COMMUNICATIONES
ARCHAOLOGICA
HUNGARIA

2023



COMMUNICATIONES
ARCHAOLOGICA
HUNGARIA

2023

Magyar Nemzeti Mtzeum
2222222222222



Foszerkeszté
SZENTHE GERGELY

Szerkesztbk
FUZESI ANDRAS, TARBAY JANOS GABOR

Olvasdszerkesztd
BOROCZKI TAMAS

A szerkesztébizottsag tagjai
BARANY ANNAMARIA, HORIA I. CIUGUDEAN, MARKO DIZDAR,
GALL ERWIN, LANGO PETER, LANG ORSOLYA, MORDOVIN MAXIM

Szerkesztdség
Magyar Nemzeti Muzeum Régészeti Tar
H-1088, Budapest, Mtzeum krt. 14-16.

A folyoirat cikkei elérhet6k: http://ojs.elte.hu/comarchhung
Kéziratbekiildés és szerz6i utmutato: http://ojs.elte.hu/comarchhung/about/submissions

© A szerzok és a Magyar Nemzeti Muzeum
Minden jog fenntartva. Jelen kotetet, illetve annak részeit tilos reprodukalni,
adatrogzité rendszerben tarolni, barmilyen formaban vagy eszkozzel kozolni
a Magyar Nemzeti Mizeum engedélye nélkiil.

ISSN 0231-133X (Print)
ISSN 2786-295X (Online)

Felelds kiado
Hammerstein Judit mb. féigazgato6


http://ojs.elte.hu/comarchhung
http://ojs.elte.hu/comarchhung/about/submissions

TARTALOM - INDEX

SzENTHE Gergely
Garam Eva (1939-2023) ..ooouieeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e seeses s ses st sesses s

Kristof Istvan SZEGEDI — Tibor MARTON — Gyorgy LENGYEL

The ‘Epipalaeolithic’ site Hont-Templomdomb of Northern Hungary
TEVISIERA ot

Hont-Templomdomb ,,epipaleolitikus” lel6hely Gj megkozelitésben ..........

Attila KIRALY — Rébert KErTESZ

Late Palaeolithic to Early Mesolithic transition in the Carpathian Basin:
A re-evaluation of the Szekszard-Palank site ........cccoovevvcirncnncvnccnicnnne

A késé paleolitikum és korai mezolitikum dtmenete a Karpat-medencében:
Szekszard-Palank lel6hely revizidja ...

Janos Gabor TARBAY — Bence S0Os — Tamas PETERVARY — Annamaria BARANY — Baldzs LukAcs
The Late Bronze Age Soml6 Hill and a new bronze hoard .......cccccoeuvcuncece.

A kés6 bronzkori Somld-hegy és egy 0j bronzdepd .....ccoveeveveecinccinecenncanes

Kamil Nowak - Pawel GaN
Early Iron Age hoard from Jodlowno, Northern Poland .........ccccccceuvvannnee.

Kora vaskori bronzkincs Jodlowno hatarab¢l (Eszak-Lengyelorszag) ...........

Bence S06s - Janos Gabor TARBAY — Tamas PETERVARY
Hallstatt period hoard from Somld Hill .....ccccccvvviiiniinicncrccccreceee
Egy Hallstatt-kori depoélelet a Somlo-hegyrdl ...,

Orsolya LANG — Andrew WILSON

Millstones from the settlement complex of Aquincum:
Preliminary research ...

Malomkévek az aquincumi telepiilésegytittes teriiletérdl:
elozetes eredmenyek ...

Krisztina MARCZEL
A ritual depot from the outskirts of Sirok .......cccccecevcinieicincnenicnenecicnnee
Ritualis egyiittes Sirok hatardbol ...,

MESTERHAZY Kéroly
Az S végi karika kialakuldsa és elterjedése .......ooovnvinninnicnccnnccnenens

Die Herausbildung und Verbreitung des Ringes mit S-Féormigem Ende ..........



KovAcs Bianka Gina - LiBor Csilla

A tatai bencés apatsag nyomaban: temetOrészlet a Nagykert utcaban ........

In search of the Benedictine abbey of Tata: A partially unearthed
graveyard in NagyKkert Street ...

SzoBoszLAY Gergely — GILLICH Olivér

Ibolya GERELYES

A kesztolci Szent Kereszt palos kolostor Magyar Nemzeti Muzeumban
Orzott gotikus KOfaragvanyai .......ccoececeveceeenecinicinircenecreceeeeeee e eaens

Gothic stone carvings from the Pauline monastery of Kesztolc-Klastrom-
puszta in the collection of the Hungarian National Museum .........ccccconee.

Ottoman seals at the Hungarian National Museum:
Connections between shapes, inscriptions, and materials ........ccccccecvveeneece.

A Magyar Nemzeti Muzeum torok pecsétnyomoi: a forma, a felirat
és az anyagosszetétel 0SSZefUGZESET ...cvrrrrrreruricrrinciricicrecreceee e



Communicationes Archaologicee Hungaria 2023, 9-22. DOI: doi.org/10.54640/CAH.2023.9

THE ‘EPIPALAEOLITHIC’ SITE HONT-TEMPLOMDOMB
OF NORTHERN HUNGARY REVISITED

Kristof Istvan, SZEGEDI* (O — Tibor, MARTON*™* ® — Gydrgy, LENGYEL***

This paper presents the results of the typological revision of Hont-Templomdomb site originally published in 1956
as Epipalaeolithic. Our observations contradict the Epipalaeolithic cultural and chronological position of the lith-
ic material, which rather can be affiliated with the Late Gravettian of Eastern Central Europe. Current archae-
ological data allowed us to conclude that the term ‘Epipalaeolithic’ currently is inappropriate in the Palaeolithic
chronological sequence of the Carpathian Basin. This led to considering the possibility of a human population
hiatus during GI-1 interstadial and GS-1 stadial phases.

Jelen tanulmdnyban a Hont-Templomdomb lel6helyen elbkeriilt pattintott ké leletanyag tijraértékelésének
eredményeit mutatjuk be. A leletanyagot 1956-ban kizolték elészor, azota az epipaleolitikus lelGhelyek ko-
zott tartottdak szamon. Foként tipologiai megfigyeléseken alapulo eredményeink alapjian a leletek nem kothe-
t6k az epipaleolitikumhoz, hanem a kozép-kelet-eurépai késé Gravettien leletekhez dllnak kozel. A legkésobbi
paleolitikus leletanyagokat dttekintve jelen eredményeink alapjin az ,epipaleolitikum” kifejezés a Kdrpdt-me-
dence kronoldgiai sorrendjében nem alkalmazhato, a Karpdt-medencét a vaddsz-gyiijtogeté embercsoportok
csak ritkdn latogathattdk a GI-1 insterstadialis és GS-1 stadidlis alatt.

Keywords: Late Gravettian, Epipalaeolithic, lithic tool typology, Carpathian Basin

Kulcsszavak: késé Gravettien, epipaleolitikum, kdeszkoz-tipologia, Kdrpat-medence

Introduction

In a broader archaeological perspective, the term
‘Epipalaeolithic’ is commonly used in Near Eastern
and North African archaeology (Tixier 1963; Bar-
Yosef 1970). In Levantine archaeology, the Epipal-
aeolithic is dated between roughly the Last Glacial
Maximum (LGM) and the Younger Dryas (24-11,8
ka calBP) and distinguished by microlithic tool pro-
duction in its early phase (e.g. Kebaran) and geo-
metric microliths in the later phase (e.g. Geometric
Kebaran, Natufian) (Belfer-Cohen, Goring-Morris
2021). In European archaeology, the term Epipal-
aeolithic rarely applied was meant to indicate the
production of the last Upper Palaeolithic (UP) type
lithics under the disappearing Pleistocene environ-

ment (Clark 1980, 36). In Eastern Central Europe
(ECE) and the Balkans, the Epipalaeolithic was seen
as the descendant of the Epigravettian or the fore-
runner of the Mesolithic, distinguished by geometric
tools, occasionally by arch-backed or tanged points
(Paunescu 1970; Boroneant 2000; Koztowski 2001,
261; Kertész 2002; Mihailovi¢ 2009; Kaminska 2014,
297-317; Kaczanowska, Koztowski 2018).

The term Epipalaeolithic in the Hungarian ar-
chaeological research was introduced in 1956 by
the publication of Miklés Gabori (1956) on Hont-
Templomdomb site located in the northern region of
Hungary (Fig. 1). Gabori (1956) laid the chronologi-
cal position of the assemblage on site stratigraphy.
The finds, solely lithics, were found embedded in a
sandy layer that was supposed to mark the begin-
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Fig. 1. Location of Hont-Templomdomb and sites mentioned in the text.
1. kép. Hont-Templomdomb elhelyezkedése és a szovegben emlitett lel6helyek.
1: Hont-Templomdomb; 2: Lovas; 3: Szekszard-Paldnk; 4: Mezdlak; 5: Rejtek I rockshelter; 6: Jaszfels6szentgyorgy-
Szanyogos; 7: Jaszfelsészentgyorgy-Székesdild; 8: Jaszberény-Nevada-tanya; 9: Kunpeszér; 10: Kunadacs;
11: Nadasdladany; 12: Erk 1.; 13: Remete-Felsé Cave; 14: Hédmez6vasarhely-Gorzsa V; 15: Krakow Spadzista;
16: Lubna VI; 17: Milovice; 18: Trencianske Bohuslavice; 19: Bodrogkeresztur; 20: Arka; 21: Hidasnémeti;
22: Sajoszentpéter; 23: Pilisszanto I rock shelter; 24: Szeleta-cave; 25: Hont—Parassa IIT
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ning of the Holocene or the end of the Pleistocene
in the Hungarian quaternary geochronology. Gabori
(1956) found the lithics similar to the Swiderian
culture of north-eastern Europe. In spite of this cul-
tural affiliation, Gabori also pointed out that Gravet-
tian typological features of ECE also appeared on
the lithic tools, such as the Gravette point and the
backed bladelet. This led Gabori to classify the lithic
assemblage Swiderian with Gravettian influence. His
definition for the Epipalaeolithic meant to cover the
period between the end of the Palaeolithic and the
Mesolithic, within which hunter-gatherer popula-
tions subsisted in the Holocene environment with
UP type lithic tools. As no absolute chronological

3cm

Fig. 2. Scar of soft stone hammer percussion on the ven-
tral side of an endscraper
2. kép. Lagy koiit6s pattintasi technika stigmaja egy
vakar¢ hatlapjan

3cm

Fig. 3. Core with tow oppossed striking platforms
3. kép. Magkd két letitési felszinnel

data were obtained, the precise age of the site is still
unknown. The term ‘Epipalaeolithic’ reappears rare-
ly in the research of the Hungarian UP, but its defi-
nition has not been adjusted to current knowledge
(Kertész 1997; Dobosi 1999; Dobosi 2001; Mester et
al. 2015; Péntek, Zandler 2016).

To address this question, we reassessed the Epi-
palaeolithic with the first assemblage ever described
in Hungary, Hont-Templomdomb (HTD). We aim
at establishing the relative chronology of the site
with lithic tool typology and to provide an alterna-
tive interpretation of the site and its place in the Late
Glacial archaeological record.

Materials

HTD is located on the western side of the North Hun-
garian Range, in Ipoly valley. During the Pleistocene,
this area was formed by fluvial sediments, solifluction,
loess and Aeolian sand (Ddvényi et al. 2010). Latter is
originating from fluvial depositions and the Aeolian
processes dated to the Pleistocene and early Holocene
as well (Peja 1938; Mike 1969; Gabris 2003).

The archaeological excavation of the site took
place in 1955 at the eastern fence of the village’s
church (Gabori 1956). Based on the interpretation of
G4ébori, the lithics were embedded 60-70 centime-
tres below surface in aeolian sand layers divided by
reddish-brown illuviation horizons. At the time of
the first excavation, approximately 600 lithics were
found in a 19 m? area. Faunal remains, hearths or
other settlement features were not reported. Gabori
assumed that the loess below the archaeological ar-
tefacts and the continuous sand layers were formed
in the Late Glacial period (Gébori 1956, 135). A test
trench was excavated in 2011 to revise the site’s stra-
tigraphy. This fieldwork found a few knapped lithics
also in a sandy layer (Mordovin, Zandler 2018).

The archaeological material solely consists of
knapped lithics. The collection consists of 524 pieces
housed at the Forgach-Lipthay Castle Museum, Szé-
csény. The lithic collection we studied includes only
those 472 pieces acquired by the excavation in 1955
and excluded items gathered by field surveys nearby.

Methods

The assemblage was divided into eight technological
categories (Lengyel 2018): flakes, blades, debris, plat-
form rejuvenating flakes of blade cores, crested blades,
neo-crested blades, blade cores, and flake cores.
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The lithic typological analysis followed the sche-
ma applied in the revision of the Middle and Late
Upper Palaeolithic of Hungary (Lengyel 2016). Tool
types were divided into two groups: domestic tools
and armatures. Domestic tools consist of end-scrap-
ers, burins, edge-retouched tools, splintered tools,

borers, truncations and combined tools. The arma-
ture category was further subdivided into retouched
points, backed points, backed blades, rectangles,
curved-backed points, arch-backed points, Gravette/
microgravette, fléchette, Vachons points, and shoul-
dered points. Typological classification followed

3cm

Fig. 4. Tools of the studied site: 1: pieces esquillées; 2-7: endscrapers; 8-10: truncated blades
4. kép. Kbeszkozok a lel6helyrol: 1: pieces esquillées; 2-7: vakarok; 8-10: csonkitott pengék
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3cm

Fig. 5. Tools of the studied site: 1: shouldered point; 2: backed point; 3, 10: rectangle; 4: trapeze; 5, 7- 9: truncated
backed blades; 6: burin; 11, 13-15, 17-18: backed blades; 12, 16: Gravette-points; 19: Kostienki-knife
5. kép. KOeszkozok a lel8helyrdl: 1: véllas hegy; 2: tompitott hegy; 3, 10: rectangle; 4: trapéz; 5, 7- 9: csonkitott,
tompitott pengék; 6: vésd; 11, 13-15, 17-18: tompitott pengék; 12, 16: Gravette-hegyek; 19: Kostienki-kés
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Demars and Laurent (1989). Lithic raw materials
were identified macroscopically compared to the
Lithic Reference Collection of the Institute of Ar-
chaeological Sciences E6tvos Lorand University of
Budapest (Mester 2013).

We compared the retouched tool assemblage
with other UP sites of Hungary (Lengyel 2016) via
hierarchical cluster analysis using the average link-
age between groups with squared Euclidean distance
interval applying IBM SPSS 26.0.

The mentioned radiocarbon dates in the text
were calibrated with Oxcal 4.4. against IntCal 2020
(Reimer et al. 2020).

Results

We identified six types of lithic raw materials: ra-
diolarite, limnic silicite, quartzite, flint, obsidian,
and cherts. The obsidian derived from Presov-To-
kaj Mountains in Slovakia (Pfichystal, Skrdla 2014;
Baco et al. 2017). Flints (1%) originated in Poland
or Moravia.

The vast majority of the raw materials is radiolar-
ite (n = 407; 86%) of different colours (red, reddish
brown, brown, and grey). The physical appearance of
the radiolarites is closest to those found in the Pien-
iny Klippen Belt of the Carpathians (Pfichystal 2013,
120). The pebble cortex in radiolarite artifacts indi-
cate they were collected from river gravels. The same
holds for the quartzite (n = 2; 1%) that was rarely
used and no tools were manufactured out of it.

The second most abundant raw material type is
the limnic silicite (n = 39; 8%) that might have been
collected from the eroded sediments of tertiary vol-
canic formations from the North Hungarian Range
(Prichystal 2013, 132; Mester, Faragd 2016). These
pieces are often patinated. We grouped all the un-
certainly classifiable siliceous rocks as chert (n =
18; 4%).

The lithic technology is UP aiming at produc-
ing blades of different sizes. Direct percussion was
applied, occasionally with soft stone hammer tech-
nique, which is indicated by bulb scars (Pelegrin
2000, 80) (Fig. 2). Blades are the most numerous ar-
tefacts within the technological categories (n = 218;
46%). Their mean length is 31.13 millimetres, which
closely fits the average length of the blade cores
(31.23 millimetres). Both bidirectional and unidi-
rectional cores were found, besides which a discoidal
core was also identified (Fig. 3). Core tablets were
not found, which might suggest that the rejuvena-

tion of the striking platform was not part of the op-
erational chain at the site.

The retouched toolkit is dominated by blades (n =
65; 75%). Flake tools are secondary (n = 21; 24%)
(Table 2). Blades were the main blanks of domestic
tools 73% (n = 48). A total of 30% of blades are tools,
while the tool frequency in the category of flakes is
lower, 19%.

Altogether blades and flakes, the majority of tools
are domestic types (n = 70; 80%), and armatures
make up only 20% (n = 17). End-scrapers made on
flakes or blades are the most common tools (Fig. 4.
2-7), which is followed by edge-retouched tools,
burins (Fig. 5. 6), combined tools, truncated blades
(Fig. 4. 10), splintered pieces (Fig. 4. 1), a borer, a
scraper and a Kostienki-knife (Fig. 5. 19). The arma-
ture class is composed of backed blades (Fig. 5. 11,
5. 13-15), truncated backed blades (Fig. 5. 5, 5. 7-9),
rectangles (Fig. 5. 3, 5. 10), Gravette-points (Fig. 5.
12, 5. 16), a backed point (Fig. 5. 2), a shouldered
point (Fig. 5. 1), and a trapeze (Fig. 5. 4). The trapeze
was manufactured from limnic silicite that is un-
common in the assemblage. Best analogies are found
in Holocene prehistoric sites (Csongradiné Balogh
2000). One of the rectangles has an inversely trun-
cated proximal part and retouched edges, similar to
a Late Gravettian rectangle (Wilczynski et al. 2015),
but it is thicker than the typical specimens, therefore
we consider it an atypical Late Gravettian rectangle.
Both Gravette points are proximal fragments, thus
the basal inverse retouch opposed to the backed
edge is visible. A sole Kostienki-knife was manufac-
tured on a blade’s proximal part. The butt is removed
and this modified end served as a striking platform
for removals on the dorsal surface.

Discussion and conclusion

According to the original definition of Gabori (1956),
the Epipalaeolithic should cover the period located
between the end of the Palaeolithic and the begin-
ning of the Mesolithic related with Holocene biome.
Paleoenvironmental research found that Holocene
flora started occupying the Carpathian Basin at the
beginning of Greenland Interstadial 1 (GI-1) at 14.7
calBP (Magyari et al. 2019) parallel with the disap-
pearance of the Pleistocene megafauna (Magyari et
al. 2022). This pulls the start of the Holocene biome
shift millennia earlier.

Current archaeological data indicates that the
last definable UP culture of Hungary was the Late
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Epigravettian (Lengyel 2016, 2018; Béres et al. 2021;
Lengyel et al. 2021). Radiocarbon chronology and
lithic tool typology attest a disappearance of the
Late Epigravettian sites from the Carpathian Basin
by the beginning of GI-1, most likely related to the
displacement of the Pleistocene flora and megafauna
to Northern Europe (Magyari et al. 2019, 2022; Bé-
res et al. 2021; Lengyel et al. 2021) (Table 1). During
GI-1 and the subsequent Greenland Stadial 1 12.9-
11.7 calBP (GS-1) (Late Glacial), the archaeological
evidence of human occupations in the territory of
Hungary is few and currently there is a lack of in-
tegrity in the archaeological cultural classification of
this period.

Concerning the Late Glacial, Lovas ochre mine
(Mészaros, Vértes 1955) is the only site where all the
radiocarbon dates correspond with this period (Sajo et
al. 2015). However, an archaeozoology study (Pathou-
Mathis 2002) pointed out the assemblage was formed
as an admixture of different human occupations. Sze-
kszard-Palank site (Vértes 1962) that represented for
decades the end of the Palaeolithic in Hungary was
dated to between the end of GI-1b and the Holocene

and the revision of the lithics moved the site to the
Early Mesolithic (Kertész, Demeter 2020). The direct-
ly dated stray harpoon find of Mez6lak made of antler
(Horvat, Ilon 2017) typologically could represent also
the Late Glacial (Zagorska 2006; Maier 2015), but it
lacks archaeological context. Rejtek I rock-shelter that
yielded radiocarbon dates on rodents from Late Gla-
cial to Early Holocene (Magyari et al. 2022) contained
an uncharacteristic archaeological material except
for an unpublished trapeze arrowhead in the mixed
Late Glacial-Early Holocene layer 2 that yielded also
Neolithic and Bronze Age shards (Janossy 1961).
Furthermore, there is no convincing data on the the
Epipalaeolithic absolute or relative chronological
position of Jaszfels6szentgyorgy-Szinyogos upper
layer, JaszfelsGszentgyorgy-Székesdiild upper layer,
Jaszberény-Nevada-tanya, Kunpeszér and Kunadacs.
Besides the chronology, the cultural affiliation is also
undefined (Kertész 1997; Dobosi 1999; Dobosi 2001).

The Early Holocene/Preboreal (11.7-10.2 ka
calBP) (Babinszki et al. 2023) human population of
Hungary also seemed to be sparse on the basis of
radiocarbon dated sites and artifacts. The Nadasd-

Table 2. The typological composition of the assemblage

2. tdbldzat. A lelohely eszkozkészletének osszetétele

Tool type Blank Total
Flake Blade Debris No. % within assemblage
No. % No. % No. %

Endscraper 14 16.1 22 25.3 36 414
Edge retouched tool 2 2.3 10 11.5 12 13.8
Burin 1 1.2 5 5.7 6 6.9
Combined tool 3 3.5 3 3.5 6 6.9
Truncation 5 5.7 5 5.7
Splintered piece 2 23 2 2.3
Borer 1.2 1 1.1
Scraper 1 1.2 1 1.1
Kostienki knife 1 1.2 1 1.1
Domestic total 21 24.3 48 55.2 1.2 70 80
Backed blade 7 8 7 8.0
Truncated backed blade 3 3.5 3 3.5
Rectangle 2 23 2 2.3
Gravette point 2 2.3 2 2.3
Shouldered point 1 1.2 1 1.1
Backed point 1 1.1 1 1.1
Trapeze 1 1.1 1 1.1
Armature total 17 19.5 17 20
Tool total 21 24.3 65 74.7 1.2 87 100




The ‘Epipalaeolithic’ site Hont-Templomdomb of Northern Hungary revisited 17

ladany harpoon stray find directly dated, also lacks
archaeological context (Marton et al. 2021) but could
fit Early Holocene harpoon typology (Orfowska,
Osipowicz 2022). Erk 1 site, northeastern Hungary,
yielded a canid remain dated to the end of Early Hol-
ocene together with geometric microliths including
microburins (Gutay, Kerékgyarté 2019). Majority
of the remaining absolute dates from the Mesolith-
ic are falling within the chronological range of the
Boreal period (10.2-8.2 ka calBP) (Babinszki et al.
2023). Remete-Fels6 Cave near Budapest yielded
human remains of which a vertebra was dated to
this period (Hopkins 2018), but the archaeological
collection consists of an admixture of Pleistocene
and Holocene remains with hardly any finds charac-
teristic to this period (Hopkins 2018; Marké 2019).
Hédmezdvasarhely-Gorzsa V sand mine yielded a
Boreal period human burial (Horvath, Ilon 2017).
Jaszberény I Mesolithic site (C layer) was dated on a
terrestrial mollusc shell found in the archaeological
layer to 9.5-8.4 ka calBP (Kertész et al. 1994-1995).

0 5
Il

The summary of the Pleistocene-Holocene bound-
ary radiometrically dated archaeological finds in
Hungary showed that except bone/antler harpoons
there are no typologically relevant tool types for this
period. The trapeze of Rejtek I rock-shelter appears
earliest in Hungary in Mesolithic context (Marton et
al. 2021), but it is also part of the lithic tool inventory
from the Early Neolithic (Starnini 2001). The Epi-
palaeolithic classification of HTD by Gabori (1956)
was based on two segments, Gravette points, and
two tanged points, representing a Palaeolithic-Mes-
olithic transitional industry. These arguments do not
support to classify HTD as Epipalaeolithic, moreo-
ver, there is no cohesion among archaeological data
to depict an Epipalaeolithic stage in Hungary.

In contrast to Gabori (1956) we found no seg-
ments nor tanged points in the assemblage. Based
on the armature typology of the UP of ECE (e.g.
Koztowski 2008; Wilczynski et al. 2015; Lengyel
2016; Sobkowiak-Tabaka 2017), HTD type composi-
tion shows similarity with the Middle and Later UP

10 15 20 25
1 1 1 1

Carvin-tér

Early Epigravettian

Sagvar 7

Esztergom 4

Late Epigravettian

MNadap

Arka 1

Bodrogkeresztar

Hidasnémeti &

Late Gravettian

Sajoszentpéter 8

Hont-Templomdomb g

Fig. 6. Hierarchical cluster analysis of the main Late Gravettian and Epigravettian sites according the distribution of
lithic tool types, using the average linkage between groups with squared Euclidean distance interval applying IBM
SPSS 26.0
6. kép. A kés6 Gravettien és Epigravettien lel6helyek hierachikus klaszteranalizise a kdeszkoztipusok eloszlasa alapjan,
a csoportok kozotti atlagos kapcsolat négyzetes euklideszi tavolsagintervallumokkal, IBM SPSS 26.0 alkalmazasaval
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of ECE (Lengyel 2018). One of the tanged points of
Gabori (1956, Fig 3.22) is in our classification a dis-
tal fragment of a retouched blade with a notch at its
end. The other tanged item (Gabori 1956, Fig. 3.23)
is a shouldered point. Thus, the presence of backed
blades, Gravette points, backed point, shouldered
point, the ventrally truncated Late Gravettian rect-
angle, rectangle, truncated backed blades, and the
Kostienki knife best resembles the Late Gravettian
typology (Fig. 6) (Koztowski 2008; Wilczynski et al.
2015; Wilczynski 2016; Wilczynski et al 2019; Wil-
czynski et al. 2021).

The only tool that does not fit our relative chron-
ological determination is a trapeze that was made
of a blade with two oblique truncations without
backing one of the edge. Late Gravettian rectangles
always have a backed edge (Lengyel 2016; Lengyel
2018), while this type of trapeze is more common in
later prehistoric cultures (Marton et al. 2021). The
raw material of this trapeze is limnic silicite, not ra-
diolarite, which yielded all the Late Gravettian types.
The presence of this trapeze can indicate a re-dep-
osition of the original archaeological layer, which
could be likely, because no Late Gravettian artefacts
were found in sandy layers in Hungary. As the field
documentation is unavailable, we cannot clarify the
origin of that piece.

If our reassessment is correct, typologically sim-
ilar radiocarbon dated sites in ECE are Krakéw
Spadzista, Jaksice II, Lubna VI, Trencianske Bohu-
slavice, Bodrogkeresztur, Pilisszanté I Rock-shelter
lowest layer, and Szeleta Cave layers 6 and 5 (Wil-
czynski et al. 2015; Lengyel et al. 2016; Wilczynski
2016; Lengyel 2018; Wilczynski et al. 2019; Wilczyns-

ki et al. 2020b). Arka, Hidasnémeti and Sajoszentpé-
ter sites are also similar typologically, although these
are lacking convincing absolute chronological data
(Lengyel 2016). Geographically, the closest site is
Hont-Parassa III with an archaeologically unrelat-
ed radiocarbon date (Lengyel 2008-2009), where
backed blades and Gravette points were also listed
(Dobosi, Siman 2003). Thus, HTD can tentatively
dated to between 30 and 26 ka calBP (Wilczynski et
al. 2020a). This revision enlarges the number of the
Late Gravettian human occupations in Hungary.

Our reassessment of the lithics from HTD dem-
onstrated that the site cannot be defined as Swideri-
an and according to the typology cannot be consid-
ered Epipalaeolithic. This conclusion shortened the
list of Late Glacial/Early Holocene sites in Hungary
and seems to support the theory that Epigravettian
hunter-gatherers left the Carpathian Basin around
14.7 ka calBP, and it was not repopulated in GI-1
and GS-1 (Béres et al. 2021; Lengyel et al. 2021).
The Carpathian Basin could have been only shortly
visited by humans but not occupied as it was before
(Kaminska 2014, 297-317).

As the only site dated to the Early Holocene/
Preboreal is Erk1 that yielded Mesolithic type geo-
metric microliths there are no sites in Hungary
which could fit an Epipalaeolithic cultural position
in the sense of Gdaboris definition. Therefore, we
suggest classifying all lithic assemblages dated to the
Late Glacial Final Palaeolithic until culturally diag-
nostic finds appear in the archaeological record. We
also suggest calling all the Early Holocene/Preboreal
human occupations Early Mesolithic as they are the
products of Holocene hunter-gatherers.
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HONT-TEMPLOMDOMB ,,EPIPALEOLITIKUS” LELOHELY U] MEGKOZELITESBEN

Osszefoglalds

Az ,epipaleolitikum” kifejezést tagabb értelemben a
kozel-keleti és észak-afrikai régészetben hasznaljak.
Ebben a térségében ez az utolsd hidegcstcs és a fia-
talabb Dryas vége kozotti idészakot fedi. Eurdépaban
a kifejezést az utolsd pleisztocén kornyezetben él6
vadasz-gyijtogetd népesség kultirajara hasznalja a
szakirodalom.

A magyarorszagi régészetbe a fogalmat 1956-ban
Gabori Miklds vezette be Hont-Templomdomb le-
l6hely kapcsan. A homokrétegben taldlt pattintott
ko leletanyagot a korabeli geokronoldgia alapjan a
pleisztocén végére helyezte, mig kdeszkoz-tipologiai
szempontbol a Swidérien kulturalis hatasokkal ren-
delkez6 Gravettienhez kotétte. Az ,.epipaleolitikum”
a hazai régészetben a késébbiekben sem lett ponto-
sabban koriilhatarolva. Hont-Templomdomb pon-
tosabb kormeghatarozasa érdekében a leletanyagot
a mai tipolégiai ismeretek birtokaban wjraértékeltiik,
annak reményében, hogy tisztazhassuk korat és kul-
tarajat.

A leletanyagban fellelhetd kdeszkozok nyers-
anyaga dont6 tobbségében radiolarit, amelynek
elsddleges geoldgiai eléfordulasa valoszintileg az
Eszaki-Kérpatokban talalhat6. Technoldgiailag
fels6 paleolit jellegli az ipar, amiben egy és két le-
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utési felszin magkovekrdl valasztottak le pen-
géket eszkozkészités céljabol. Az eszkozok kozott
a haztartasi tipusok (vakarok, vésok) csoportja a
legnépesebb. El6fordul ebben a csoportban egy
Kostienki-kés is, amely a magyarorszagi régibb
kékori leletanyagokban eddig nem ismert. Vadasz-
fegyverként értelmezhet6 elem 17 darab van. Ezek
tompitott hatu pengék, csonkitott-tompitott hata
pengék, Gravette-hegyek, téglalap alaku (rectangle)
eszkozok, egy tompitott hatd hegy, egy vallas hegy
¢és egy nagy méretl trapéz.

A vizsgalt leletek a koéeszkoz-tipoldgia alapjan
nem kothetéek az epipaleolitikumhoz, hiszen a le-
letanyag nem tartalmaz korhatarozé értéki tipu-
sokat, mint példaul geometrikus mikrolitok és a
Swidry- vagy egyéb vallas és nyeles hegy. A leletek
leginkabb a 30 és 26 000 éves kelet-kozép-eurdpai
késé Gravettienhez kotheték. Ez az eredmény erd-
siteni tlinik azt a teériat, miszerint 14 700 év utdn
ritka a Kdrpat-medencében az emberi megtelepe-
dés. Ezért javasoljuk, hogy a késé glacialis id6szakra
(14 700-11 700 év kalibralt BP) keltezhetd szorva-
nyos régészeti adatainkat végsé paleolitikusnak hiv-
juk, mig a kora holocén emberi megtelepiiléseket
kora mezolitikusnak.

@ o) This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-Non
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