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Abstract: Review article of the PhD dissertation submitted in 2024 to the Archaeology Doctoral
Programme, Doctoral School of History, E6tvds Lorand University, Budapest, and written un-
der the supervision of Gabor V. Szabé.

This study examines the transformation of settlement structures and material culture during
the transition from the Middle to the Late Bronze Age in the Carpathian Basin, focusing on
two large, single-layered sites along the Danube: a Middle Bronze Age settlement at Buda-
pest-Kiralyok ttja 291-295 and the Late Bronze Age site of Rakoscsaba-Majorhegy. Based on
spatial data and ceramic analyses, the research reconstructs internal functional zones, explores
inter-settlement connections, and identifies broader regional interaction networks during the
Koszider period. The results show both continuity and change: while typological and decora-
tive traditions demonstrate strong Middle Bronze Age roots, transformations in vessel func-
tion, storage capacity, and craft specialization reflect shifts in social and economic organisa-
tion. Least-cost path and viewshed analyses reveal that Middle Bronze Age settlements formed
dense, interlinked networks, whereas Late Bronze Age communities were more dispersed and
loosely connected. The emerging patterns indicate reorganisation of landscape use, household
structure, and production strategies, with growing differentiation in metalwork. The study
highlights the Koszider period as a key transitional phase marked by both cultural persistence
and innovation, bridging the Vatya and Tumulus cultural spheres within an evolving, region-
ally varied system of social and spatial organisation.

Keywords: Middle and Late Bronze Age, Carpathian Basin, Koszider period, settlement net-
works, spatial analysis, material culture

Objectives of the dissertation

The transition from the Middle to the Late Bronze Age in the Carpathian Basin has long been a focal
point of archaeological research, raising enduring questions about social and cultural change.' The
end of the tell cultures, the deposition of bronze hoards, the transformation of settlement networks,
and the disintegration of social order in the middle of the 2nd millennium BC affected nearly every

1 Mozsorics 1957; BONA 1958; KovAcs 1966; KEMENCZEI 1968; HANSEL 1968; BONA 1975; HARDING 2000;
PoroszLAal — VICZE 2002; DAVID 2002; BLISCHKE 2002; REMENYI 2003; REMENYI 2005; REMENYI 2012;
P. F1scHL et al. 2013.
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aspect of everyday life.” The underlying causes of these transformations, however, remain unclear.
A period once described mainly as a time of warfare associated with the movements of the tumulus
groups is now understood as reflecting a far more complex set of processes—including economic
and social collapse, as well as climatic changes.’

While the differences between these periods are well known, our understanding of their connec-
tions, the development of material culture, the internal organisation of settlements, and the poten-
tial regional variations remains limited. The transitional phase between the two periods is framed
by two entirely different research traditions. Research on the settlements of the Tumulus Culture is
still at an early stage, mainly due to the smaller number and less prominent character of their set-
tlements.* In contrast, a large amount of information is available on Middle Bronze Age settlements.
The characteristic tells and fortified sites of this period have been investigated since the very the
earliest phase of Hungarian archaeology.’

‘¢\ A 20 km

Fig. 1. Location of the sites examined in the dissertation within the Carpathian Basin context. 1 — Budapest,
District I, Kiralyok utja 291-295, 2 — Rakoscsaba-Majorhegy.

Based on these investigations, the settlements of the Vatya culture were traditionally interpreted
as forming a two-tier hierarchical system. This model, however, has undergone revision in recent
decades. Thanks to large-scale excavations, regional studies, and the growing use of magnetometric
surveys, an increasing number of extensive, single-layered sites have been mapped. These sites
comprise thousands of features, often cover vast areas, and in some cases are partially enclosed by
ditches.® The recognition of such sites led to questioning the two-level hierarchical model and to the
emergence of three- or even multi-level interpretations as realistic alternatives.’

2 HANSEL 1968, BLISCHKE 2002; DAVID 2002; REMENYI 2003; REMENYI 2005; REMENYI 2012; P. FISCHL et al.
2013.

GYULAI 1993, 17; BLISCHKE 2002, 277-279; DAVID 2002, 412; REMENYI 2003, 58; VICZE et al. 2013, 207.

4 K6szeGI 1973; EGRY 2002, 9—-14; HORVATH et al. 2001, 119-123; SANTA 2004; L. NAGY 2005; L. NAGY 2007;
Sz1LAS 2007, 157; SANTA 2011; SANTA 2015.

5 KUBINYI 1861, 104—112; ROMER 1866, 31; MISKE 1898, 317—-333; HAMPEL 1902, 420—421; NAGY 1904, 87—157;
NOVAKI 1952, 16—17; BANDI 1960, 149—-152; KovAcs 1963; NOVAKI 1963, 68; PETRES — BANDI 1969, 172;
BONA 1975, 59; BONA — NOVAKI 1982, 1-140; MEIER-ARENDT 1992; VICZE 1992, 146—148; POROSZLAI 1993,
9-20; POROSZLAI 1996, 5—15; P. FISCHL et al. 1999; JAEGER — KULCSAR 2013; STANIUK 2020.

6  For example: Budajen6-Hegyi szantok, Budapest, District III. Kiralyok utja 291-293, Kunszentmiklos-
Cserépgyar, Soskut-M7.

7 DANI et al. 2019, 855-857.
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Change and transformation during the transition from the Middle to the Late Bronze Age...

In my doctoral dissertation, I examined two large, single-layered settlements located in a specific
region along the Danube: a Middle Bronze Age site (Budapest, District III, Kiralyok utja 291-295)
and a Late Bronze Age site (Rakoscsaba-Majorhegy) (Fig. 1). Based on the assemblages recovered
and the spatial distribution of archaeological features, I identified internal structural units, func-
tional zones, and, extending beyond the individual sites, explored patterns of reconstructible inter-
action within their wider regional contexts.®

Spatial framework and theoretical background

As in archaeology in general,” one of the central pillars of this dissertation is the definition and
interpretation of spatial frameworks." In recent decades, both the theoretical and practical foun-
dations for the analysis of micro-spatial data have been published. Numerous key works have ad-
dressed the archaeology of the surrounding landscape, the spatial use related to internal settlement
structures, as well as theoretical problems concerning household archaeology and activity areas."

Spaces can be interpreted at different scales (spatial hierarchies) and through different dimen-
sions (mental or physical). The reconstruction of how people perceived and experienced these
spaces depends primarily on absolute data (such as coordinates): these allow us to determine,
for instance, where a building stood. Yet, by applying models, it becomes possible to explore the
movement, daily routines, and even the economic motivations of individuals and communities."
The understanding and perception of space can never be fully reconstructed, as they are shaped by
subjective associations—opinions, emotions, memories, preconceptions, and experiences—which
vary from person to person. Accordingly, archaeological analysis must address not only tangible
and visible phenomena, but also their social and mental dimensions.”® Mental space, or the way
a given environment is perceived, is not solely determined by sensory experience, but also by
cultural value systems.” In parallel, landscape archaeology views the physical environment as an
active agent:" rivers, roads, and natural boundaries could simultaneously offer opportunities and
impose constraints.

The analysis of settlements and regional units reveals that settlements were not isolated entities but
were closely connected with their surrounding landscapes and with other sites." The hierarchical
relationships observable within settlement networks—such as smaller satellite sites associated with

8  Previous research on Bronze Age settlements largely overlooked the comprehensive analysis of entire
assemblages from extensive sites. Accordingly, one of the principal challenges of this study was devel-
oping a framework for recording the material (database) and employing the methods required for its
systematic evaluation.

9 KUBINYI 1861, 104—112; ROMER 1871, 252; ROMER 1872, 89; CHILDE 1929, 269, 278—284; NOVAKI 1963, 3.

10 Accordingly, the dissertation provides an in-depth discussion of the theoretical background of the fol-
lowing topics: (1) social space; (2) nature and the built environment as key determinants of social space;
(3) communication networks, including connections and boundary zones; (4) activity zones and spheres
of practice; and (5) household archaeology.

11  FLANNERY 1976; HODDER 1978; WILK — RATHJE 1982, 619-637; KENT 1984; BENDER 1993; PEARSON —
RICHARD 1994, xi—xii; TILLEY 1994; HIRSCH — O’HANLON 1995; TOPPING 1997; KNAPP — ASHMORE 1999, 9;
SouvATzI 2008, 7-8; KECUKKARACA — CULUNGE 2010; SALISBURY 2017, 49; HAUG et al. 2018; FUzEsI 2023,
51; ZATYKO 2023, 13.

12 EARLE et al. 2012, 1.

13 TRINGHAM 2000, 132—134; NEMES NAGY 2009, 111-112.

14 NEMEs NAGY 2009, 101.

15  SNEAD et al. 2009, 1.

16 KarLra 2015, 216.
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central places or settlements with distinct functions (whether practical, related to subsistence, or
connected to the belief system)—reflect the increasing differentiation of social organisation."”

A highly complex, multi-level analytical framework is required to obtain a comprehensive pic-
ture—from the level of individual features, through the reconstruction of road systems, to the
broader role of a settlement within its period and its degree of interaction with neighbouring sites.
Earlier research, especially in the 20th century, often relied on a static approach that emphasised
the geography, overall structure, and striking features of sites.”® My analysis sought to move be-
yond purely static spatial data. Thus, I examined sites not only according to their chronological at-
tributes, but also based on evidence indicating activities and the presence of physically undefined
boundary zones. This approach was grounded in a chapter devoted to the relationship between
space and people, which provided the theoretical and conceptual foundation for the study.” Based
on this theoretical background, the following principles guided the methodological framework of
my analysis:
« Only a limited portion of spatial activities can be clearly observed,” as perishable materi-
als and aspects of mental spatial perception® are either only partially or not at all recon-
structible. Therefore, a strong source-critical approach is essential.

« Itispossible to identify not only physical boundaries,* but also invisible dividing elements
that can inform reconstructions of social, economic (e.g., vessel or settlement functions),
or even belief-related systems.

« In addition to boundaries, ‘bridges’ or connecting links can also be recognised. Spatial re-
lationships are not neutral forms of coexistence—settlements did not merely exist side by
side, but interacted and engaged with one another.”

« Both landscapes and communities were influenced by the activities of individuals or small-
er groups,* which, through their connections, became integral parts of the broader system.
Data derived from intra-settlement phenomena and activities can therefore contribute to
more refined models of settlement hierarchy.

« A certain degree of intentionality can be assumed in the establishment of settlements,”
affecting both the choice of location and the design of internal organisation. Based on
environmental competence, communities used space consciously, effectively, and pur-
posefully*—whether in structured settlement layouts or in organically developed spatial
patterns.

« The social dimension of cohabitation within settlements is central, whether structured or
organic in form. Therefore, it is important to examine as many aspects as possible, includ-
ing both active and passive spaces.”

17 GOGALTAN 2005, 41. Fig 1; GOGALTAN 2008, 44-45, 53; GOGALTAN 2012; NEMES NAGY 2017, 12.
18  For example, tells or fortified settlements, as built elements, were central to the interpretation.
19  SzaBO 2024, 34-58.

20  KELLY 2011, 287; CSIPPAN 2012, 90.

21  KNEISEL et al. 2008.

22  PEARSON — RICHARD 1994, 4—5; NEMES NAGY 2017, 7; SALISBURY 2017, 49; SZABO 2023a, 94.

23 NEMES NAGY 2009, 186; DANT et al. 2019, 855—-857.

24  FLANNERY 1976; KENT 1984; SALISBURY 2017, 49.

25  BINFORD 1982; CHAPMAN 1989; SzABO 2023a.

26  MESTER 2013, 49.

27  MESZAROS 1994, 4.
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Change and transformation during the transition from the Middle to the Late Bronze Age...

+ The definition of spatial functions (within and between settlements) requires the evalu-
ation of artefact distributions, which can shed light on cooperation and the division of
labour between communities.?

« When defining activity zones, it is necessary to establish a static starting point in con-
trast to theoretically dynamic models, dictated by the limits of interpreting archaeological
objects and features. Accordingly, the artefacts were analysed according to the ‘frozen
moment’ principle.”

Spatial and chronological framework of the research

The dissertation focuses on settlements associated with the Koszider period, although the chrono-
logical framework has been extended in both directions. Based on typological analyses, the Middle
Bronze Age settlement excavated at Kiralyok utja was in use during the Vatya III and Koszider
phases.® The settlement at Rakoscsaba-Majorhegy was founded during the Koszider period and
may have remained occupied into the early phase of the classic tumulus period.*

The study area cannot be defined as a single microregion or as a set of homogeneous landscapes
(Fig. 2). The Buda and Pest sides of Budapest differ significantly in their geographical characteris-
tics, with distinct topographies, soil types, and natural water supplies. The greatest difference, how-
ever, lies in their distance from the Danube. The sites at Kiralyok ttja 291-295 are situated directly
along the Danube, whereas the Late Bronze Age settlement of Rakoscsaba-Majorhegy lies about 20
kilometres away from the river, along the Rakos stream.

The analysis aimed at exploring topographically based connections extended the geographical
frame west, east, and south of Budapest. The selection of the study area was based on two main
criteria: (1) to include as many prominent sites as possible (tells, fortified, or large-scale settlements)
within the analytical zone, and (2) to encompass settlements located in different geographical en-
vironments. The resulting study area, which covers several microregions, extends from the Benta
Valley in the north to the Zsambék Basin, the Buda Hills, and the Pilis Mountains, encompassing
more than 1,000 km®. East of the Danube, the study zone includes the western parts of the Pest al-
luvial fan and the G6dol1l6 Hills, as well as the Vac—Pest Danube Valley.*

The investigated sites

The Middle Bronze Age and its final phase are represented by a settlement located on the Danube
bank in Békasmegyer, in Budapest’s 3rd district. The sites at Kiralyok utja 291, 293, and 295 occupy
an area in the northern part of the city, bordered by the Danube to the east and by the foothills
and alluvial fans of the Pilis and Buda Hills to the west (Fig. 3). The proximity of the river not only
influenced the type and quality of subsistence strategies but also created excellent conditions for
long-distance trade, communication, and social interaction. Owing to its topographical situation, a
prehistoric crossing point may have existed in the strip of land between the Békasmegyer riverbank
and the southern end of Szentendre Island. The settlement excavated at Kiralyok tutja 291-295 lies

28  BoDU 1996; RICHTER 2001; VAQUERO et al. 2001; KNEISEL et al. 2008, 156; JAEGER 2009, 394; GAUDZINSKI —
WINDERHEUSER et al. 2011; KNEISEL — MULLER 2011, 305, Abb. 8; P. F1scHL et al. 2012; P. FiscHL — KIENLIN
2013, 10, 20, 26; GAUSS et al. 2013.

29  BINFORD 1981; SCHIFFER 1983; KVETINA 2010.
30 SzILAS 2017b, 39-41.

31  REMENYI et al. 2006, 175.

32 DOVENYI 2010, 30-32, 706—708.
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Fig. 2. Microregions surrounding the investigated sites. 1 - Vac-Pesti Danube Valley, 2-3 - Pilis Basins,
4 - Buda Hills, 5 - Budaors and Budakeszi Basin, 6 — Tétény Plateau, 7 - Erd—Ercsi Ridge, 8 - Etyek Hills,
9 — Zsambék Basin, 10 — Pest Alluvial Fan Plain, 11 — Godéllg Hills.

in the most intensively used section of this riverside zone, only about 500 metres from the southern
end of the island. The strategic role of this geographical setting is supported by the dense pres-
ence of Neolithic and Copper Age settlement traces, attesting to the area’s long-term importance
throughout prehistory.

Excavations at Kiralyok tutja 291-295 uncovered 267 Middle Bronze Age features, mostly pits. In
addition, two ditches, two postholes, one fireplace, and one well-defined Middle Bronze Age fill
layer were identified. The most significant feature is ditch no. 177 (SE 177), which runs in a semicir-
cular line, reaching a depth of 1.8 metres and a width of over two metres. It is connected to the old
bed of the Csillaghegy ditch (Fig. 4),* which was still active during the Bronze Age, and may have
enclosed an inner section of the settlement. The nearby postholes may indicate a built structure,
perhaps a bridge connected to the ditch. A bronze hoard was also found along the course of the
former Csillaghegy ditch.* The settlement features are concentrated in two main zones: one in the
northern part of the site and another south of ditch 177, separated by the ditch itself, suggesting an
internal division of space. The eastern boundary was defined by the river, while the western limit
corresponded to the line of Kiralyok utja. Earlier estimates suggested a settlement size of about 25
hectares,” extending roughly 1,000 metres in length and 250 metres in width (Fig. 5). Recent analy-
ses, however, indicate that the southern boundary lies farther north, implying a somewhat smaller
total extent.

33 SzILAS et al. 2023.
34  Sziras 2017b, 39.
35  Sziras 2017b, 40.
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Change and transformation during the transition from the Middle to the Late Bronze Age...

The settlement of Rékoscsaba-Majorhegy was
founded during the Koszider period and contin-
ued to be occupied in the early phase of the Late
Bronze Age Tumulus Culture. Located on the
southern slope of Majorhegy (Fig. 6), north of the
Réikos stream on the Pest alluvial fan, the site oc-
cupied a geographically advantageous position.
The Holocene elevations and the stream valley
may have provided strategic connections between
northeastern Hungary, the Pest Plain, and the Dan-
ube region.

The site was excavated between 2005 and 2006 as
part of rescue investigations preceding the con-
struction of the M0 motorway.* Alongside the
Late Bronze Age settlement, Neolithic, Copper
Age, Iron Age, and Roman remains were also
identified. Based on 379 Late Bronze Age fea-
tures analysed, the settlement pattern appears
mosaic-like. The earliest features date to the Ko-
szider period (Rei. Br B1), while a large number
of ceramics correspond to the early phase of the
Tumulus Culture (Rei. Br B2-C). In the northern
zone, features become less frequent, though a de-
posit of cups was found in this area. Fewer fea-
tures were also recorded along the western and
southern edges, while to the east, the settlement
may continue beyond the excavated area. Rather
than forming an elongated shape, the settlement
appears to have had a compact layout, with dense
clusters of pits forming a central core. No clearly
distinct subunits were identified; instead, the spa-
tial organisation of the Late Bronze Age commu-
nity is represented by closely grouped, block-like
clusters of features.

Methodology of the research

Material culture

Given the large scale of the two settlements anal-
ysed in the dissertation, the creation of a compre-
hensive database was essential.” The first step in
building the database was to define the basic ana-
lytical units. As the main goal of the research was
to reconstruct internal structures and functional

36  REMENYI et al. 2006, 166; CSIPPAN 2019, 219.

Fig. 3. Reconstruction of the prehistoric water
network and the position of the sites (1), location
of the Kiralyok utja site (2), excavations at Kiraly-
ok utja shown on the Google Earth map (3).

37  The database drew on previously used datasets (SzaB6 2018). Its design ensured that the data were
structured, transparent, easily queryable, and amenable to the statistical analyses applied.
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zones—questions fundamentally related to spatial organisation—the individual features uncovered
at the sites were taken as the basic units of analysis.*

Because settlement finds of this scale had not previously been analysed for this period, and since
most typological frameworks for the studied phases are based on cemetery materials,” it was nec-
essary to establish a new typological sequence (Fig. 7). Similarly, a systematic framework was de-
veloped for recording decorative elements and complex motifs (Fig. 8).
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Fig. 4. The Kiralyok utja site and the distribution of Middle Bronze Age features, with photographs of
ditch SE 177, presumably connected to the Csillaghegy Ditch.

38  For object-based data recording, I created a simple Excel document, in which the next step was to define
the variables.
39 E.g., BONA 1975; TROGMAYER 1975; VICZE 2011.
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The database was used in several ways: first,
the material was evaluated through a classical
typo-chronological approach; second, it was
analysed using uni- and multivariate statistical
methods.”

Spatial analysis

Starting from the geographical positions of the
settlements, the study aimed to reconstruct set-
tlement networks, hierarchical relations, and
possible economic or social cooperation by ex-
amining the physical components of interaction
networks.”” The dissertation did not address
long-distance exchange systems but focused in-
stead on local and regional patterns of interac-
tion and communication between settlements.
These communication channels may have taken
the form of roads or waterways. Given that the
Danube is the dominant geographical feature of
the study area and that a crossing point may
have existed near the settlement at Kiralyok
utja, the possibility of navigable routes cannot
be excluded. However, based on topographical
conditions and the spatial distribution of sites,
modelling the terrestrial road network is likely
to yield more objective results.

Two main analytical objectives were defined:*

o the analysis of road networks between
large, fortified, and tell-type settle-
ments;*

40 I carried out the analyses using Past version 4.7
(paleontological statistics).

41 SzABO 2024, 66.
42 SNEAD et al. 2009, 1.

43 The starting point for each type of analysis
was the use of an appropriate raster dataset,
which in the present study was the freely
available EU-DEM (Digital Elevation Model
over Europe). The employed elevation model
was generated from SRTM and ASTER GDEM
data using a weighted averaging method, with
a horizontal accuracy error of 25 metres.

44 During the GIS-based modelling of least-cost
paths and route networks, the spatial position
of the routes is determined by an algorithm
based on the principle of the shortest trav-
el time or the lowest energy expenditure. For
the network analysis, it was first necessary to
create a slope category map (calculated in »
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Fig. 5. Areas of earlier excavations at Kiralyok utja
and the presumed extent of the site.
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« the analysis of viewshed between large,
fortified, and tell-type settlements.®

Analysis of the material culture

In the Late Bronze Age, both formal traditions
and the complexity of decorative elements
change, and in comparison, to the Vatya ceram-
ic style they become more elaborate (Fig. 9).
Alongside the emergence of more complex ves-
sel forms, however, a decline in the overall aes-
thetic quality of the artefacts can be observed
at the settlement of Rakoscsaba-Majorhegy.
The well-finished surfaces typical of the Mid-
dle Bronze Age—often carefully burnished or
smoothed—disappear by the Late Bronze Age,
giving way to more roughly made vessels with
uneven surfaces. A similar negative shift is ob-
servable in the quality of vessel morphology:
asymmetrical or poorly proportioned vessels
become increasingly common. Although deco-
ration becomes more complex by the Koszider
period relative to the Middle Bronze Age, at
Majorhegy we frequently encounter vessels
bearing numerous elements and multiple dec-
orative types (Fig. 10). Yet these decorations
reflect the same decline in quality seen in sur-
face finishing and formal execution. A further
reconfiguration can be detected within com-
plex motifs: the frequency of negative decora-
tions decreases, while knob (appliqué boss) or-
naments become dominant. Accordingly, two
parallel tendencies can be observed in vessel

Fig. 6. The course of the Rakos Stream and the
location of the Late Bronze Age site based on the
First (1), Second (2), and Third (3) Military Surveys.

making: first, changes in form, which can largely be attributed to local foundations; second, a
decorative system that becomes at once more complex and, in certain respects, simpler-implying
a different worldview or mode of self-expression. At the same time, a marked deterioration is
evident in the technical knowledge of Late Bronze Age pottery. This expertise did not necessarily
disappear, however, since symmetrically formed, well-executed vessels are also present at Major-
hegy. It is likely that less time and energy were invested in pottery production, while attention

shifted toward other objects (e.g., metalwork).

» degrees) from a raster file using the QGIS software. The slope category map and the archaeological sites
included in the analysis were then examined in the Java-based Graphab software (MESTERHAZY 2018).

45 In addition to reconstructing the Middle and Late Bronze Age road networks, the visibility analysis
(viewshed analysis) of key settlements is also based on variations in topography. This method reveals
which parts of the landscape are visible and which remain hidden from a given viewpoint. I examined
the areas visible from each settlement within four distinct zones. Although the limits of visual percep-
tion can be influenced by various environmental factors (e.g., vegetation, weather) and by the observ-
er’s own abilities—meaning that exact distances cannot be defined—general patterns and tendencies can

still be identified.
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Fig. 7. Typological system established in this study: mugs, bowls, jugs.

In my view, the transformation of the artefact spectrum can be related to two main factors. On the
one hand, developments in form and decoration can be explained by social change and the shap-
ing of styles and worldviews; on the other, practical, economy-related mechanisms must also be
considered. Among the practical aspects, changes in subsistence, food management, and storage
capacity are particularly relevant. In the Middle Bronze Age, storage vessels account for 44-48% of
all classifiable vessel types; by contrast, at the Late Bronze Age site this figure drops to only 27%
(Figs 11-12).
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Fig. 8. System of complex decorative motifs occurring at the sites.

Ceramic containers do not, of course, cover the full range of storage possibilities (e.g., storage
pits, organic storage solutions), yet the shift within the ceramic spectrum is unambiguous: while
the proportion of storage capacity declines, the vessels associated with consumption and serving
increase. This offers significant insights into lifestyle and economic practices, supporting the view
that communities may have shifted from agriculture-based food production toward large-scale ani-
mal husbandry.* Such a transition would have entailed a comprehensive reorganisation of lifeways
and daily rhythms, as the two economic orientations involve different cycles, practical activities,
and provisioning strategies.

46  KoVAcs 1965, 82—84.
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Fig. 9. Distribution of Middle and Late Bronze Age features in relation to decorative motifs.

Analyses of the settlement structure

Based on investigations aimed at reconstructing physical activities within the two settlements, only
a few differences can be established. Analysis of vessel types does not allow for the delineation of
clear internal boundaries at either site. Distinctive patterns identified through subgroups of vessel
types and decorative elements are more likely to reflect chronological or identity-related factors
than functional differentiation. In both cases, central parts of the settlements can be observed,
where finds are denser and represent a higher percentage of the total assemblage. At Kiralyok ttja,
the northern sector of plot 291 emerges—based on features—as the most intensively used area; evi-
dence of lively activity can also be reconstructed on areas 293 and 295. This is indicated not only by
the ceramics but also by tokens and bone tools. Apart from special clay objects and spindle whorls,
there is no strong dominance of areas 293 and 295. The concentration of spindle whorls along the
settlement’s boundary zone can relate to textile production.” Clusters of grinding stones are pre-
sented in plot 291, placing food-processing activities at the settlement’s core (Fig. 13).%

The spatial distribution of vessels by function reveals a homogeneous settlement structure in which
no clear separation can be demonstrated between areas of storage, preparation, and consumption.
Worth highlighting is the almost even distribution of fermenting vessels across the Kiralyok utja
settlement, which may point to cooperating households.”

A partially comparable situation can be outlined for the Late Bronze Age (Fig. 14). Certain object
types tend to occur on the peripheral areas of the site, while others are concentrated in the centre.
The dominance of finds in the central zone is especially evident, in contrast, elements indicating
built structures (daub remains) become stronger in the south-eastern zone. Grinding stones related
to food processing are concentrated in the northern and western parts of the site, whereas anoth-
er group of objects associated with practical activities—loom-weights—cluster in the central and
south-eastern parts.

47  Due to the limited amount of material, the spatial delineation of weaving activities is not entirely clear
and remains uncertain.

48 At the Budajend-Hegyi-szantok settlement, the grinding stones were likewise located near the denser
area of the site, close to the ditch that delineates the central settlement zone.

49  SzaBO 2023b, 1, 6.
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Based on formal groups of vessel types, distinct zones cannot be separated. Sherds are densest in
the central part of the settlement but occur in significant numbers in the northern and southern
areas as well. The northern sector shows higher frequencies, especially for bowls, mugs, jugs, and
pots. Sieves occur in the central and northern parts, similar to the distribution of ember covers.
Spatially bounded, smaller differences can also be detected in the faunal® assemblage and in types
of bronze artefacts. Regarding animal bones, the distributions of wild and domestic species diverge.
The relatively central occurrence of wild animals—presumably of higher ‘value’—may be linked to
social practices and rites,” or to consumption by hierarchically distinct groups within the settle-
ment. A similar association with social stratification may be suggested by the metal objects: while
jewellery is concentrated in the central zone, tools are distributed over a wider area.

[/ NiSva B p— e® /N
M) [ 1= —_ oM
e | Lo .”%“EZHLS”H‘HM$FBJ’HJQ’,,,‘ /N 7777777

| ! B/I15

B./H.glz/l(,. B/].. S g L /&\@“\}.im M) 7/,//// 7

| . oo L4 NN 0.5+ U ° ° ,/,% ‘/”

o il ® M /A\A; .B’/mz.-.o-B./Iﬁ nlll
N 3—2'0 \\// o 1 [ ) 1o P @ osE/1 -/,\ {‘H”H m B o,
Eg ’/////7 \\\;T\\"B/H() 0.5 HH HHHHH [ ) \Y V//

- @ B/lil4

L d
vk i 291 dé : B/mmm\
Kiralyok utja 291 dél N/ °
o

| @ Kirdlyok ttja 291 észak VA
77777777777777777777777777777 I e ek BNN7ZZ70
' @ Kirdlyok utja 293 °® \\\3@
i Y N
| @ Kirdlyok utja 295 L BVTo ;///f\k
‘ 254 77
| @ Rékoscsaba-Major-hegy Dél .. B/II117
3.0
==
\\
9,3% =

Fig. 10. Distribution of complex decorative motif types at the Middle and Late Bronze Age sites.

Comparing the sites suggests two slightly different modes of internal organisation, both of which
are nuanced by the details. On the one hand, a centralised activity zone can be reconstructed from
the distribution of grinding stones**—an arrangement that aligns well with models of a multi-tiered
settlement hierarchy* operating within a Middle Bronze Age redistributive economy.** On the other
hand, the Middle Bronze Age settlement analysed in the dissertation presents a more homogeneous
picture, in which a large portion of practical, active tasks appears to have been carried out at the level
of integrated households or economic units operating within equivalent activity spheres. The inte-
grated households, as suggested by the layout of the settlement features, may have operated within a
structured and cooperative system. At the Late Bronze Age site, activity zones show a greater degree
of differentiation; here, however, food-processing activities tend to be pushed toward the periphery.
Despite the seemingly simpler settlement hierarchy of Tumulus Culture groups, several internally dis-
tinct zones can be defined—manifesting within a more organic settlement layout. This organic internal
pattern cannot be considered universally characteristic of the early Late Bronze Age, since at several
settlements systems of similarly oriented buildings have also been identified.”

50 Iam grateful to Péter Csippan for providing the data.
51 RAczky — ANDERS 2010, 147.

52  For example, at the Budajen6-Hegyi-szantok or Bruszczewo sites (KNEISEL et al. 2008; SzaBO 2018;
SzABOG 2023a).

53 DANTI et al. 2019, 855.
54  REMENYI 2012, 277-278.

55  For example, the Kony-Barbacsi topart site (EGry 2002, 9) or the settlement at Dunakeszi-Székesdiil6
(HoRrVATH et al. 2001, 119-123).
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Analysis of settlement networks

The least-cost path analysis produced particu-
larly informative results for the possible routes
connecting settlements established around the
Buda Hills.** The accessibility between gently
sloping, open areas and the directions of com-
munication networks following stream valleys
had already been hypothesised in earlier re-
search.” The southwestern part of the study
area, defined by the analysed settlements, ap-
pears to have been more active and to have pos-
sessed a denser road network (Fig. 15). This can
be attributed not only to the higher frequency of
fortified settlements but also to the favourable
topographic conditions. In contrast, settlements
located in the northern and northeastern zones
lie farther apart from one another, and the more
fragmented, hilly terrain allows for fewer opti-
mal routes. Nevertheless, pathways could still be
reconstructed even within mountainous areas,
connecting, for instance, the Zsambék Basin and
the Pilis valleys, as well as linking these to the
lowland zones along the Danube.
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Fig. 12. Relationship between vessel functions and archaeological features.

56  Middle Bronze Age settlements: 1 — Budajen6-Hegyi-szantok, 2 — Solymar-Varhegy (Matyasdomb), 3 -
Budapest-Kiralyok utja 291-295, 4 — Budapest-Varhegy, 5 — Budaérs-Kamaraerd6v (Torzsgytiimolesos),
6 — Szazhalombatta-Foldvar (Téglagyar), 7 — Tarnok-Szél6hegy, 8 — Soskut-Kalvaria-hegy (Barathaz),
9 — Biatorbagy-Pap-réti diilé, 10 — Biatorbagy-Oreg-hegy. Late Bronze Age settlements: 1 — Réakos-
csaba-Majorhegy, 2 — Budadrs-Kamaraerdé (Torzsgytiimolesos), 3 — Biatorbagy-Papp-rét, 4 — Pomaz-

Klanéc-tetd, 5 — Dunakeszi-Székesdild.
57  P.FiscHL et al. 2013; EARLE et al. 2014.
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Fig. 14. Internal structural units of the Late Bronze Age settlement at Rakoscsaba-Majorhegy based on
artefact distribution.

A viewshed analysis conducted for fortified and tell-type sites highlights the areas visible from
the highest points of the settlements. As several sites occupy elevated positions, in most cases a
large portion of the 5 km radius surrounding the site falls within the ‘visible’ zone (Fig. 16). How-
ever, according to current knowledge, no site exerted complete visual control over its surround-
ings. All examined settlements exhibited at least partial visibility across the four designated zones—
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beyond detection, first detection, human recognition, and basic recognition (Fig. 17).® The site of
Solymar-Varhegy (no. 2) represents an exception, as its beyond-detection zone is notably restricted.

The distances between the settlements and the extent of their corresponding visibility zones demon-
strate clearly on the map that the areas visible from each site rarely overlap. The main exceptions
are the closely spaced sites around Biatorbagy (nos 9 and 10), which lie near the boundary of each
other’s first detection zones, and the nearby site at Soskut. Although the latter lacks direct visual
contact with the Biatorbagy sites, partial overlap can be observed in the intervening areas within
the beyond detection range.

When modelling routes between Late Bronze Age sites, a somewhat different pattern emerges
(Fig. 18). Distinctions in settlement types and hierarchical organisation, already apparent in the ar-
chaeological record, are reflected in these models as well. The least-cost path model connecting the
presumably fortified sites (nos 2—4) reveals a less intensive network compared to that of the Middle
Bronze Age. This simplification is largely due to the marked decline in the number of settlements,
which in turn implies a reduction in potential interactions between sites.

The analysis of the territories associated with key sites similarly suggests a more simplified and less
complex system (Fig. 19). Examining five Late Bronze Age sites used in the road-network analysis

Fig. 15. Possible routes between the sites. 1 — Budajen6-Hegyi-szantok, 2 — Solymar-Varhegy (Matyas-
domb), 3 — Budapest, District Ill, Kiralyok Gtja 291-295, 4 — Budapest-Varhegy, 5 - Budadrs-Kamaraerdé
(Torzsgyuimolcsos), 6 — Szazhalombatta-Foldvar (Téglagyar), 7 — Tarnok-Szél6hegy, 8 — Séskut-Kalvaria-
hegy (Barathaz), 9 — Biatorbagy-Pap-réti d(il6, 10 — Biatorbagy-Oreg-hegy.

58 FABREGA-ALVAREZ — PARCERO-OUBINA 2019.
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and delineating a 5 km radius around each leads to the following conclusions: the sites are located
in widely separated zones; their visibility areas do not overlap; they occupy differing geographical
settings; and, based on their visibility ranges, distinct types of territorial control can be associated
with them.

The differentiated visibility zones are comparable to those observed for the Middle Bronze Age.
For all settlements, distinct visibility areas can be identified, meaning that none were completely
isolated. The settlement at Pomaz (no. 4) has a relatively limited visible area within a 600 m radius—
barely perceptible on the map-yet its immediate surroundings would still have been under visual
supervision.

Fig. 16. Viewshed analysis of Middle Bronze Age settlements based on horizon zones. 1 - Budajené-
Hegyi-szantdk, 2 — Solymar-Varhegy (Matyasdomb), 3 — Budapest, District I, Kiralyok utja 291-295,
4 — Budapest-Varhegy, 5 - Budadrs-Kamaraerdé (Torzsgyiimolcsos), 6 — Szazhalombatta-Foldvar
(Téglagyar), 7 — Tarnok-Sz6l6hegy, 8 — Soskut-Kalvaria-hegy (Barathaz), 9 — Biatorbagy-Pap-réti d(il6,
10 — Biatorbagy-Oreg-hegy.
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- In the case of the fortified hilltop
1250 m settlements west of the Danube,
2500 m I also looked at traces of smaller
5000 m settlements from the Tumulus

period. Around Pomaz, a concen-
tration of such sites is evident,
whereas around Biatorbagy and
Budadrs no similar clustering can
be observed.” This suggests that
in some cases a settlement clus-
@ first detection ter can be recognised around key
sites, indicating close coopera-

@ beyond detection

human recognition
tion within a local network. At

the same time, a looser chain of
settlements situated farther apart

@ basic recognition

from each other can also be iden-
tified.

Fig. 17. Division of horizon zones based on the observations of Although many questions  re-

Pastor Fabrega-Alvarez and César Parcero-Oubifia (after FABRE- main regarding the relationship
GA-ALVAREZ — PARCERO-OUBINA 2019). between the two periods, certain

tendencies can nevertheless be
identified. The selected geographical environment is diverse: some settlements occupy elevated
ridges, others are located on gently sloping, non-prominent terrain, and at least one can be charac-
terised as mountainous. This pattern is consistent across both periods—the Middle and Late Bronze
Age—demonstrating that communities established settlements in all available environmental zones.
The modelled routes connecting key settlements differ primarily in terms of network complexity.
Although the number of settlement types declines in the Late Bronze Age, no significant change
can be detected in the overall geographical setting. The visibility analyses show that some Middle
Bronze Age sites were located in close proximity, forming a coherent and interconnected network.
By the Late Bronze Age, however, this proximity diminishes: prominent settlements are situated
farther apart, resulting in a looser and more dispersed pattern of inter-site connections.

Conclusion

Based on the analysed settlements, no clear evidence can be presented for a complete transforma-
tion of the settlement system. Differences in internal organisation are partially observable, yet they
are not decisive. At the Kiralyok atja 291-295 site, distinct activity areas can be outlined: grinding
stones concentrate in the central zone; objects possibly related to textile production occur in the
northern zone; and a casting mould in the southern zone points to metalworking activity. In con-
trast, the Late Bronze Age site presents a different picture: grinding activities shift to the periphery,
wild animal bones concentrate in the central zone, traces of metalworking appear in the eastern
excavation area, and a distinction can be observed in the distribution of metal finds—jewellery
clustering in the central zone, and tools scattered across the entire site. The metal finds of the Late
Bronze Age settlement therefore indicate not only distinct activity zones but also possible social
and hierarchical differentiation within the community.

59  Based on Volume 7 of MRT, the Benta Valley Project (PoroszLAI — VICZE 2005), and the revision by Péter
Mali (MALI 2020).
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Despite these differences, several categories of finds and vessel types exhibit homogeneous distri-
butions at both sites. However, differences in the proportions and stylistic characteristics (forms
and decorative motifs) of artefacts are detectable. The most striking distinction concerns storage ca-
pacity. The proportion of storage vessels—classical Vatya urns and their Late Bronze Age counter-
parts, such as amphorae or urn-shaped containers—differs considerably between the two sites. This
pattern is further supported by comparative data from the Budajen6-Hegyi-szantok settlement.®
The phenomenon may reflect changes in the types of stored goods or in storage practices, alongside

transformations in cooking, food preparation, and consumption habits.

Fig. 18. Model of route networks between Late Bronze Age sites. 1 — Rakoscsaba-Majorhegy, 2 — Budaors-
Kamaraerdé (Torzsgytimélcsos), 3 — Biatorbagy-Papp-rét, 4 — Pomaz-Klanac-tet6, 5 — Dunakeszi-Székesd(il6.

Both typological and multivariate statistical analyses demonstrate a strong connection between
the two periods. The Late Bronze Age ceramic assemblage, developing from Middle Bronze Age
foundations—particularly during the Koszider period—shows highly similar formal and decora-
tive traits. These continuities are not unique: the blending of local and new stylistic elements is
observable across several regions.”' It is noteworthy that at Kiralyok utja, vessels displaying traits

60  SzABO 2018.

61 ForTiNy 1957; KovAcs 1965; KovAcs 1966; KEMENCZEI 1968, 178; BONA 1992a, 37-38; V. SzABO 1999, 62,
95-97; VICZE 2011.
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characteristic of the Tumulus Culture already appear in the southern part of the site during the
Koszider phase. Conversely, at Rakoscsaba-Majorhegy, a few elements dating to the Middle Bronze
Age are present. Although the two sites are spatially and temporally distinct, and no Middle Bronze
Age occupation is attested at Majorhegy, traditional elements of the earlier material culture were
integrated into the younger site’s assemblage. Overall, the Koszider period forms the link between
the two settlements: the occupation at Kiralyok atja 291-295 began during the Vatya II-III phases
and continued until the Rei. Br B1 (Koszider) period,® while the Tumulus Culture settlement at
Rékoscsaba-Majorhegy was established in Rei. Br B1 and flourished mainly during the early Tumu-
lus phase (Rei. Br B2-C).®®

Fig. 19. Examination of territories of prominent Late Bronze Age sites and settlements west of the Danube.

The analysis of artefacts and spatial structures reveals both differences and parallels between the
settlements. The most significant divergences concern subsistence (storage capacity) and the devel-
opment of metallurgy. At Kiralyok utja, a single hoard represents the site’s metal finds, whereas at
Rékoscsaba-Majorhegy, bronze ornaments and tools were recovered from the fills of storage and

62  SziLas 2017b, 40.
63  REMENYI et al. 2006, 166—180.

847



Nora SzaBo

refuse pits across the entire settlement. Casting moulds were found at both sites, indicating some
engagement with metalworking, though this is less clearly demonstrated at Kiralyok utja due to
the limited number of related finds. The increase in bronze artefacts corresponds to the general de-
velopment of the Late Bronze Age and may also reflect differences in site function and hierarchical
position. While metalworking in the Middle Bronze Age is typically associated with fortified or
tell-type settlements,* in the Late Bronze Age its presence may become widespread across various
settlement types.

Based on the two compared sites, assessing the broader cultural relations between distinct regional
groups remains challenging. Although this research focuses on a relatively short period, profound
transformations can be observed in general.© These were strongly influenced by long-distance connec-
tions, the movement of metals and raw materials, and the accompanying circulation of innovations,
people, and knowledge. These processes brought about denser interaction networks, the spread of
innovations, and the movement of people and knowledge.® The connections linked to bronze objects
may have allowed social and economic systems to become more interconnected and widespread.”’

The Vatya groups expressed their shared identity not only through a homogeneous ceramic style but
also through an extensive and structured settlement network. The long-lived tells® and, by the end of
the period, the emergence of numerous large, one-layered settlements® both illustrate the enduring
importance of traditional gathering places’ and the cohesion of extended, cohabiting groups. Settle-
ments often established in strategically significant locations defined the key zones of communica-
tion and interaction within this network. Such a complex, multi-tiered hierarchical system implies a
well-organised social structure, in which each settlement’s position and function formed part of the
broader whole—mirroring the internal functional zoning observed within individual sites.”

This organised system of intra- and inter-settlement relationships extended beyond the boundaries
of the Vatya culture, persisting throughout the Carpathian Basin and much of Europe, albeit with
regional variations in its expression.”” At the Kiralyok utja settlement, elements of the Tumulus Cul-
ture appear alongside Vatya-style ceramics—a pattern observable at several other sites as well.” The
coexistence of these two ceramic traditions, even if temporary, is now unequivocal. The Koszider
period, representing both the most dynamic phase of Middle Bronze Age material culture and the
formative stage of the Late Bronze Age, can thus be seen as an extended and transformative era—
clearly reflected in the two sites studied here.

64 A phenomenon that may be associated with metalworking is known from the site of Lovasberény-
Mihalyvar (PETRES - BANDI 1969; BONA 1992b) however, the theory is questionable: GAVAN 2012; GAVAN
2020; JAEGER 2016, 82.

65 MozsoLics 1957; BONA 1958; KovAcs 1966; HANSEL 1968; KEMENCZEI 1968; BONA 1975; HARDING 2000;
BLiSCHKE 2002; DAvID 2002; PoroszrAl — Vicze 2000; REMENYI 2003; REMENYI 2005; REMENYI 2012;
P. FiscHL et al. 2013.

66  KRISTIANSEN 2017, 154.
67  KRISTIANSEN 2017, 180.
68  MEIER-ARENDT 1992.

69  REPISZKY 2004; OTTOMANYI 2005; PAP et al. 2008; EARLE et al. 2014; SZEVERENYI — Kiss 2018, 45; SZEVE-
RENYI et al. 2020, 366; SzILAS et al. 2020; SzABO 2023a.

70  GOGALTAN 2005, 41, Fig. 1; GOGALTAN 2008, 44-45, 53; GOGALTAN 2012; NEMES NAGY 2017, 12; KIENLIN
2020.

71  KNEISEL et al. 2008, 156; JAEGER 2009, 394; KNEISEL — MULLER 2011, 305, Abb. 8; P. FiscHL et al. 2012;
P. Fiscur — KIENLIN 2013, 10, 20; 26; GAUSS et al. 2013; SzaBO 2018; FURHOLT 2020; KIENLIN 2022, 261-263;
SzABO 2023a.

72 P.FiscHL et al. 2012; DANI et al. 2019; SzABO 2023a.
73 V. SzABO 1999, 62, 95-97; VIiczE 2011.
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During this time, Tumulus-style finds appear in both settlements and cemeteries, sometimes merg-
ing with, and at other times diverging from, Middle Bronze Age traditions.”” The spread of the Tu-
mulus Culture across the Carpathian Basin represents a supra-regional phenomenon, encompassing
diverse local expressions. The homogenisation of ideological frameworks marked a sharp contrast
with the earlier Middle Bronze Age, which, though unified on a regional level, exhibited a more
mosaic-like structure overall.” This process of unification had already begun during the Koszider
period through increasingly frequent interactions among Middle Bronze Age cultural groups.

Following the stable and relatively closed development of the Middle Bronze Age, a far more di-
verse ceramic spectrum emerges, reflecting greater flexibility and openness toward both neigh-
bouring and distant cultural influences—a tendency clearly visible at Rakoscsaba-Majorhegy, where
the higher frequency of Litzen pottery types stands out. This points to an internal social drive for
change. Such receptiveness to transformation, apparent across multiple spheres of life, raises im-
portant questions concerning settlement patterns. Although Tumulus groups were aware of, and
occasionally occupied, strategically located Middle Bronze Age sites—such as Kiralyok atja—they
did not reuse them long-term, suggesting a conscious break from earlier traditions.

By the Late Bronze Age, the hierarchical complexity of settlement systems had diminished, though
large settlements persisted.” In this formative phase, attempts were made—at least on a regional
scale—to maintain major, potentially central settlements, yet the degree of communication and co-
operation among them remains uncertain. The abandonment of earlier settlement locations cannot
be explained solely by political tensions, as overlaps in material culture, particularly ceramics, are
still evident. Nonetheless, given the extent of these transformations, it is questionable whether the
transition was entirely peaceful or cooperative—though this does not necessarily imply widespread
conflict. What is clear is that new, previously unoccupied areas were selected for settlement.

This shift is also reflected in reduced storage capacity during the Late Bronze Age, suggesting a decline
in the accumulation of surplus goods. Although technological knowledge and subsistence practices
from the earlier period were likely still known, they were no longer applied in the same way. The latter
can partly be explained by the transformation of climatic conditions;”” however, changes in social ide-
ologies may also have played a significant role in the emergence of a new mode of subsistence distinct
from the earlier one. The transformation of everyday subsistence practices implies new goals and
norms of social organisation—changes that, extending beyond local contexts, may have fundamentally
reshaped how communities across entire regions conceptualised their world.

References
BANDI, G. 1960: El6zetes jelentés a Sarbogard-Cifrabolondvaron végzett 1959. évi asatasrol (Vorbericht iiber
die Ausgrabungen des Jahres 1959 in Sarbogard-Cifrabolondvaron). Alba Regia 1, 149-153.

BENDER, B. 1993: Introduction: Landscape—meaning and action. In: Bender, B. (ed.): Landscape: Politics and
perspectives. Oxford, 1-17. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003575269-1

BINFORD, L. R. 1981: Bones: Ancient Men and Modern Myths. New York.

BINFORD, L. R. 1982: The archaeology of place. Journal of Anthropological Archaeology. 1:1, 5-31. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/0278-4165(82)90006-X

BLISCHKE, J. 2002: Grdberfelder als Spiegel der historischen Entwicklung wihrend der Mittleren Bronzezeit im
Mittleren Donaugebiet. Universitatsforschungen zur prahistorischen Archiologie 80. Bonn.

74  E.g., VICZE 2011; DUFFY et al. 2019, 64.

75  KRISTIANSEN 1998; MAKAROWICZ 2017, 130.

76  EGRY 2002, 9; SziLas 2007, 156; HORVATH et al. 2001, 115-127; SANTA 2011.
77  GYULAI 1993, 17; DEMENY et al. 2010; SZILAS et al. 2023.

849


https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003575269-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0278-4165(82)90006-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0278-4165(82)90006-X

Nora SzaBo

Bopu, P. 1996: Les chasseurs magdaléniens de Pincevent: quelques aspects de leurs comportements (The Mag-
dalenian hunters of Pincevent: Aspects of their behaviour). Lithic Technology 21, 48-70. https://doi.org/
10.1080/01977261.1996.11754384

BonNa, 1. 1958: Chronologie der Hortfunde vom Koszider-Typus. Acta Archaeologica Academiae Scientiarum
Hungaricae 9, 211-243.

BONaA, L. 1975: Die mittlere Bronzezeit Ungarns und ihre siidostliche Beziehungen. Archaeologia Hungarica 49.
Budapest.

BonNa, L. 1992a: Bronzezeitliche Tell-Kulturen in Ungarn. In: Meier-Arendt, W. (ed.): Bronzezeit in Ungarn.
Forschungen in Tell-Siedlungen an Donau und Theiss. Frankfurt am Main, 9-42.

Bona, L. 1992b: Bronzeguss und Metallbearbeitung bis zum Ende der Mittlere Bronzezeit. In: Meier—Arendt,
W. (ed.): Bronzezeit in Ungarn. Forschungen in Tell-Siedlungen an Donau und Theiss. Frankfurt am Main,
48-65.

BoNa, L. - NovAkr, Gy. 1982: Alpar bronzkori és Arpad-kori véra (Alpar, eine bronzezeitliche und mittelalter-
liche Burg). Cumania. A Bacs-Kiskun Megyei Mizeumok Kozleményei 7, 17-164.

CHAPMAN, J. 1989: The early Balkan village. In: B6konyi, S. (ed.): Neolithic of Southeastern Europe and its Near
Eastern Connections. Varia Archaeologica Hungarica 2. Budapest, 33-53.

CHILDE, G. V. 1929: The Danube in Prehistory. Oxford.

Cs1pPAN, P. 2012: Oskori telepiilések kulturalis okologiai és zooarchaeoldgiai vizsgalata. A késé rézkori haz-
tartasok és a konyhahulladék kapcsolata (Cultural ecological and zooarchaeological research of prehis-
toric settlements. The connections between the late Copper Age households and the household rub-
bish). PhD Dissertation, ELTE E6tvos Lorand University, Budapest.

Cs1pPAN, P. 2019: Allattartok a neolitikumtol a késé bronzkorig: Esettanulmany Budapest XVII. keriilet Rakosc-
saba-Major-hegy Dél lel6hely allatcsontleletei kapcsan (Animal Keepers from the Neolithic to the Late
Bronz Age: A Case Study from the Multiperiod Arhcaeological Site of Budapest XVII. Rakoscsaba-Ma-
jor-hegy Dél [Hungary]). Archaeologiai Ertesit6 144, 219-246. https://doi.org/10.1556/0208.2019.144.10

DanN, J. - P. FiscHL, K. - Kiss, V. - KULcsAR, G. — SZEVERENYI, V. 2019: Dividing space, dividing society:
Fortified settlements in the Carpathian Basin (c. 2300-1500 BC). In: Meller, H. — Friedrich, S. - Kiif3ner,
M. - Stauble, H. - Risch, R. (eds): Siedlungsarchdologie des Endneolithikums und der frithen Bronzezezeit
— Late Neolithic and Early Bronze Age Settlement Archaeology. 11. Mitteldeutscher Archdologentag vom
18. bis 20. Oktober 2018 in Halle (Saale). Tagungen des Landesmuseums fiir Vorgeschichte Halle 20. Halle
(Saale), 851-868.

Davip, W. 2002: Studien zu Ornamentik und Datierung der bronzezeiutlichen Depotfundgruppe Hajdusamson—
Apa-Ighiel-Zajta. Bibliotheca Musei Apulensis 18. Alba Iulia.

DEMENY, A. — SCHOLL-BARNA, G. — SIKLOSY, Z. — BONDAR, M. — SUMEGI, P. — SERLEGI, G. — FABIAN, Sz. —
Forizs, 1. 2010: Az elmult 6tezer év éghajlatvaltozasi eseményei a Karpat-medencében és tarsadalmi
hatasaik. ,Klima 21 Fiizetek 59, 82—94.

DOVENYI, Z. 2010: Magyarorszag kistajainak katasztere 2. Budapest.

DuFry, P. - PARDITKA, Gy. M. — GIBLIN, J. I. — Paja, L. 2019: The problem with tells: Lessons learned from
absolute dating of Bronze Age mortuary ceramics in Hungary. Antiquity 93:367, 63-79. https://doi.
org/10.15184/aqy.2018.179

Earig, T. K. — Kiss, V. — KuLcsAR, G. — SzeveERENYI, V. - PoLANYI, T. — CZEBRESZUK, J. - JAEGER, M.—
PospPiEszNY, L. 2012: Bronze Age Landscapes in the Benta Valley. Research on the Hinterland of Bronze
Age Centres. Hungarian Archaeology 1:4, 1-4.

EARLE, T. — KULCSAR, G. — Kiss, V. — SERLEGI, G. — SZEVERENYI V. 2014: Recent Results from the Bronze Age
Research into the Benta Valley. Hungarian Archaeology 3:2, 1-5.

EGRy, L. 2002: Kora halomsiros nép telepiilése Kény-Barbacsi toparton (Die Siedlung eines Volkes mit frithen
Hiigelgaber-Kultur in Kony am Ufer des Barbacser Teichs). Arrabona 40, 9-32.

FABREGA-ALVAREZ, P. - PARCERO-OUBINA, C. 2019: Now you see me. An assessment of the visual recognition
and control of individuals in archaeological landscapes. Journal of Archaeological Science 104, 56-74.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jas.2019.02.002

850


https://doi.org/10.1080/01977261.1996.11754384
https://doi.org/10.1080/01977261.1996.11754384
https://doi.org/10.1556/0208.2019.144.10
https://doi.org/10.15184/aqy.2018.179
https://doi.org/10.15184/aqy.2018.179
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jas.2019.02.002

Change and transformation during the transition from the Middle to the Late Bronze Age...

P. FiscHr, K. - KIENLIN, T. 2013: Results of a Systeatic Survey Programme on the Hatvan Sites of Em6d-Nagy-
halom and Tard-Tatardomb in Northern Hungary. Acta Archaeologica Academiae Scientiarum Hungari-
cae 64:1, 5-32. https://doi.org/10.1556/AArch.64.2013.1.1

P. F1scHL, K. - Kiss, V. - KULCSAR, G. 1999: Kora és k6zéps6 bronzkori telepiilés Baks-Homokbanya (Csongrad
megye) leldhelyen (Frith- und mittelbronzezeitliche Siedlungen auf dem Fundort Baks-homokbanya
(Komitat Csongrad)). A Méra Ferenc Miizeum Evkényve — Studia Archaeologia 5, 77-190.

P. FiscHL, K. - KiENLIN, T. - SERES, N. 2012: Bronzezeitliche (RBA1-2) Siedlungsforchungen auf der Borsoder
Ebene und im Biikk-Gebringe. Uberblick und neue Ergebnisse. A Herman Ott6 Miizeum Evkonyve 51,
23—-43.

P. FiscHL, K. — Kiss, V. - KULCSAR, G. — SZEVERENYI, V. 2013: Transformation in the Carpathian Basin around
1600 B.C. In: Meller, H. — Bertemes, F. — Bork, H.-R. — Risch R. (eds): 1600 — Kultureller Umbruch im
Schatten des Thera- Ausbruchs? — 1600 — Cultural change in the shadow of the Thera- Eruption? 4. Mittel-
deutscher Archdologentag com 14. bis 6. Oktorber 2011 in Halle (Saale). Tagungen des Landesmuseums fiir
Vorgeschichte Halle (Saale) 9. Halle (Saale), 355-371.

FLANNERY, K. V. 1976: The Early Mesoamerican Village. Studies in Archaeology. New York—San Francisco—
London.

FortiNy, I. 1957: A halomsiros és lausitzi kultira nyomai Szeged kornyékén. Régészeti Fuizetek 4. Budapest.

FurHoLT, M. 2020: Social Worlds and Communities of Practice: A polythetic culture model for 3rd millennium
BC Europe in the light of current migration debates. Préhistoires Méditerranéennes 8, 1-24. https://doi.
org/10.4000/pm.2383

lithic landscape in the Micro-region of Polgar Island). In: Téth, F. M. - Szilas, G. — Anders, A. - Kalla, G.
- Kiss, V. - Kulcsar, G. — Mester, Zs. (eds): MQMOX XI. Oskoros Kutatok Osszejovetele: Kornyezet és ember
— Meeting of Researchers of Prehistory: Environment and Humans. Osrégészeti Tanulményok — Prehistoric
Studies 3. Budapest, 49-65. https://doi.org/10.21862/momosz11.04

GAUDZINSKI WINDHEUSER, S. — JORIs, O. — SENSBURG, M. (eds) 2011: Site-internal spatial organization of hunt-
er-gatherer societies: case studies from the european Palaeolithic and Mesolithic. Mainz.

GAuss, R. — BATORA, J. - NowAczINskI, E. — RassMANN, K. — SCHUKRAFT, G. 2013: The Early Bronze Age
settlemenet of Fidvar, Vrable (Slovakia): Reconstructing prehistoric settlement patterns using portable
XREF. Journal of Archaeological Science, 2942—2960. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jas.2013.01.029

GAVAN, A. 2012: Metallurgy and Bronze Age Tell-Settlements from Western Romania (I). Ephemeris Napocen-
sis 22, 57-90.

GAVAN, A. 2020: Metalworking as a Craft in Bronze Age Europe: The Organization of Metal Production With-
in Tell Settlements in the Carpathian Basin. In: Blum, S. W. E. - Efe, T. - Kienlin, T. L. — Pernicka, E.
(eds): From Past to Present. Studies in Memory of Manfred O. Korfmann. Studia Troica Monographien 11.
Bonn, 459-484.

GogGALTAN, F. 2005: Der Beginn der bronzezeitlichen Tellsiedlungen im Karpatenbecken: Chronologische
Probleme 1. In: Horejs, B. - Jung, R. — Kaiser, E. (eds): Interpretationsraum Bronzezeit. Universitatsfor-
schungen zur prahistorischen Archéologie 121. Bonn, 161-179.

GoOGALTAN, F. 2008: Fortified Bronz Age Tell settlement in the Carpathian Basin. A general overview. In: Cze-
breszuk, J. - Kadrow, S. — Miiller, J. (eds): Defensive Structures from Central Europe to the Aegean in the
3rd and 2nd millenia BC. Studien zur Archéologie in Ostmitteleuropa 5. Poznan-Bonn, 39-56.

GoGALTAN, F. 2012: Ritual Aspects of the Bronze Age Tell-Settlements in the Carpathian Basin. Ephemeris
Napocensis 22, 7-56.

GyuLrary F. 1993: Enviroment and Agriculture in Bronze Age Hungary. Archaeolingua Series Minor 4. Budapest.
HAMPEL, J. 1902: A nemzeti mizeumi régiségtar gyarapodasa 1902-ben. Archaeologiai Ertesit6 22, 419-448.

HANSEL, B. 1968: Beitrdge zur Cronologie der mittleren Bronzezeit im Karpatenbecken I-II. Beitrége zur Ur- und
Frithgeschichten Archédologie des Mittelmeer-Kulturraumes 8. Bonn.

HARDING, A. F. 2000: European Societies in the Bronze Age. Cambridge World Archaeology. Cambridge. https://
doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511605901

851


https://doi.org/10.1556/AArch.64.2013.1.1
https://doi.org/10.4000/pm.2383
https://doi.org/10.4000/pm.2383
https://doi.org/10.21862/momosz11.04
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jas.2013.01.029
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511605901
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511605901

Nora SzaBo

Haug, A. — KAPPEL, L. — MULLER, J. (eds) 2018: PAST LANDSCAPES. The Dynamics of Interaction between So-
ciety, Landscape, and Culture. Leiden. https://doi.org/10.59641/h71684aj

Hirsch, E. - O'HANLON, M. (eds) 1995: The Anthropology of Landscape: Perspectives on Place and Space. Ox-
ford-New York. https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780198278801.001.0001

HODDER, 1. 1978: The Spatial Organisation of Culture. London.

HorvATH, L. A. — Sziras, G. — ENDRODI, A. — HORVATH, A. — HOrVATH, M. A. 2001: Oskori telepek és sirok
feltarasa Dunakeszi hataraban (Excavation of prehistoric settlements and graves in Dunakeszi). Aquin-
cumi fiizetek 7, 115-127.

JAEGER, M. 2009: Social Archaeology or Archaeology of Elites? Some Remarks on an Erly Bronze Age Grave
from Bruszczewo. In: Kienlin, T. L. - Zimmermann, A. (eds): Beyond Elites. Alternatives to Hierarchical
Systems in Modelling Social Formations. International Conference at the Ruhr-Universitdt Bochum, Germa-
ny. October 22—24. Universitatsforschungen zur prahistorischen Archéologie 215. Bonn, 393-402.

JAEGER, M. 2016: Bronze Age fortified settlements in Central Europe. Studien zur Archéologie in Ostmitteleu-
ropa 17. Poznan-Bonn.

JAEGER, M. — KULCSAR, G. 2013: Kakucs-Balla domb. A case study in the absolute and relative chronology
of the Vatya culture. Acta Archaeologica Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 64:2, 289-320. https://doi.
0rg/10.1556/AArch.64.2013.2.2

Karira, G. 2015: A nagyméretl 6babiléoni maganhaztartasok mint termelési és elosztasi egységek. In: Bacs, T.
- Dezs6, T. - Vér, A. (eds): Aegyptiaca et Assyriaca. Antiqua et Orientalia 5. Budapest, 213-228.

KELLy, R. L. 2011: Why Did Binford’s Middle-Range Program Outcompete Schiffer’s Formation Process Pro-
gram? Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory, 284—290. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10816-011-9111-6

KeMENCZEL T. 1968: Adatok a Karpat-medencei halomsiros kultira vandorlasanak kérdéseihez (Beitrage zur
Wanderung der Hiigelgriberkultur im Karpatenbecken). Archaeologiai Ertesits 95, 159-187.

KENT, S. (ed.) 1984: Analyzing Activity Areas: An Ethnoarchaeological Study of the Use of Space. Albuquerque.

Kienuin, T. L. 2020: Social Life on Bronze Age Tells. Outline of a Practice-oriented Approach. In: Blan-
co-Gonzalez, A. — Kienlin, T. L. (eds): Current Approaches to Tells in the Prehistoric Old World. Oxford-
Philadelphia, 173-188. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv13pk5j9.14

KienLIN, T. L. 2022: The Tell Plenum of Practices. A Case Study from Early Bronze Age North-Eastern Hun-
gary. In: Kienlin, T. L. — Bulimann, R. (eds): Sociality — Materiality — Practice. Sozialitdt — Materialitdt
— Praxis. Universitatsforschungen zur prahistorischen Archiologie 377. Bonn, 225-266.

Knapp, B. A. — AsHMORE, W. 1999: Archaeological Landscapes: Constructed, Conceptualized, Ideational. In:
Ashmore, E. — Knapp, A. B. (eds): Archaeologies of Landscape: Contemporary Perspectives. Oxford, 1-30.

KNEISEL, . — Bork, H. R. — CZEBRESZUK, J. - DORFLER, W. — GROOTES, P. — HaAs, J. N. - UWE HEUSSNER, K.
— HILDEBRANDT RADKE, 1. — KroLL, H. — MULLER, J. - WAHLMULLER, N. - WAzNY, T. 2008: Bruszczewo
Early Bronze Defensive Settlement in Wielkopolska. Metallurgy, peat zone, finds and changes in the en-
vironment. In: Czebreszuk, J. - Kadrow, S. — Miiller, J. (eds): Defensive Structures from Central Europe to
the Aegean in the 3rd and 2nd millenia BC. Studien zur Archéologie in Ostmitteleuropa 5. Poznari-Bonn,
155-170.

KNEISEL, J. - MULLER, J. 2011: Produktion, Distribution, Konsumption und die formation sozialer Unterschiede
in frithbronzezeitlichen Gesellschaften Mitteleuropas. In: Hansen, S. — Miiller, J. (eds): Sozialarchdolo-
gische Perspektiven: Gesellschaftlicher Wandel 5000-1500 v. Chr. zwischen Atlantik und Kaukasus. Interna-
tionale Tagung in Kiel 15.—18. Oktober 2007 in Kiel. Archiologie in Eurasien 24. Berlin, 295-324.

KovAcs, T. 1963: Jelentés az Aba-Belsébarana-bolondvaron végzett 1960. évi asatasrdl (Report on the excava-
tions carried out on the Bolondvar at Aba-Belsébarand in 1960). Alba Regia 2-3, 131-135.

Kovacs, T. 1965: A halomsiros kultuira leletei Bagon (Finds of the Tumulus Culture at Bag). Folia Archaeologia
17, 65—-84.

Kovacs, T. 1966: A Halomsiros-kulttra leletei az Eszak-Alf6ldon (Die Funde der Hiigelgraberkultur). Archae-
ologiai Ertesit6 93, 159-199.

Készeay, F. 1973: Adatok Zuglo 6skori telepiiléstorténetéhez (Data to the history of prehistoric settlements in
Zugld). Budapest Régiségei 23, 9-38.

852


https://doi.org/10.59641/h7l684aj
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198278801.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1556/AArch.64.2013.2.2
https://doi.org/10.1556/AArch.64.2013.2.2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10816-011-9111-6
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv13pk5j9.14

Change and transformation during the transition from the Middle to the Late Bronze Age...

KRrisTIANSEN, K. 1998: Europe before history. Cambridge.

KRrisTIANSEN, K. 2017: Interpreting Bronze Age Trade and Migration. In: Kiriatzi, E. — Knappett, C. (eds): Hu-
man Mobility and Technological Transfer in The Prehistoric Mediterranean. Cambridge, 154—181. https://
doi.org/10.1017/9781316536063.011

Kusinyy, F. 1861: Magyarorszagban talalt k6- és bronzkori régiségek. Archaeologiai Kozlemények 2, 81-113.

Ktctkkaraca, E. - COLUNGE, R. (eds) 2010: Landscapes and Human Development: The Contribution of Eu-
ropean Archaeology. Proceedings of the International Workshop “Socio Environmental Dynamics over the
Last 12 000 Years: The Creation of Landscapes (1st - 4th April 2009)”. Universititsforschungen zur préhis-
torischen Archéologie 191. Bonn—Kiel.

KVETINA, P. 2010: The Spatial Analysis of Non-Cermaic Refuse from the Neolithic Site at Bylany, Czech Re-
public. European Journal of Archaeology 13, 336-367. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461957110386673

MAKAROWICZ, P. 2017: The birth of a new world. Barrows, warriors, and metallurgists (1600-1200/1100 BC).
In: Urbanczyk, P. (ed.): THE PAST SOCIETIES. Polish lands from the first evidence of human presence to
the Early Middle Ages, Vol. 3. Warszawa, 127-186.

Maur, P. 2020: A halomsiros id6szak a Kelet-Dunantiilon. PhD Dissertation, ELTE E6tvos Lorand University,
Budapest. https://doi.org/10.15476/ELTE.2020.018

MEIER-ARENDT, W. (ed.) 1992: Bronzezeit in Ungarn. Forschungen in Tell- Siedlungen an Donau und Theiss.
Frankfurt am Main-Budapest.

MESTER, Zs. 2013: “Haztartasrégészet” a paleolitikumbdl nézve (“Household archaeology”: A view from the
Palaeolithic). In: Vicze, M. (eds): MQMOX VIL Oskoros Kutatok VIL Osszejovetele 2011. marcius 16—18.
Szazhalombatta, Matrica Miizeum. Osrégészeti Levelek — Prehistoric Newsletter 13. Budapest, 37-60.

MESTERHAZY, G. 2018: Legkisebb koltségii uthalozatok modellezése sikvidéki kornyezetben a neolitikumtol a
kozépkorig (Least-cost path networks from the Neolithic to the Middle Ages in lowlands). Communica-
tiones Archaeologicae Hungariae, 173-192. https://doi.org/10.54640/CAH.2017.173

MEszARos, R. 1994: A telepiilés térbelisége. Szeged.
Miske, K. 1898: Ujabb leletek Lovas-Berényben. Archaeologiai Ertesit6 18, 317-333.

Mozsouics, A. 1957: Archéologische Beitrage zur Geschichte der Grossen Wanderung. Acta Archaeologica
Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 8, 119-156.

Nagy, G. 1904: Budapest és vidéke az 6skorban. Budapest Régiségei 8, 87-157.

L. NaGy, M. 2005: Kés6 bronzkori teleptilés Nyirlugos hataraban (Spitbronzezeitliche Siedlung in der Ge-
markung von Nyirlugos). A nyiregyhézi Jésa Andrdas Miizeum Evkényve 47, 63-105.

L. NaGy, M. 2007: Kés6 bronzkori telepiilésrészlet Nyiregyhazan (Spatbronzezeitlicher Siedlungsteil in Nyir-
egyhaza). A nyiregyhazi J6sa Andras Mizeum Evkonyve 49, 121-154.

NEMEs NAGY, J. 2009: Terek, helyek, régiok. A regionalis tudomany alapjai. Budapest.

NEeMES NAGy, J. 2017: Tér, figgés, kohézid, haldzatok (Space, dependence, cohesion, networks). Teriileti Statisz-
tika 57:1, 3-23. https://doi.org/10.15196/TS570101

NovAki, Gy. 1952: Fejér megye 6skori foldvarai. Archaeologiai Ertesité 79, 3-19.
NovAki, Gy. 1963: A magyarorszagi foldvarkutatas torténete. Régészeti Fiizetek 1I/12. Budapest.

OrToMANYI, K. 2005: Erd, Hosszu foldek. In: Kisfaludi, J. (ed.): Régészeti Kutatasok Magyarorszagon 2004 —
Archaeological Investigations in Hungary 2004. Budapest, 212-213.

Pap, D. A. — BERNERT, Z. — EVINGER, S. - TéTH, G. — GYENIS, G. 2008: Erd-Hosszafoldek kozépsé bronzkori
lel6hely embertani anyaga (The skeletal material of the Erd-Hosszufoldek site from the Middle Bronze
Age). Anthropologiai kézlemények 49, 21-34.

PEARSON, P. M. — RicHARDs, C. 1994: Ordering the world: Perceptions of Architecture, space and time. In:
Pearson, P. M. — Richards, C. (eds): Architecture and Order. Approaches to Social Space Material Cultures.
London, 1-37. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203401484_chapter_1

PETRES, E. — BANDI, G. 1969: Asatas Lovasberény-Mihalyvaron (Excavations at Lovasberény-Mihélyvar).
Archaeologiai Ertesits 96, 170-177.

853


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316536063.011
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316536063.011
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461957110386673
https://doi.org/10.15476/ELTE.2020.018
https://doi.org/10.54640/CAH.2017.173
https://doi.org/10.15196/TS570101
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203401484_chapter_1

Nora SzaBo

Poroszral, L. 1993: Szazhalombatta bronzkori torténete. In.: Poroszlai, I. (ed.): 4000 év a 100 halom varosaban.
Fejezetek Szazhalombatta torténetébil. Szazhalombatta, 9-22.

PoroszraL I. 1996: Asatasok szazhalombattai bronzkori foldvarban (1989-1993). In: Poroszlai, I. (ed.): Asatdsok
Szazhalombattan 1989-1995 — Excavations at Szazhalombatta 1989—1995. Szazhalombatta, 5-15.

Poroszral, I. — Viczg, M. 2000: Szazhalombatta Archaeological Expedition — SAX. Annual Report 1 — Field Sea-
son 1998 Emergence of European Communities Archaeological Research Report. Szazhalombatta.

Raczky, P. — ALEXANDRA, A. 2010: Activity loci and data for spatial division at a Late Neolithic site-complex
(Polgar-Csészhalom: a case study). In: Hansen, S. (ed.): Leben auf dem Tell als soziale Praxis. Beitrdge des
Internationalen Symposiums in Berlin vom 26.—-27. Februar 2007. Kolloquien zur Vor- und Frithgeschichte
14. Bonn, 143-163.

REMENYI, L. 2003: Megjegyzések a Karpat-medence kozépsé bronzkori ,viragkoranak” kérdéséhez (Remarks
of the Middle Bronze Age “prosperity” in the Carpatian Basin). Osrégészeti Levelek — Prehistoric News-
letters 5, 51-64.

ReMENYI, L. 2005: The Golden Age of the Carpathian Basin and the Warrior. In: Hjorungdal, T. (ed.): Gender
Locales and Local Genders in Archaeology. British Archaeological Reports — International Series 1425.
Oxford, 1-11.

ReEMENYI, L. 2012: The Defensive Settlements of the Vatya Culture and the Central European Bronze Age
Exchange System. In: Jaeger, M. — Czebreszuk, J. — P. Fischl, K. (eds): Enclosed Space — Open Society:
Contact and Exchange in the Context of Bronze Age Defensive Settlements in Central Europe. Studien zur
Archiologie in Ostmitteleuropa 9. Poznan-Bonn, 275-286.

ReEMENTYI, L. — ENDRODI, A. - MARAZ, B. — M. VIRAG, Zs. 2006: Régészeti kutatasok az M0-as korgy(irt K-i
szektoranak nyomvonalan (Archaeological investigations in the eastern sector of the M0 highway ring).
Aquincumi Fiizetek 12, 166-180.

Rep1szky, T. 2004: Budajend, Hegyi-szantok. In: Kisfaludi, J. (ed.): Régészeti Kutatasok Magyarorszagon 2002 —
Archaeological Investigations in Hungary 2002. Budapest, 184.

RICHTER, J. 2001: For Lack of a Wise Old Man? Late Neanderthal Landuse Patterns in the Altmiihl River Valley,
Bavaria. In: Conard, N. J. - Delagnes, A. (ed.): Settlement dynamics of the Middle Paleolithic and Middle
Stone Age. Tiibingen, 205-219.

ROMER, F. 1866: Miirégészeti kalauz kiilonos tekintettel Magyarorszagra 1. Oskori miirégészet. Budapest.
ROMER, F. 1871: Egyveleg. Archaeologiai Ertesits 5, 250-252.
ROMER, F. 1872: Egyveleg. Archaeologiai Ertesit6 6, 88-92.

SALISBURY, R. B. 2017: Links in the chain: evidence for crafting and activity areas in late prehistoric cultural
soilscapes. In: Gorgues, A. — Rebay-Salisbury, K. — Salisbury, R. B. (eds): Material Chains in Late Pre-
historic Europe and the Mediterranean, Time, Space and Technologies of Production. Ausonius Editions,
Memoires 48. Bordeaux, 47-66.

SANTA, G. 2004: A halomsiros kultira leletei Zakanyszék hataraban (Die Funde der Hugelgraberkultur in der
Gemarkung von Zakanyszék). A Méra Ferenc Mizeum Evkényve 10, 53-80.

SANTA, G. 2011: Domaszék-Borcsok-tanya (Halomsiros telepiilés) komplex, régészeti, kornyezetrégészeti és ar-
chaeometriai elemzése, PhD Dissertation, University of Szeged, Szeged.

SANTA, G. 2015: A halomsiros kultira gazdag temetkezése Asotthalom hatarabol (A rich cremation burial of
the Tumulus Grave culture from Asotthalom). (jsrégészeti Levelek — Prehistoric Newsletters 14, 69-83.

ScHIFFER, M. B. 1983: Towards the Identification of Formation Processes. American Antiqity 48, 675—706.
https://doi.org/10.2307/279771

SNEAD, J. E. — EricksoN, C. L. — DARLING, J. A. 2009: Making human space: The archaeology of trails, paths,
and roads. In: Snead, J. E. — Erickson, C. L. — Darling, J. A. (eds): Landscapes of Movement: Trails, Paths,
and Roads in Anthropological Perspective. Pennsylvania, 1-19. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt3thjb3.7

Souvarzi, S. G. 2008: A Social Archaeology of Households in Neolithic Greece. An Anthropological Approach.
Cambridge.

STANTUK, R. 2020: Tradition and Practice. Study on Pottery, Chronology and Social Dynamic of the Hungarian
Bronze Age. Studien zur Archiologie in Ostmitteleuropa 19. Bonn.

854


https://doi.org/10.2307/279771
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt3fhjb3.7

Change and transformation during the transition from the Middle to the Late Bronze Age...

V. SzABO, G. 1999: A bronzkor Csongrad megyében (Die Bronzezeit im Komitat Csongad). Miizeumi Fiizetek
— Csongrad 2, 51-117.

SzaBO, N. 2018: Budajend, Hegyi-szantok kozépsé bronzkori telepiilésének vizsgalata. MA Thesis, ELTE E6tvos
Lorand University, Budapest.

SzaBO, N. 2023a: Pozicid és funkcio. Egy kozépsé bronzkori telepiilés kiils6 és belsé hatarainak vizsgalata
(Position and Function: Examination of the External and Internal Boundaries of a Middle Bronze Age
Settlement). In: Téth, F. M. — Szilas, G. — Anders, A. — Kalla, G. - Kiss, V. — Kulcsar, G. — Mester, Zs. (eds):
MOMOX. XI. Oskoros Kutatok Osszejovetele: Kornyezet és ember — Meeting of Researchers of Prehistory:
Environment and Humans. Osrégészeti Tanulmanyok — Prehistoric Studies 3. Budapest, 93-104. https://
doi.org/10.21862/momosz11.08

SzaB6, N. 2023b: From Vessel to Community. Possibilities of investigating the function of a special Bronze
Age vessel type. Hungarian Archaeology 12:1 1-9. https://doi.org/10.36338/ha.2023.1.1

SzaBO, N. 2024: Valtozas és atalakulas a kozépsé és késd bronzkor atmeneti idészakaban a Duna f6varosi sza-
kasza mentén — Telepiilésszerkezeti elemzések a Vatya IlI-Koszider periddus és a korai halomsiros idészak
néhany lel6helye alapjan. PhD Dissertation, ELTE E6tvos Lorand University, Budapest.

SzEVERENYI, V. — Hajpu, T. - MARCsIK, A. — Kiss, V. 2020: Sacrifice, warfare, or burial? Middle Bronze Age
‘mass graves’ from Erd and Makd, Hungary. In: Meller, H. — Risch, R. — Alt, K. W. — Bertemes, F. — Micd, R.
(eds): Rituelle Gewalt-Rituale der Gewalt — Ritual Violence—Rituals of Violence. 12. Mitteldeutscher
Archdologentagvom 1o. bis 12. Oktober 2019 in Halle (Saale). Tagungen des Landesmuseums fiir Vorges-
chichte Halle (Saale) 20. Halle (Saale), 361-378.

SZEVERENYI, V. — Kiss, V. 2018: Material evidence of warfare in Early and Middle Bronze Age Hungary. In:
Fernandez-Gotz, M. — Roymans, N. (eds): Conflict Archaeology: Materialities of Collective Violence from
Prehistory to Late Antiquity. London-New York, 37-49. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315144771-4

Sziras, G. 2007: A bronzkor emlékei Pest megyében. In: Fancsalszky, G. (ed.): Pest megye monografidja Vol.
I:1. Budapest.

Szivas, G. 2017a: Ujabb régészeti kutatasok az 6budai Duna-part Piinkdsdfiird6tsl délre esé szakaszan (New
archaeological research on the Danube bank in Obuda, south of Piinkosdfiirds). Aquincumi Fiizetek 23,
50-59.

SziLas, G. 2017b: K6zépsd bronzkori kincslelet az 6budai Duna-partrol (Middle Bronze Age treasure find from
the Danube Riverbank of Obuda). Budapest Régiségei 50, 39-51.

SziLas, G. — Bupal BarogH, T. - KisjuHAsz, V. — Papp, A. — SzaB6, N. — Hajpu, B. 2020: A stratigraphic
sequence of six thousand years: Preliminary report on the rescue excavation at the site of the former
Obuda Distillery (BUSZESZ). Hungarian Archaeology 9:4, 1-12. https://doi.org/10.36245/mr.2020.4.6

SziLas, G.— ViczIAN, L. - Stpos, Gy. — PALL, D. G. — M. VIRAG, Zs. — REkECzKI, K. 2023: A folydvizi kornye-
zet valtozasanak hatdsa az ¢skori megtelepedésre a Duna mentén: interdiszciplinaris kornyezeti re-
konstrukcié Obuda teriiletén (The Impact of Fluvial Landscape Evolution on Prehistoric Settlement Pat-
terns along the Danube: An Interdisciplinary Environmental Reconstruction in Obuda). In: Téth, F. M.
~ Szilas, G. - Anders, A. - Kalla, G. - Kiss, V. — Kulcsar, G. ~Mester, Zs. (eds): MQMOX XI. Oskoros
Kutatok Osszejovetele: Kornyezet és ember — Meeting of Researchers of Prehistory: Environment and Hu-
mans. Osrégészeti Tanulményok - Prehistoric Studies 3. Budapest, 105-120. https://doi.org/10.21862/
momosz11.09

TiLLEY, C. 1994: A Phenomenology of Landscape: Places, Paths, and Monuments. Oxford.
ToPPING, P. 1997: Neolithic Landscapes. Neolithic Studies Group Seminar Papers 2. Oxford—Philadephia.

TRINGHAM, R. 2000: The Continuous House: A View from the Deep Past. In: Joyce, R. — Gillespie, S. (eds):
Beyond Kinship: Social and Material Reproduction in House Societies. Philadelphia, 115-134. https://doi.
0rg/10.9783/9781512821628-008

TROGMAYER, O. 1975: Das bronzezeitliche Graberfeld bei Tapé. Fontes Archaeologici Hungariae. Budapest.

VAQUERO, M. — CHACON, G. - FERNANDEZ, C. — MARTINEZ, K. - RANDO, J. M. 2001: Intrasite spatial patterning
and transport in the Abric Romani Middle Paleolithic site (Capellades, Barcelona, Spain). In: Conard, N. J.
(ed.): Settlement dynamics of the Middle Paleolithic and Middle Stone Age. Tibingen, 573-595.

855


https://doi.org/10.21862/momosz11.08
https://doi.org/10.21862/momosz11.08
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315144771-4
https://doi.org/10.36245/mr.2020.4.6
https://doi.org/10.21862/momosz11.09
https://doi.org/10.21862/momosz11.09
https://doi.org/10.9783/9781512821628-008
https://doi.org/10.9783/9781512821628-008

Nora SzaBo

Viczg, M. 1992: Baracs-Foldvar. In: Meier-Arendt, W. (ed.): Bronzezeit in Ungarn. Forschungen in Tell Siedlun-
gen an Donau und Theiss. Frankfurt am Main-Budapest, 146—-148.

Viczg, M. 2011: Bronze Age Cemetery at Dunatjvaros-Duna-diil6. Dissertationes Pannonicae IV/1. Budapest.

Viczg, M. - PoroszLAl, 1. - SUMEGL, P. (eds) 2013: Koszider: Hoard, Phase, Period? — Round Table Conference on
the Koszider Problem. Szazhalombatta.

WILK, R. R. - RATH]JE, L. W. 1982: Household Archaeology. The American Behavioral Scientist, 617-639. https://
doi.org/lo.1177/000276482025006003

ZATYKO, Cs. 2023: Tajrégészet: tudomanyterilet, modszer, szemlélet vagy divat? (Landscape Archaeology:
A Discipline, a Method, an Approach or a Trend?). In: Téth, F. M. - Szilas, G. - Anders, A. - Kalla, G. -
Kiss, V. - Kulcsar, G. - Mester, Zs. (eds): MQMOX. XI. Oskoros Kutatok Osszejovetele: Kornyezet és ember —
Meeting of Researchers of Prehistory: Environment and Humans. Osrégészeti Tanulmanyok — Prehistoric
Studies 3. Budapest, 93—-104. https://doi.org/10.21862/momosz11.01

© 2025 The Author(s).

@ ® & | This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons

Attribution-Non Commercial 4.0 International Licence (CC BY-NC 4.0).

856


https://doi.org/10.1177/000276482025006003
https://doi.org/10.1177/000276482025006003
https://doi.org/10.21862/momosz11.01
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/deed.en
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/deed.en

