nagykun-
Szolnok) — grave D 305 — 1: KovAcs 1991-1992, 29;
CsaNny-TArRNOKI 1992, 208, Abb. 62; Kovics 1992,
Abb. 62; Davip 20024, 473; Davip 20028, Taf. 261A, 4.

15. Vajska/Vajszka (Serbia, Vojvodina) — depot (Br A2/
Br B) — 1: HarbinG 1995, 70, Taf. 56, 2-3.

List 1.1.2 Variant 2

16. Dunaujvaros-Kosziderpadlas 3 (Hungary, Fejér)
—depot (Br B) —3: Bona 1959, 14, Taf. I, 3—4; Mozso-
Lics 1967, 135-136, 257, Taf. 51, 3-4, Taf. 52, 5.

17. Hernadkak (Hungary, Borsod-Abautj-Zemplén)
— grave — 1: To¢ik—Bupinsky-Kricka 1987, Abb. §;
Davip 20024, 469; Davip 20028, Taf. 262, 2; B. HEL-
LEBRANDT 2005, 9, 3. kép 5.

18. Hodejov/Vargede 1 (Slovakia, Rimavské Sobota) —
depot (Br B) — 3: FurRMANEK 1980, 17, Taf. 35, 13-14;
Davip 20024, 488; Davip 20028, Taf. 171, 9-10; Taf.
175, 3.

19. Mezéberény (Hungary, Békés) — depot (Br B) — 1:
Mocyorossy 1885, 224; Mozsorics 1967, 149-150,
Taf. 67, 4.

20. Piulis/Paulisul Vechi/Opalos/Opaulis/Paulis (Roma-

Asymmetrical arm- and anklets 93

nia, Arad) — depot (Br A2) — 1: Popescu 1963, 93, Abb. 2,
4; MozsoLics 1967, 153, Taf. 18, 5; PETREscU-DiMBOVITA
1977, 49, Taf. 20, 1; PErrEscu-DimBoviTAa 1998, 31, Taf.
15, 113; Soroceanu 2012, 6970, P1. 20, 5.

11. Sapanta/Sapinta/Szaplonca (Romania, Maramures)
— depot (Br B1) — 1: Popescu 1963, 99-100, Abb. 6,
3; Poprescu-Rusu 1966, Pl. 8a, 3; PETRESCU-DIMBOVITA
1977, P1. 10, 6; PETREScU-DimBovITA 1998, 31, Taf. 13,
105; Soroceanu 2012, 97, Taf. 29, 3.

21. Spissky Stvrtok/Szepescsiitortok (Slovakia, Levoca)
—unknown — 1: FURMANEK 2004, 73.

22. Stockerau (Austria, Niederosterreich) — depot (Br B)
—2: ANGELI 1961, 141. Taf. 8, 3-4.

12. Stefkowa (Poland, Krosno) — depot (Br B2) — 6: BLa-
JER 1984, 65-67, Taf. 64, 207-209, Taf. 65, 210, 212,
214.

23. Stupava/Stomfa (Slovakia, Bratislava) — depot (Br
B) — 2: HampeL 1886B, 54-55; HampeL 1892, 135;
MozsoLics 1967, 162—-163, Taf. 41, 1, 10.

24. Valea Chioarului/Gaura/Kévargara/Kévargéra
(Romania, Maramures) — depot (Br A2) — 1: HamPEL
1879, 39—40; HampeL 18868, 74; HAMPEL 1892, 43—46;
MozsoLics 1967, 146; Soroceanu 2012, 39, P1. 13, 3.

25. Véelince/Laszléfalva/Méhi (Slovakia, Rimavska
Sobota) — depot (Br B) — 3: MozsoLrics 1967, 149;
FurMANEK 1977, 258, Taf. XXXII, 8, 13; Davip
20024, 488; Davip 20028, Taf. 179, 4-6.

26. Zsadany-Orosipuszta (Hungary, Békés) — depot (Br
B) — 3: MozsoLics 1967, 153—154, Taf. 69, 1-3.

List 1.1.3 Variant 3

27. Angermiinde (Germany, Angermiinde) — depot (Br
B) — 2: Bonm 1935, 114, Taf. 15; HAcumaNN 1957, 202;
GoLpmanN 1979, 55, 147.

28. Brzotin/Berzéte (Slovakia, KoSice) — stray find — 1:
Novotna 1968, 48, Tab. X VIII, 1.

29. Ighiel/Igenpataka (Romania, Alba) — depot (Br B)
—3: Berciu 1939-1940, Fig. 2, 1-4. Fig. 6, Fig. 7; Moz-
soLics 1967, 141; PETrEscu-DimBoviTa 1977, 40, Taf. 3,
1-4; PeTrREScu-DimBoviTA 1998, 31, Taf. 14, 109-112;
SoroceAaNU 2012, 52-53, Taf. 18, 1-4.

30. Satu Mare/Temesnagyfalu (Romania, Arad) — grave
(Br B1) — 1: PetrEScu-DimBoviTA 1998, 31, Taf. 15,
115; Soroceanu 2012, 100-103, Taf. 31, 10-11.

31. Varsand/Gyulavarsand 2 (Romania, Arad) — uncer-
tain depot — 2: PETREscU-DimBoviTA 1998, 32, Taf. 15,
118-119; Soroceanu 2012, 118-120, Taf. 45, 5a-b, Taf.
47, 4a-b.

List 1.1.4 Oversized

32. Abatjdevecser (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén)
— individual find: HELLEBRANDT 2011, 133, 3-5. kép.

33. Vinga/Vinga (Romania, Arad) — uncertain depot — 2:
PeTRESCU-DimBoviTA 1998, 32, Taf. 16, 120.

List 1.1.5 Uncertain (unpublished, fragment)
34. Region of Esztergom (Hungary, Komarom-Eszter-
gom) — depot (Br A2/B) — 2: MozsoLics 1967, 73—74.
35. Kispalad 1 (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) —
depot (Br A2) — 1: MozsoLics 1967, 144, Taf. 17, 4.

36. Kolesd-Nagyhangos (Hungary, Tolna) — depot (Br
B) — 1: MozsoLics 1967, 151-152, Taf. 33, 87.

37. Maly Hores/Kisgéres (Slovakia, Kosice) — depot (Br
B-Br D) — 1: PAstor 1951, 155, Obr. 115.

38. Motatei (Romania, Dolj) — stay find — 1: PETRESCU-
DimBoviTa 1998, 32, Taf. 15, 116.

39. Siofok-Balatonkiliti/Somogykiliti (Hungary,
Somogy) — depot (Br B) — 1: Kuzsinszky 1920, 8, 8.
Abra 33; Mozsorics 1967, 161-162, Taf. 37, 2.

List 2. Younger variants (HANSEL 1968, Liste 103;
BapER 1972, 97-100; BLAJER 1984, 68—69; SCHUMACHER-
MATtTHAUS 1985, 119-125; PETREScU-DiMBoviTA 1998,
31-37; KosaL’ 2000, 29-30) !¢

List 2. 1. Salgotarjan-Type (The closest parallels of the

Delhaes collections specimens are marked with italic)

1. Abaujkér (Hungary, Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén) — depot
(BrD-HaAl)—1: HoLstE 1951, 21, Taf. 39, 2; KEMENC-
ZE1 1984, 112.

2. Aggtelek-Baradla cave (Hungary, Nograd) —uncertain
depot (Ha A) — 1: Tompa 1934-1935, 37, 106, Taf. 51,
6; KEMENCzET 1984, 144, Taf. C, 1.

3. Alsodobsza (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) —
depot (Ha Al) — 1: Kemenczer-VEGH 1971, 511;
KemENczET 1984, 112-114, Taf. XLI, 26; MozsoLics
1985, 85-86, Taf. 167, 5.

4. Banatski Karlovac/Karolyfalva/Nagykarolyfalva/
Karlsdorf (Serbia, Vojvodina) — depot (Ha A2/B1)
— 1: HoLsTE 1951, 10, Taf. 17, 11; GARASANIN 1972,
Cat Nr. 137.

5. Batorterenye/Kisterenye-Hdrsas hegy (Hungary, Nog-
rad) — depot (Br D) — 1: KEMENCZEI 1965, 145146, Taf.
I, 1; MozsoLics 1973, 148-149.

6. Berkesz-Csonkds (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg)
—depot (Ha A1) — 4: Josa—KEMmENczEr 1965, 20, XIV. T.
63-64, XV. T. 69-70; KEmMeNczer 1984, 170, Taf. CLX-
VIII, 21, Taf. CLXIX, 1-2, 8; MozsoLics 1985, 96-97,
Taf. 178, 1-2, Taf. 179, 2, 7.

7. Cserépfalu/Cserépfalva (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-
Zemplén) — depot (Ha Al) — 1: HampeL 18868, 68;
HampeL 1892, 21; Kemenczer 1984, 115, 254, Taf.
XLIVd, 2.

8. Debrecen-Felsdjozsa (Hungary, Hajdu-Bihar) — uncer-
tain depot — 1: voN BRunn 1968, 33; KeEMENCzED 1984,
173-174, Taf. CLXXXc.

9. Drslavice 2 (Bohemia, Uherské Hradisté) — depot (Br
D2) — 1: Saras 20054, 332-342; Saras 20058, Tab.
171, 395.
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10. Eger (Hungary, Heves) — depot (Br D) — 3: HANSEL
19684, 213, 230, HANSEL 19688, Taf. 50, 10—12.

11. Forré (Hungary, Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén) — depot
(Br C) —4: HampeL 1890, 146148, 1. T. 11-14; HAMPEL
1892, CLXII. T.; MozsoLics 1973, 136, Taf. 6, 11-14.

12. Gemer/Sajogomér (Slovakia, Rimavska Sobota) —
depot (Br D) — 1: NovoTtna 1968, 39-41, Obr. 2.

13. Gemer/Sajogomor (Slovakia, Rimavska Sobota) —
depot (Br D) — 1: NovoTtna 1968, Tab. X VIII, 3.

14. Gemersky Jablonec/Goméoralmagy/Almdgy (Slo-
vakia, Rimavska Sobota) — depot (Br D) — 2: HAMPEL
18968, 180; KEMENCZzEI 1965, 109, XXIX. T. 2, XXX.
T. 4.

15. Hrushka (Ukraine, Tlumach) — depot (Br D-Ha A1)
— 3: ZUROWSKI 1949, 159-161, Tabl. LV, 1a—3c.

16. Jéke (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot (Br
D) — 3: MozsoLics 1973, 143—144, Taf. 56, 1-3.

17. Kisgyor (Hungary, Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén) — depot
(Br C) — 2: KemeNczer 1965, 107, VII. T. 1-2; Mozso-
Lics 1973, 146.

18. Kelemér (Hungary, Borsod-Abatij-Zemplén) — depot
(Br C-D) — 1: PauLik 1965, 5051, Tab. X VIII, 2; Mozso-
Lics 1973, 145; FurMANEK 1977, Taf. XXXVIII, 18.

19. KoSice/Kassa/Karschau (Slovakia, KoSice) — depot
(Br D) — 2: FurMANEK 1977, Taf. XX1V, 1, 4.

20. Kurityan (Hungary, Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén) — depot
(Br D — Ha A1) — 3: GABorRI-HELLEBRANDT 1975, 138,
5. kép; HELLEBRANDT 1996, 184, Abb. 10, 1, Abb. 11,
Abb. 17.

21. Kral’ovsky Chlmec/Kiralyhelmec (Slovakia, Kosi-
ce) — individual find: HampeL 18868, Pl. XXXVI, 5;
Danko—Patay 2000, 30, 37. kép.

22. Kracunovce/Kardcsonmezé-Kukovd (Slovakia, Pre-
Sov) — depot — 2: FURMANEK 1977, Taf. XXIII, 11-12.
23. Megyaszo (Hungary, Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén) — stray

find — 1: Koos 1993, 8, 1. T. 1.

24. Mezonyarad (Hungary, Borsod-Abatlj-Zemplén) —
depot (Br D-Ha A1) — 2: GABORI-HELLEBRANDT 1975,
138-139; HELLEBRANDT 1975, 16; MozsoLics 1985, 149—
150; HELLEBRANDT 1999, 140, 143144, 7. kép 1-2.

25. Nyékladahdza-Golem to (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-
Zemplén) — depot (Br D-Ha Al) — 1: Toétn 2010,
63-65, 3. kép 1.

26. Otok-Privlaka (Croatia, Vukovar-Srijem) — depot
(Ha A1) — 1: Horste 1951, 5, Taf. 5, 36; ViNskI-GAS-
PARINI 1973, 217, Tab. 28, 29.

27. O%d’any/Osgydan 1 (Slovakia, Rimavaskd Sobota)
— depot (Br C) — 1: HampeL 18868, 90; HAMPEL 1892,
111; KeMENczer 1965, XXXI.1; MozsoLics 1973, 166.

28. OZd’any/Osgydn 2 (Slovakia, Rimavaska Sobota) —
depot (Br C) — 4: KupLAcek 1952, 28-30, Obr. 21-22;
PauLik 1965, 61, Tab. XI. 1, 4, 9-10; FURMANEK 1977,
Taf. XXV, 9; FURMANEK—NovoTNA 2006, 22, Taf. 44, 5.

29. Pacin-Képhomok (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemp-

1én) — depot (Br C) — 4: Kemenczer 1965, 109, XXVI.
T. 1-4; MozsoLics 1973, 167.

30. Pétervasara 2 (Hungary, Heves) — depot (Br D) — 2:
Hovste 1951, 16, Taf. 30, 5; Kemenczer 1965, 106—107,
IV.T. 1, 3, 11; MozsoLics 1985, 175.

31. PoleSovice (Bohemia, Uherské Hradist€) — depot (Ha
Al)—1: SaLas 1997, Taf. 23, 567.

32. Resica/Reste (Slovakia, Kosice) — depot (Br D) — 1:
FurMmANEK 1977, Taf. 27, 2; NovotnA 1980, 68, Taf.
58d, 2.

33. Rimavska Sobota/Rimaszombat/Gross-Steffelsdorf
2a (Slovakia, Rimavska Sobota) — depot (Br D) — 1:
HawmpeL 18864, CXII. T. 2-3; HampeL 18868, 93—94, Pl.
CXII, 2-3; HampeL 1886c¢, 14, 1. T. 2-3; HamPEL 1892,
126—-127; FurmANEK 1977, Taf. XXVIII, 6; PAuLik
1965, Taf. 2, 3.

34. Salgétarjin/Salgé/Tarjan/Salgov-Tarjany/Schalgo-
tarjan (Hungary, Nograd) — depot (Br C/D) — 2: HAMPEL
1886A, XXXII. T. 1-2; HamPEL 18868, 95, P1. XXX VII,
1-2; HampeL 1892, 133; Fortiny 1955, 31, Taf. 21, 4;
Mozsorics 1973, 175; Kemenczer 1984, 120.

35. Region of Sarospatak (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-
Zemplén) — depot (Br D) — 1: Kemenczer 1965, 109,
XXI. T. 4; MozsoLics 1985, 185, Taf. 11, 5.

36. Slavkovce/Szalok (Slovakia, KoSice) — depot (Br D)
— 1: VizpaL 1962, 793, Obr. 251; MozsoLics 1973, 63.
37. Slovakia — uncertain depot — 1: PauLik 1965, Tab.

X, 1.

38. Svedlir/Svedlér/Schwedler (Slovakia, Kogice) —
depot (Br D—Ha A1) — 3: NovoTna 19708, 39, Taf. 56,
12—-14; FurRMANEK 1977, Taf. XXXI, 3, Taf. XXX, 9—-12.

39. Svilo§ (Serbia, Vojvodina) — depot (Ha A1) — 1: Hot-
STE 1951, 9, Abb. 16, 39; Epiierosus 1955, 25, Tab. III,
3; Vinski-GasPARINI 1973, 220, Taf. 88, 3.

40. Szakacsi (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot
(Br D) — 2: Szenprer 1888, 351-352, III. T. 1, 4, 11;
KEMENCzET 1965, 108, XIX. T. 10-11; KEMENCcZEI 1984,
120.

41. Szécsény 1 (Hungary, Nograd) — depot (Br D) — 2:
KEMENczEI 1965, 106; KeEmENczer 1984, 121; Mozso-
Lics 1985, 189, Taf. 6, 4-5.

42. Szentistvanbaksa (Hungary, Borsod-Abatj-Zemp-
1én) — stray find — 1: Kemenczer 1984, 120, Taf. LC.

43. Tallya (Hungary, Borsod-Abatij-Zemplén) — depot
(Ha Al) — 5: Kemenczer 1969, 28-31, IX. T. 1-4;
Mozsorics 1985, 200-201, Taf. 163, 1-5.

44. Ticvaniu Mare/Nagytikvany (Romania, Carag-
Severin) — uncertain depot — 2: SACARIN 1981, 98, Pl.
III-IV; PETRESCU-DimMBoviTA 1998, 33, Taf. 21, 160a—d.

45. Topolnica (Serbia, Majdanpek) — depot — 4 (Br
C2/D): HARDING 1995, 36, Taf. 58, 5-6.

46. Trebisov/Toketerebes/Trebischau (Slovakia, KoSice)
—depot (Br D) — 3: Bupinsky-Kricka 1961, 44, Obr. 34;
NovotNA 19704, 120, Taf. IX.
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47.Vel’ky Blh/Felsébalog/Vamosbalog(Slovakia,Rimav-
skéa Sobota) — depot (Br C) —2: HampEL 1881, 277-279,
1. T. 3-4; HampeL 18864, XCIV. T. 3—4; HamPEL 18868,
Pl. XCIII, 3-4; Forriny 1955, 31, Taf. 17, 15; PauLik
1965, 68, Tab. VII, 1-2; NovotNA 19704, 122; Mozso-
Lics 1973, 133-134, Taf. 7, 4-5.

48. Zabar (Hungary, Nograd) — uncertain depot — 1:
PauLik 1965, 94, Tab. 9, 1; KEMENCZEI 1984, 122.

49. Zalkod (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot
(Br D) — 3: Hotste 1951, 20, Taf. 38, 13; MozsoLics
1985, 216, Taf. 10, 1-3.

50. Zat¢ze/Zalenze (Poland, Krosno) — depot (Br D) — 2:
ZAKT 1962, 204, Tab. 3, 7-8; BLAIER 1984, 68, Taf. 66,
215-216.

51. Zadiel/Szadelé (Slovakia, KoSice) — depot (Br D-Ha
Al): Gasas 1994, 23,

52. Zehra-Drevenik/Zsigra-Drevenik (Slovakia, Spi§-
ska Nova Ves) — depot (Br D) — 2: NEusTupNY 1938—
1939, 219-220, Tab. XII, 13—14; MozsoLics 1973, 130;
FurMANEK 1980, Taf. 39, 3.

53. Zvolen/Zolyom/Altsohl (Slovakia, Zvolen) — depot
(Br D-Ha A1) — 2: FurmAnek 1977, Taf. XXXIV,
12-13, 15; FurMANEK 1980, 19, Taf. 40, 1-2; Fur-
MANEK—NOVOTNA 2006, 67, Taf. 46, 9.

54. Viss 3 (Hungary, Borsod-Abatij-Zemplén) — depot
(Br D) — 3: KemENczer 1974, 24; MozsoLics 1985, 214—
215, Taf. 12, 3, Taf. 14, 1-2.

55. Volovec/Volovec’-Pod Kilicou/Voloc (Ukraine, Bere-
govo) — depot (Br D) — 8 (?): Jankovich 1931, 53, V. T.
7; BErNIAKOVIC 1960, 353; KosaL’ 2000, 99-100, Taf.
12, 1-4, Taf. 13, 15-19.

Uncertain Salgétarjan-Type (unpublished, unknown con-

text, fragmented)

56. Caiia/Hernddcsdny (Slovakia, Kogice) — unknown:
Baper 1972, 97.

57. Babie/Babafalva (Slovakia, PreSov) — unknown:
FurMANEK 1977, 276.

58. Bakta (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — un-
known: Szenprer 1888, 348; HawmpeL 1892, 7;
KEMENCZET 1965, 112.

59. Blazice/Balogd/Bologd (Slovakia, Kosice) — depot
(Br D) — 2: Domecka 1931, Obr. 26, 19-20.

60. Dombdvar-Dobrokoz/Szarvaspuszta (Hungary,
Tolna) — depot (Ha A1) — 1: MeszAros 1977-1978, 6.
T. 4; MozsoLics 1985, 113-114.

61. Futog/Futak (Serbia, Vojvodina): MozsoLics 1973,
63.

62. Gyongyos (Hungary, Heves) — depot: KEMENCZEI
1965, 107, 111.

63. Heves county (Hungary) — unknown — 1: HANSEL
19684, 213.

64. Hostice/Gesztete (Slovakia, Rimavska Sobota):
KEMENCZET 1965, 112.

65. Hrustovac/Hrastovac (Croatia, Bjelovar-Bilogora)
—unknown: BLAJER 1984, 69.

66. Kolodnoe’/Kolodne/Tokés/T6késfalu-Strednij Hunok
1 (Ukraine, Irshava) — depot (Ha B1) — 3: Lenoczky 1893,
260262, 1. T. 5; HampeL 1896A, CXCIX. T. 5; BERNJAKOVIC
1960, 349-350; Mozsorics 1967, 170; KosaL’ 2000, 83,
Taf. 4, 16-18.

67. Nova Lesna/Alséerdéfalva (Slovakia, Presov) —
unknown: BLAJER 1984, 69.

68. Olaszliszka (Hungary, Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén) —
unknown: KEMENCZzEI 1964, 15.

69. Palotabozsok (Hungary, Baranya) — depot (Ha A1)
— 1: HampeL 18864, C. T. 5; HampeL 1892, 18-19;
MozsoLics 1985, 166—-168, Taf. 75, 53.

70. Rimavské Janovce/Janosovce/Janosi/Rimajanosi
(Slovakia, Rimavska Sobota) — unknown: BLAJER 1984,
69.

71. Salzburg (Austria, Salzburg) — unknown: HANSEL
19684, 214.

72. Szentistvdn (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) —
unknown: KEMENCzET 1965, 111.

73. Verpelét (Hungary, Heves) — depot: HoerNES 1904,
210; KEMENczEI 1984, 122.

74. Vilyvitany (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) —
unknown: FURMANEK 1977, 276.

Individual form of Salgétarjan-Type and Kriva-Type

75. Chomonyn/Comonyn/Csongor 1  (Ukraine,
Mukachevo) — depot (Br D) — 1: BErniakovic 1960,
363; KosaL’ 2000, 78, Taf. 10, 5.

List 2. 2. Kriva-Type

76. Abaujkér (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) —
depot (Br C) — 1: Mozsorics 1973, 116, Taf. 5, 8;
KEMENCZET 1984, 112.

77. Géberjén (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) —
depot (Br D) — 3: Mozsotics 1973, 137, Taf. 58a, 16.
16. Jéke (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot

(Br D) — 4: MozsoLics 1973, 143—144. Taf. 56, 4.

78. Chudlovo/Chudl’ovo/Horlyé (Ukraine, Uzhhorod)
—(Br D) — 5: KoBar’ 1997-1998, 38-39, Taf. II, 4, Taf.
III, 1-4; KoBaL’ 2000, 77-78, Taf. 98, 1-4.

79. Kriva/Kryva/Tiszakriva-Sokoliv Kamin (Ukraine,
Chust) — depot (Br D) — 8: Ilensik 1972, 108, Ta6. 11,
2-5; MozsotLics 1973, 183; KoBar’ 2000, 83, Taf. 8, 22,
Taf. 9, 29, 30.

80. Podgorjany/Orhegyalja/Pidhorjany-Mensij Hru-
nok-Korundulaz 2 (Ukraine, Mukachevo) — (Ha B1)
—2: BERNIAKOVIC 1960, 365-366; KoBaL’ 2000, 93, Taf.
2,38,41.

81. Papp (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot
(Br D) — 1: Mozsotics 1973, 168, Taf. 43, 3.

82. Szigliget (Hungary, Veszprém) — depot (Br D) — 1:
SzENTMARTONI DARrNAY 1897, 351, I. T. 9; MozsoLics
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1985, 187.

83. Zajta (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot
(Br B) — 1: Tompa 19341935, Taf. 35, 8; MozsoLics
1967, 178, Taf. 65, 3.

List 2. 3. Chomonyn-Type

84. Csaszlé (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot
(Br D) — 4: josamuzeum.hu/regeszet/rolunk/kutatas/
asatasok/gyujto/ (2015.02.16).

75.Chomonyn/Comonyn/Csongor 1 (Ukraine, Mukachevo)
— depot (Br D) — 11: Bernyakovic 1960, 363; KoBar’
2000, 78, Taf. 10, 1, 2, 4, Taf. 11, 6-8.

77. Géberjén (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) —
depot (Br D) — 3: Mozsovics 1973, 137, Taf. 58a, 15-17

79. Kriva/Kryva/Tiszakirva-Sokoliv Kamin (Ukraine,
Chust) — depot (Br D) — 8: Mozsovics 1973, 183; Kos-
AL’ 2000, 83, Taf. 8, 23, 25, Taf. 9, 26, 28.

85. Pusztadobos (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) —
depot (Ha A2) — 2: HampeL 1892, 24; JosaA—KEMENCZEI
1965, 24, XLIX. T.

86. Velikaya Byygan/Velyka Bihan’ 1 (Ukraine, Bere-
govo) — depot (Ha Al) — 2: BeErnjakovIC 1960, 364;
Kosar’ 2000, 97-98, Taf. 99A, 1, 5.

Possibly the fragment of a Chomonyn-Type

87. Calugareni/Mikehaza (Romania, Mures) — depot
(Ha A1) — 7: PetrREscu-DimBoviTA 1998, 32, Taf. 16,
123-127.

88. Felsédobsza (Hungary, Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén) —
depot (Br D) — 1: HampeL 18868, 9—11; HampEL 1892,
37-39; MozsoLics 1973, 134-135, Taf. 47, 2.

List 2. 4. Santana-Type

89. Aiud/Nagyenyed/Strafiburg am Mieresch (Roma-
nia, Alba) — depot (Ha A1) — 14: PETREScU-DiMBOVITA
1998, 32-33, Taf. 17, 132-136, Taf. 18, 137-140,
142-144, Taf. 19, 145-154, Taf. 20, 157160, Taf. 22,
167-170, Taf. 23, 171-183, Taf. 24, 184—188.

90. Balc/Balyok 1 (Romania, Bihor) — depot (Br D) —
2: HampeL 1899, 377; HoLsTE 1951, 16, Taf. 16, 30,
27; PeTREscu-DimBoviTA 1978, 98, Taf. 20a, 9-10;
PETRESCU-DimMBOVITA 1998, 33, Taf. 22, 162—-163.

91. Debrecen-Fancsika 1 (Hungary, Hajdi-Bihar) —
depot (Ha Al) — 2: Mozsorics 1985, 110, Taf. 212,
1-2; PATAY 1966, Abb. 2, 10-12.

92. Galospetreu/Galospetri (Romania, Bihor) — depot
(Br D-Ha A1) — 2: CHIDIOSAN—SOROCEANU 1995, 173—
174, Abb. 3, 25-26.

93. Kemecse 1 (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg)
— depot (Ha A1) — 1: Josa 1893, 167, 1. T. 7; Josa—
KEemMENczer 1965, 22, XXXII. T. 23; MozsoLics 1985,
132, Taf. 189, 10.

79.Kriva/Kryva/Tiszakriva-Sokoliv Kamin (Ukraine,
Chust) —depot (Br D) — 8: Kosar’ 2000, 83, Taf. 9, 27;

MozsoLrics 1973, 183.

94, Nyiregyhaza-Bujtos 2 (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-
Bereg) — depot (Br D) — 2: Mozsotics 1973, 161, Taf.
9, 16-17.

95. Moldovita/Carlsdorf (Romania, Caras-Severin) —
stray find: PETRESCU-DiMBoOvITA 1998, 33, Taf. 21, 161.

31. PoleSovice (Bohemia, Uherské Hradisté) — depot
(Ha A1) — 7: SaLas 1997, Taf. 22, 562-563, Taf. 23,
564-566, 569-571.

96. Spalnaca/Ispanlaka 2 (Romania, Alba) — depot (Ha
Al) — 1: TEcrLAs 1892, 406—407; PETREScu-DiMBOVITA
1978, 127-131, Taf. 156, 566; PETRESCU-DIMBOVITA
1998, 33, Taf. 20, 155.

97. Sana/Stina/Sana de Sus/Stina de Sus/Fels6bobald
(Romania, Satu Mare) —depot (Br D) — 1: HoLsTE 1951,
18, Taf. 33, 29; MozsoLics 1973, 134, Taf. 45a, 4; BAD-
ER 1978, Pl. LXXI, 7; PETREScU-DiMBovITA 1978, Taf.
47a, 5; PETRESCcU-DimBoviTA 1998, 33, Taf. 22, 165.

98. Santana/Ujszentanna/Neusanktanna (Romania,
Arad) — depot (Br D — Ha A1) — 2: GOGALTAN—SAvVA—
MERCEA 2013, PI. 2, 2a-b.

99. Sinnicolaul Roman/Olahszentmiklos 2 (Romania,
Bihor) — depot (Br D) — 1: PETrREScU-DimBovITA 1978,
106, Taf. 46A, 1, 3—4; PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1998, 33,
Taf. 22, 164; Soroceanu 2012, 90-92, Taf. 25, 10.

100. Taut/Feketetot/Korosfeketetot (Romania, Bihor)
—depot (Ha A1) —2: HampEL 18868, 72; HAMPEL 1892,
34; HorstE 1951, 16, Taf. 31, 3; MozsoLics 1973, 151,
Taf. 48, 1-2; PETREScU-DimBovITA 1977, 33, Taf. 213,
17, Taf. 279, 16; PETRESCU-DimMBOVITA 1978, 131, Taf.
159, 6k; PeETrREScu-DimBoviTA 1998, 33, Taf. 20, 156,
Taf. 22, 166.

Possible fragment of a Santana-Type"’

101. Bystrice pod Hostynem (Bohemia, Kroméfiz) —
depot (Ha A1) — 10 (?): SaLas 20054, 311-313; Saras
20058, Tab. 99, 40-41.

List 2. 5. Nyirsz6lds-Hybrid type?’
102. Mackovac (Croatia, Nova Gradiska) — depot (Ha
Al) — 1: Karavanic¢ 2001, 9, Tab. 7, 1.
103. Nyirsz6l6s (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) —
depot (Br D) — 2: Mozsotics 1973, 162, Taf. 55, 2-3.
104. Topli¢ica/Novi Marof 1 (Croatia, Krapina) — depot
(Ha A1) — 1: LyuBic 1889, 60-62; VINSKI-GASPARINI
1973, 186, Tab. 76, 16.

Uncertain fragment of a Nyirsz6lds-Type

105. Crasna/Kraszna (Romania, Salaj) — depot (Ha A1)
— 2: HampeL 1879, 45; Ferzer 1897, 358; MozsoLics
1973, 152; PETRESCU-DiMBOvVITA 1978, 118, Taf. 92A,
1-2.

List 2. 6. Miniature
106. Batonyterenye/Nagybatony (Hungary, Nograd) —
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grave 209 and 934 — 2: Patay 1954, 42, 46, Abb. 17,
4-5.

107. Piliny (Hungary, Nograd) — grave — 1: HAMPEL
1886A, LXX. T. 9; HampeL 1892, 113-117; FoLriny
1955, 31, Taf. 15, 10.

List 2. 7. Uncertain fragments

89. Aiud/Nagyenyed/Strafiburg am Mieresch (Roma-
nia, Alba) — depot (Ha A1) — 14: PETREScu-DiMBoOVITA
1998, 32-33, Taf. 18, 141.

108. region of Bonyhad (Hungary, Tolna) — depot (Ha
Al) — 1: Wosinsky 1890, 41, TII. T. 32; HampEL 1892,
16, CLIII. T. 32; MozsoLics 1985, 102-104, Taf. 39,
16, 23.

109. Borzhava/Borzsova/Borzsa (Ukraine, Berehove) —
depot (Ha A1) — 1: Lenoczky 1888, 156—157; HAMPEL
1892, 18; BErRNIANKOVIC 1960, 363-364, Taf. XIII, 8;
Kosar’ 2000, 76, Taf. 57B, 7.

110. Borzhavs’ke/PriborZavs’ke/Nagycsongova (Ukraine,-
Vinogradovo) — depot (Ha A1) — 1: HampEL 18864, 49;
KoBaL’ 2000, 76, Taf. 51, 23.

87. Calugareni/Mikehaza/Mikhaza (Romania, Mures)
— depot (Ha A1) — 7: PETrREscu-DimBoviTA 1998, 32,
Taf. 22, 163A.

111. Capleni/Kaplony 1 (Romania, Satu Mare) — depot
(BrD)—2: Baper 1978, 122, P1. LXXIX, 4-5; PETRESCU-
DimBoviTa 1998, 32, Taf. 16, 128, Taf. 17, 129.

9. Drslavice 2 (Bohemia, Uherské Hradisté) — depot (Br
D2) — 4: Saras 20054, 332-342; Saras 20058, Tab.
171, 393, 396.

112. Gemer/Sajogomor (Slovakia, Rimavska Sobota) —
stray find: PAuLik 1965, 59, Tab. XVI, 1.

77. Géberjén (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) —
depot (Br D) — 3: MozsoLics 1973, 137, Taf. 58A, 17.
113. Gusterita/Szenterzsébet/Hammersdorf 2 (Roma-
nia, Sibiu) — depot (Ha A1): PETRESCU-DimMBOVITA 1978,
120-122; PETRESCU-DimBovITA 1998, 32, Taf. 17, 130.
114. Keszéhidegkut (Hungary, Tolna) — depot (Ha A1):

MozsoLics 1985, 29.

115. Kispalad 2 (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg)
— depot (Br D) — 1: S6reGt 1939-1940, 103, 15. kép;
MozsoLics 1973, 147, Taf. 39, 11-12.

116. Lazy/Lazarpatak I (Ukraine, Volovec) — depot (Ha
Al) — 2: LEnoczky 1885, II. T. 28; BErRNJAKOVIC 1960,
365; Kosar’ 2000, 84-85, Taf. 47, 32, 34.

117. Malaya Dobron’/Mala Dobron’/Kisdobrony 1
(Ukraine, Uzhhorod) — depot (Br D) — 2: LEHOCZKY
1910, 256-257; BErNiakoviC 1960, 356; KosarL’ 2000,
Taf. 39, 14-15.

118. Mad-Padihegy (Hungary, Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén)
— depot (Br D) — 2: HELLEBRANDT 1980, 81, IV. T. 3-4;
KEMENCZEI 1984, 119.

119. Oradea-Misca (Romania, Bihor) — depot (Br
D): Petrescu-DimBoviTa 1978, 104, Taf. 39B, 14;

PeTREScU-DimBoviTA 1998, 32, Taf. 15, 117.

31. PoleSovice (Bohemia, Uherské Hradisté) — depot (Ha
Al)—1: SaLas 1997, Taf. 23, 568.

120. Tiszabezdéd/Bezdéd (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-
Bereg) — depot (Ha A1) — 2 (?): HampeL 1891, 83, L.
T. 29-30; Hamper 1892, 13, CLVI. T. 29-30; Josa—
KEMENCzEI 1965, 20, XVI. T. 1-2.

121. VI¢nov (Bohemia, Uherské Hradisté) — depot (Ha
A2): SALa$ 20054, 408—409; SaLas 20058, Tab. 315,
5, 8.

122. Zatyshne (Ukraine, Berehove) — depot (Br D) — 3
(?): BErnyakovic 1960, 354; Kosar’ 2000, 100.

Semi-finished

123. Silacea/Szalacs (Romania, Bihor) — stray find — 1:
BADER 1972, 86, Fig. 1; PETREscu-DimBoviTA 1998, 32,
Taf. 17, 131.

List 3. Asymmetrical armlets and anklets from Western

European auction houses and private collections

1. Gorny&Mosch GmbH — (private collection, Munich)
— (800 €): Kriva-Tpye, diameter of the spirals: 12 cm—2
cm, length: 17,5 cm. http://www.the-saleroom.com/
en-gb/auction-catalogues/gorny-and-mosch-gmbh/cat-
alogue-id-srgor10000/10t-a9627857-346¢-48¢1-b9fd-
a401009¢4a3a (Fig. 8, 1).

2. Gorny&Mosch GmbH — (private collection, Munich)
— (800 €): Chomonyn-Type, diameter of the spirals: 14
cm — 8 cm, length: 25 cm. http://www.the-saleroom.
com/en-gb/auction-catalogues/gorny-and-mosch-
gmbh/catalogue-id-srgor10000/lot-d6154881-0197-
4237-8d97-a401009¢49d7 (Fig. 8, 2).

3. GmCoinArt (Collection of John Moore, England) —
(3,000.00-4,000.00 €): Apa-Type variant 2, length: 24
cm, diameter of the great spiral: 14,5 cm. https://www.
gmcoinart.de/auction/misc_ Armberge.aspx?los=40&1
ager=00104&ActivelD=1511&lang=en (2014.08.05).
(Fig. 9, 1)

4. Gm, CoinArt (Collection of John Moore, England) —
(8,000.00-38,000.00 €): Apa-Type variant 2, length: 28 cm,
diameter of the great spiral: 16 cm. https://www.gmcoi-
nart.de/Auction Detail ~AxCMS?lager=00102&los=57
(2014.08.05). (Fig. 9, 2)

5. Royal Athena (ex German collection) — (12,500 $):
Salgotarjan-Type, length: 21.5 cm, diameter of the
great spiral: 12 cm. EiseNBerG—Price 2010, 40, no. 82
(Fig. 9, 3).

6. Rupert Wace Ancient Art (ex German private
collection, acquired from the UK in 1995): Salgétarjan-
Type, length: 26,5 cm — 27 cm. http://www.rupertwace.
co.uk/Pair-spiral-arm-guards-DesktopDefault.aspx
?tabid=6&tabindex=5&objectid=601482&category
id=7859 (2014.08.10) (Fig. 9, 4).

7. Gorny&Mosch A198 (lot 510B), Timeline auctions
— (1760-2010 €): Salgotarjan-Type, length: 27 cm,


https://www.gmcoinart.de/auction/misc_Armberge.aspx?los=40&lager=00104&ActiveID=1511&lang=en
https://www.gmcoinart.de/auction/misc_Armberge.aspx?los=40&lager=00104&ActiveID=1511&lang=en
https://www.gmcoinart.de/auction/misc_Armberge.aspx?los=40&lager=00104&ActiveID=1511&lang=en
https://www.gmcoinart.de/Auction_Detail.AxCMS?lager=00102&los=57
https://www.gmcoinart.de/Auction_Detail.AxCMS?lager=00102&los=57
http://www.rupertwace.co.uk/Pair-spiral-arm-guards-DesktopDefault.aspx?tabid=6&tabindex=5&objectid=601482&categoryid=7859
http://www.rupertwace.co.uk/Pair-spiral-arm-guards-DesktopDefault.aspx?tabid=6&tabindex=5&objectid=601482&categoryid=7859
http://www.rupertwace.co.uk/Pair-spiral-arm-guards-DesktopDefault.aspx?tabid=6&tabindex=5&objectid=601482&categoryid=7859
http://www.rupertwace.co.uk/Pair-spiral-arm-guards-DesktopDefault.aspx?tabid=6&tabindex=5&objectid=601482&categoryid=7859
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weight: 745 g. http://www.timelineauctions.com/lot/
salgotarjan-arm-spiral/9150/ (2014.08.05) (Fig. 10, 1).

8. Hermann Historica — (1500-1800 €): Nyirszol6s-
Type, width: 17 cm. http://www.hermann-historica-ar-
chiv.de/auktion/hhm60.pl?f=NR_LOT&c=2091&t=te
martic A D&db=kat60 a.txt (2014.08.25) (Fig. 10, 2).

9. Hermann Historica (Private Collection from
Dortmund) — (1200 €): Salgétarjan-Type with
Kriva-Type features, height: 21 cm. http://www.
hermann-historica.de/auktion/hhm65.pl?f=NR _
LOT&c=438&t=temartic. AW _D&db=kat65 a.txt
(2014.08.05). (Fig. 10, 3)

10. Unknown — (12,500 $): Salgotarjan-Type, height:
23.8 cm, width: 13,9 cm. http://www.iliadny.
com/furniture/antiquity-greek-roman-decorative
(2014.08.10) (Fig. 10, 4).

11. “Eger”, Hungary', private collection of Zoltan
Repkényi’ — (3.33 €) — 1: Salgoétarjan-Type. Accord-

Notes

1 I am grateful to Tibor Kemenczei for the possibil-
ity of evaluation of the artefacts. I would also like
to thank to Ildiké Szathmari and Botond Rezi and
Arpad Kolumbaén for their advices, suggestions and
the proofreading of the text. I would also like to thank
to Gabor V. Szabd and Janos Dani for their helping.

2 Due to its fragmentary state, the original decoration
of the shaft of No. 7 remains unknown, therefore it
cannot be sorted into this grouping.

3 It should be noted that combination of different dec-
oration types are also known (e. g. Eger) (HANSEL
19688, Taf. 50, 10-12).

4 The macroscopic observations were made by high
resolution pictures and a Conrad Electronic’s Digital
microscope camera (type: USB 9.0MP 200X).

5 Due to very few works were written on the manu-
facture techniques of this artefact group, I take into
account the suggestions of Arpad Kolumbéan metal-
smith (Romania, Targu Mures) and Addm Vecsey
restorer-metalsmith (Budapest History Museum) for
which I am greatefull to them. For their inspiring dis-
cussions and suggestions I also would like to thank to
Botond Rezi, Eszter Fejér, 11diko Szathmari.

6 This casting fault can be associated with the impre-
cise positioning of the bivalve mould which is a quite
characteristic (minor) casting fault among the Late
Bronze Age bivalve molded artefacts.

7 The formation of the ring part in the last stage could
influence the above length.

8 Keézfejveédo spiralis, korongos tekercs, tekercs, karvé-
dé tekercs, kézfejvédo tekercs, kartekercs.

9 Armberg, Armreif mit entgegengesetzten Endspi-

ing to the owner’s statement the fragment was acquired
from a Hungarian marketplace and it was probably
found in the vinicity of Eger. This thomboid-sectioned
great spiral fragment is equipped with a spiny disc-like
middle-knob. 10,5 cm x 6,3 cm, thickness: 0,5 cm x 0,5
cm, diameter of the casted middle-knob: 4,5 cm x 4,8
cm, height of the middle-knob: 3,7 cm, weight: 121 g
(Fig. 11).

12. Unknown — (Collection of Lord McAlpine, ex Egger
Collection) — 1: Salgétarjan-Type. BRowN ET AL. 1987,
94-95.

13. Unknown — (Collection of Lord McAlpine) — 2:
Salgotarjan-Type. BROWN ET AL. 1987, 96.

14. Hungary — 1: Salgétarjan-Type. EGG—PARE 1995, 54,
Taf. V.

15. Hungary — (ELTE Institute of Archaeological
Sciencies) — 2: Apa-Type — variant 2, Salgotarjan-Type,
(unpublished).

ralen, Armreif mit einer Spiralscheibe, Asymmetri-
schen Fuflbergen, handschiitzene Spiralarmbergen,
Handschutzpsirale, Handberg, Ober-Armspiralen,
Scheibenrollen.

10 Hand-and elbow-protecting arm spiral/spiral rings,
heavy coil, spiral arm-guard.

11 Spirale discoidale, bracelet en spirale.

12 The close relations between the two groups can be
well-illustrated with the examples from Topolnica,
Kemecse and Hungary. The cross-sections and di-
mensions of these hybrid forms can be related to the
later form of the asymmetrical arm-and anklets, how-
ever they are equipped with two great spiral (HAMPEL
18864, XXXV. T. 4; HampeL 1896, CCXXXIV. T. 3;
HarpING 1995, 36, Taf. 58, 1-2).

13 The source of typology — the publications — were
written in different stages of the research and
operate with different kinds of publishing methods.
Therefore, significant information like cross-secions,
dimensions (weight, length etc.), macroscopical
features and even decorations are unknown or hard to
analyze.

14 In connection with the development of the Salgotar-
jén-Type an interesting object from Chomonyn can
be underlined (KoBarL’ 2000, Taf. 10, 5). The above
object is not equipped with a middle-knob and its
outer coil is decorated with similar cross-hatched tri-
angle patterns as the prototype from Hodejov (Davip
20028, Taf. 171, 10). Its other features resemble to
Late Bronze Age types (cross-section — Salgodtarjan-
Type, terminals — Kriva-Type). Interestingly, this
object was buried as a part of a Br D hoard which
contains other different Late Bronze Age types (e. g.
Chomonyn-Type, Kriva-Type). Based on this fact, I
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suspect that the object in question can rather be in-
terpreted as a hybrid Late Bronze Age form which
strongly related to its predecessors.

15 The pendants can be fastened to the shaft of the
middle-knobs (e. g. Ticvaniu Mare) or hanged on
closed rings (e. g. Zalgze) (SAcArRIN 1981, 98, PI.
II-1V; Brajer 1984, Taf. 66, 215-216). Based on
the drawings of the objects, their maufacturing or
fastening method cannot be described.

16 Botond Rezi suggested another type of sorting during
our discussion on the typology of the asymmetrical
arm-and anklets. According to him, it is possible to
analyze the Kriva-Type and a Santana-Type as one
type’s two, territorially different variants. His point
can be supported by the one from Kriva which
shows similarities with both type (Kosar’ 2000, Taf.

17 The only difference in the deposition is that the
breakage is more frequent during the Late Bronze
Age (Ha A—Ha B stages) (MozsoLics 1985, 29).

18 The specimens from Bogdan Voda, Gégény 2, Kék
can also be associated with other arm-and anklet
types (voN Brunn 1968, 33; Mozsorics 1973, 63;
KemeNnczer 1984, 124, 174-175, Taf. LIXa, 15;
MozsoLics 1985, 121, 131-132; Motzoi-CHICIDEA-
NU-Tuga 1995, Abb. 6, 21, 26; PETREScU-DiMBOVITA
1998, 32, Taf. 16, 121-122; Kacso 2010, P1. 13, 1).

19 However, it can be associated with the Nyirszol6s-
Type.

20 Hybrid-Type of the Kriva- and Santana-Types.

21 Greateful thanks are due to Gébor V. Szabé who
called my attention to this artefact.

22 T am indebted to Zoltan Repkényi who generously

9,27).
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contributed to the publication of the object (Fig. 11).
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A KOZEP-EUROPAI “KEZVEDO SPIRAL”
ADATOK A BRONZKORI ASSZIMETRIKUS KAR-ES LABPERECEKROL

Kivonat

A tanulmany kiindulasi pontjat Delhaes Istvan
(1843-1901), Magyar Nemzeti Mizeumban 0rzott,
Oskori gylijteményének hét “kézvédd spiralja” adta
(1-3. kép). A mindezidaig kozodletlen targyaknak,
mind lel6helye, mind pedig eldkeriilési koriilmé-
nyei ismeretlenek. Mindezen okndl fogva, lehetd
legpontosabb vizsgélatukhoz elengedhetetlen volt
a teljes targycsoport tipo-kronologiai ujraértéke-
lése a ma rendelkezésre allo ismereteink alapjan.
Emellett a gylijtemény darabjainak dokumentéci-
0ja soran egyediilallo lehetdségiink nyilt szamos
érdekes makroszkopikus megfigyelés elvégzésé-
re, melyek ijabb adatokat szolgaltattak, de legin-
kabb tovabbi kérdéseket vetettek fel a targycsoport
készitéstechnikdja, viselete és lehetséges funkcidja
kapcsan (4-7. kép).

Megitélésem szerint a makroszkdpikus megfi-
gyelések legfontosabb és egyben egyik legmeg-
gy06zo6bb eredményei koz¢ tartozik a kozépgombok
készitéstechnikdjanak meghatdrozasa. A kétrészes
ontéformaval torténd ontés nyomai vilagosan el-
kiilonithet6ek a vizsgalt darabokon, gondolhatunk
ezalatt az eltavolitott ontdcsap €s az Ontési varra-
tok maradvanyaira, de akar kisebb ontési hibakra
is (4. kép 1-4, 7-10). Masik jelentés megfigyelés-
nek tarthatjuk a targyak karikajan és a nagyspira-
lok kiils6 menetén lathaté kopasnyomok jelensé-
gét (7. kép). Ugy gondolom, hogy ezen nyomok
bronzkoriként valé meghatarozasa részben inten-
zivitasuk, részben a veliik egyebevago abrazolasok
alapjan lehetséges (Em6p1 2011, 186-187, Fig. 2;
Kovacs 1992, Abb 62; Matic 2010, 147, Sikla 5).
Problémaésnak tekinthetjiik viszont a targy testének
készités technikajat és az egyes formalasi szaka-
szok sorrendjét, ezekrdl megfigyeléseink alapjan
mindossze feltételezéseket és lehetséges modsze-
reket tudtunk csak felvazolni. Ebbdl kifolyolag
ugy vélem, hogy egyfelol a fenti két eredmény
pontositasa és igazoldsa miatt, masrészol pedig a
targy készitéstechnikdjanak valodi megértéséhez
a jovoben elengedhetetlen archaeometriai elemzé-

sek (pl.: kristalyszerkezet keresztmetszet csiszolat
vagy elektronsugaras mikroanalizis) alapjan kisér-
leti modszerekkel tovabbi ala vizsgalat vetni a sz6-
ban forg6 targycsoportot.

Habar lehetdségeink szerint torekedtiink arra,
hogy a tipokronologia alapjat szolgald adatbazis
a lehetd legteljesebb legyen, szamos olyan kriti-
kus problémaval szembesiiltiink, amelyek ennek a
vizsgalati modszernek az eredményeit jelentdsen
befolyasoltak (1-3. lista). Sajnalatos modon ide so-
rolhatjuk a nyugat-eurdpai aukcids hazakban arult
vagy magangyljteményekben Orzott, bizonytalan
kontextusuk okén tudoményos szempontbol nézve
gyakorlatilag teljesen értékelhetetlen leletek magas
szama (8—11. kép). Elszomorito, hogy ezek kozott
szamos ritka, a targycsoport idérendjének és tipo-
leletet is lathatunk (8. kép 2, 9. kép 2, 10 kép 2, 3).
Egy masik probléma, hogy a publikalt leletek egy
meghatarozo része kozoletlen, 1étezésiikrél mind-
0ssze szakirodalmi utaldsokbdl tudunk, mitébb a
legtobb targy dokumentécidja elégtelen még az
alapveto tipologiai jegyek (diszitések, atmetszetek)
meghatarozasdhoz is. Hasonlo probléma, hogy a
pontos metrikai adatok (pl.: stly) jorészt nincsenek
feltiintetve, ebbdl kifolyolag a targycsoport ido-
beli méretnovekedései vagy metrikai alapt klasz-
szifikacidja jelenleg nem lehetséges. Habar a fenti
problémak nagy része kutatastorténeti okokkal bir,
hiszen egységes publikacios protokoll maig nincs
kidolgozva a Karpat-medencei fémtargyakra, még-
is a tipologia elmélyitésé¢hez ezen adatok rogzitése
elengedhetetlen. A fenti okokbol kifolyodlag tanul-
manyunkban, a kutatds korabbi eredményire ta-
maszkodva, a lehetéségekhez mérten megalkothato
modellt hoztunk létre, amelyet a teljes targycsoport
egységes ujrakozlésével a jovében mindenképp
megvitatni, tesztelni, lebontani és Gjraértékelni kell
(13-14. kép; 1 tablazat). A tipusok elkiilonitését
iddrendi, formai (atmetszetek, kozépgomb tipusok,
diszitések, végzodések) €s teriileti szorodas alapjan
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hataroztuk meg (12—13. kép). Az igy létrehozott
modell alapjan gy tinik, hogy az aszimmetrikus
kar-és labperecek elsd példanyai (Apa tipus) a Br
A2-ben jelentek meg és néhany kivételtdl eltekintve
jorészt a Karpat-medence keleti felén keriiltek de-
ponalasra (14-15. kép). Hozzavetblegesen alacsony
szamuk és bizonytalan tipologiajuk miatt — gondol-
hatunk itt az atmetszetek alapjan elkiilonitett vari-
ansokra — teriiletei csoportjaik nem valaszthatoak el.
Az Apa-tipus jelentésége, hogy a Br B-ben olyan val-
tozataik tlinnek fel, amelyek stilaris és technologiai
jegyei (pl.: diszitések és kozépgomb felszerlése) a
késd bronzkori tipusok esetén valnak altalanossa (13.
kép). Tanulmanyunkban, a korabbi feltételezéseket
kovetve ezeket az Apa tipusba sorolhaté darabokat
neveztiik prototipusnak (Kemenczer 1965, 111). El-
lentétben a korai példanyokkal, a kés6é bronzkori
darabok viszonylag jol elkiilonithetd csoportokba
rendezddnek. Legdominansabb képviseldjiik a Br
C és Ha A kozott deponalt Salgétarjan-tipus, amely
megjelenését tekintve a Karpat-medence északkeleti
részén sirisodik, de példanyai sporadikusan ezen
zart region kiviilre is eljutnak (16. kép). A fenti forma
képvisel6i a Delhaes gyiijtemény darabjai is, melyek
pontos parhuzamait jol tudtuk vazolni a szoban forgd
tipuson beliil. Egy masik jelentds forma a Tiszakriva/
Kriva tipus, melynek elterjedése a Rétkoz, Tiszahat
és Szatmari siksag teriiletére koncentral (13. kép,
16. kép). Legkorabbi példanyai a zajtai kincsben ta-
lalhatéak meg, viszont deponalasa meglep6 modon
még fiatalabb egyiittesekben is (Podgorjani — Ha B1)
megfigyelhetd (14. kép). Nagyjabol ugyanezen a
teriileten stirisodik a kiilonleges formaju hangsulyos
spiralokkal ellatott Csongor/Chomonyn tipus is a Br
D és Ha A kozott (13—14. kép, 16. kép). A formaja
és diszitése alapjan jol elkiilonithetd az Ujszentanna/
Santana tipus, mely egy sajatos, zartabb csoportot
képvisel, els6sorban Koros vidék keleti részén (13—
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14. kép, 16. kép). A késo bronzkori asszimetrikus
kar-és labperecek legutolso képviseldje a Csongor/
Chomonyn és Ujszentanna/Santana tipusok kev-
erékjegyeit magan viseld Nyirsz6l6s “hibrid-tipus”,
melynek elterjedése részben fedi a fenti két tipus
megjelenési teriiletét a Br D és Ha Al-es szakasz-
ban (13-14. kép, 16. kép).

Osszefoglalva elmondhatjuk, hogy a Delhaes
gyljteményben talalhato hét “asszimetrikus kar-és
labperec” egy specialis, a Br B-t6l egészen a Ha
Bl-ig kontinuusan deponalt targycsoport korébe
tartozik. Pontos keltezésiik szorvany voltuk miatt
nem meghatarozhat6, legvaloszin{ibb viszont, hogy
a Salgoétarjan-tipus f6 deponalasi idészakaban a
Br D és Ha A1 kozott keriilhettek a foldbe. Készi-
tési helyiiket illetden, a tipus elterjedése alapjan
a Karpat-medence északkeleti zonajat tartjuk a
legval6szinibbnek. Funcidjuk kérdését tekintve,
messze vagyunk még a végsd valasztol, minden-
esetre, megitélésem szerint a Romer Floris altal fel-
vetett “véddfegyver elmélet” nehezen bizonyithato.
Maga a “kézvédd spirdl” terminus pedig a Tiszaf-
iired-majoroshalmi sir és az dbrazoldsok dominans
része alapjan elvethetd, helyette az asszimetrikus
kar-és labperec megnevezést tamogatjuk. Sokkal
valoszinlibb, hogy ezen targyak nagy része inkabb
egy hivatalkodd, némileg talméretezett €kszer lehet-
ett. Ebben a tekintetben érdekes adatokkal szolgal-
hat a Delhaes gytijtemény targyain észlelt kopasn-
yomok vizsgalatanak kiterjesztése a tobbi példanyra
is. A kérdéses targyak mindennapi hasznalaton tal-
mutat6 esetleges tobblet jelentését tamaszthatjak ala
a tilméretezett és miniatiir példanyok, a szimboli-
kus aspektussal bir6d alkatrészek (fliggdk, csillag
alaka kozépgombok) és maga tény, hogy egy torté-
neti évszamokkal leirva rendkiviil hosszt idészakon
keresztiil rejtették el Oket kincsleletek részeként
(17. kép).
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