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Late Bronze Age depot from the foothills
of the Pilis Mountains
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Abstract

The analyzed assemblage was found in 2008 by Gergely Radovics, in the vicinity of Kesztolc (Hungary,
Komarom-Esztergom county). It consists of 107 artefacts (total weight: 12260.31 g) which can be divided
into nine groups based on their function: 1. weapons; 2. utensils; 3. clothing parts; 4. metal vessel; 5. wagon
part; 7. semi-finished products; 8. metallurgical byproducts; 9. unclassifiable objects. The aim of this study is
to give a complete evaluation of the artefacts in question by using the typo-chronological method and
macroscopic observations. In addition, due to the finder’s statement we were able to reconstruct the original

context and re-localize the exact finding place.

Introduction

The study discusses a new Late Bronze Age depot from Kesztolc-Bodzas dilé (Hungary,
Komarom-Esztergom county). The assemblage and one bit were found in 2008 by a local
metal detectorist: Gergely Radovics. Two years later, he generously contributed to their pub-
lication and handled over the depot to Gabor V. Szabé and Gabor Lassanyi. Thereafter these
finds were temporarily stored at the E6tvos Lorand University, Institute of Archaeological
Sciences for the purpose of documentation, restauration and evaluation.! The depot consists
of 107 artefacts (total weight: 12260.31 g) which are classifiable into nine groups on the ba-
sis of their function: 1.) weapons: spears; 2.) utensils: socketed chisel, socketed axes, frag-
ments of socketed utensils, fragments of flange-handled sickles; 3.) clothing parts: rings,
belt, passementerie fibulae, torques, metal sheet tubes; 4.) metal vessel: Zate¢-Type bucket,
5.) wagon part: tube with widened rim; 7.) semi-finished products: axe half form, rod ingot,
plano-convex ingots; 8.) metallurgical byproducts: casting jets; 9.) unclassifiable objects:
button/belt-hook, wire fragments (Fig. 1-2). The following chapters will concentrate on the
topographical situation, finding circumstances, typo-chronological and technological as-
pects of the assemblage. Within the framework of the final chapter we shall discuss the de-
positional features and chronological questions of the analyzed assemblage.

1 The first evaluations of the artefacts were carried out as a part of my BA (2010) and MA (2013) thesis. TARBAY 2011;
TARBAY 2013. In 2012, the two passementerie fibuae of the depot were published in a separate study. TARBAY 2012.
Shortly after, the results of these works were briefly presented by Gabor V. Szabd. V. SzaB6 2013, 808-809, Fig. 14. The
present publication was supported by the Hungarian Scientific Research Fund (OTKA K 112427).
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J. G. TarBAY: Late Bronze Age depot from the foothills of the Pilis Mountains

Fig. 1. Late Bronze Age depot from Kesztélc.
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J. G. TarBAY: Late Bronze Age depot from the foothills of the Pilis Mountains

I. Topographical Situation

The village of Kesztolc is located at the northwestern slope of the
Pilis Mountans. The topography of the area is dominated by inter-
vening valleys and the Kenyérmez6 stream that flows in curving
path from northern to the southern boundary of the region. The
communities of the Transdanubian Urnfield sphere had already
settled the area during the Late Bronze Age. In the recent half

century, many ceramics and bronze artefacts came to light in the
vicinity of Kesztolc (List 1). The most prominent of these discover-
ies is the cemetery of Cseresznyés hat which is topographically
close to the finding place of the analyzed depot. The first graves
were excavated at the end of the 1950s, at the southern slope of
the site. Later, in the 1960s, G. Szepessy found some characteristic

3 cm Urnfield ceramics. During the construction of the kindergarten at
B

the Eastern part of the site, five graves with typical Urnfield pottery
Fig. 2. The stray find fom  were excavated. Newer finds had unearthed during the village’s
Kesztolc. road construction, and later they were donated to the Balassa
Balint Museum by P. Karpati. It is important to mention the results of E. V. Vadasz’s excava -
tions when 13 new graves were salvaged. Symbolic burials (No. 1-2) and burials with stone-
and-pile construction were also found at that time. The burials contained typical Urnfield ce-
ramics, animal bones and even small bronze jewelries.? It should be emphasized that these
finds were dated to the Ha A2 stage by E. Patek which is chronologically close to the deposi-
tion of the analyzed assemblage.® Further notable sites are the Sirméanka and Chlapec caves
where Late Bronze Age ceramics were also found.* The topographically closest metal finds to
the depot are a chisel and a socketed axe which were unearthed in the territory of the Satorké
sand mine at Dorog (List 1).° It should be underlined that the Kesztolc depot is the only promi-
nent metal assemblage from this area. However, depots® with similar dating (Ha A1 — Ha A2)
and composition, moreover river finds are known from the wider geographical region of the
Danube Bend, Nitransky kraj, Komarom-Esztergom and Northern part of Pest county (Fig. 3).

The exact finding place is located at Bodzas diil6 — an uncultivated land -, in a northwestern
direction from Kesztolc village, next to the road 117th (Fig. 4-6).” Since 2008, G. Radovics
has been investigating the site many times, but according to his statement, he did not find
further metal or ceramic artefacts. The first field survey was carried out in 2010 when we
searched not just the finding place but the Cseresznyés hat and Sarmanka cave as well. As a
result of this attempt, only a few untypical ceramics were collected from the surface of the
Sarmanka cave. In April 2011, metal detector reconnaissance was carried out in Bodzas diil6
which was led by G. V. Szab6. Due to weather conditions, the investigation only lasted for a

2 HORVAT ET AL. 1979, 238; PATEK 1968, 74, 126—128, Taf. CVIIL 6-11, Taf. CIX. 4-12.

3 PATEK 1968, 74, 126-128.

4 HORVAT ET AL. 1979, 239, 300-302.

5 HORVAT ET AL. 1979, 64.

6 The most important assemblage is the depot from Esztergom-Szentgyorgymez6 which was dated to the Ha A1 stage
and composed of similar artefacts (e. g. fragments of Zatec-type bucket and a belt) as the Kesztélc depot. HORVAT ET
AL. 1979, 212, 19-20. tabla; Mozsovics 1985, 117-118, Taf. 137-138.

7 The finding place was located by the aid of the finder. Due to the present day illicit metal detector activities, we do not
intend to publish here the site’s exact GPS coordinates.
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J. G. TarBAY: Late Bronze Age depot from the foothills of the Pilis Mountains

few hours, but two smaller bronze lumps came to light from the exact location of the depot.
Unfortunately, further metal objects or datable ceramics were not found. In the following
years, the finding place were investigated two more times but similarly to the previous ones,
no datable artefacts appeared in Bodzas diilé.

Fig. 3. Depots and individual sword finds from North Eastern Transdanubia (Hungary, Komarom-Esztergom,
Pest county) and Southern Slovakia (Nitriansky kraj) between the Ha A1 and Ha A2 stages. 1. Acs; 2. Biator -
bagy-Herceghalom; 3. Bokod; 4. Csabdi; 5. Dunaalmas; 6. Esztergom-Szentgyorgymez6; 7. Esztergom-Dunahid 1;
8. Esztergom-Dunahid 2; 9. Esztergom-Dunahid 3; 10. Gyermely-Szomor; 11. Kammeny Most; 12. Kesztolc; 13.
Komarom; 14. Nyergesujfalu; 15. Starovo; 16. Strekov; 17. Tata; 18. Tatabanya-Banhida; 19. Tatabénya-Otelep;
20. ijszény. KEMENCZEI 1996, 77-78; MozsoLics 1985, Taf. 280-281; NOvOTNA 1970a.

The aim of the preliminary field surveys were the precise investigation of the site. It can
therefore be concluded that the depot was the only Late Bronze Age metal assemblage in
Bodzas diilé. It is worth to mention that during spring rains the site become marshy wet-
land. Moreover it is topographically close to the Cseresznyés hat cemetery which is sepa-
rated by the eastern branch of the Kenyérmez6 stream. This promising geographical situa-
tion® should be investigated later by extensive metal detector reconnaissance and other field
survey methods (Fig. 4, Fig. 7).

II. The reconstruction of the context

The exact find circumstances of the depot were not documented by archaeologists, therefore
the following information only rely on the oral statement of the finder (Fig. 8). G. Radovics
first discovered a ring and shortly afterwards, not further away the depot, which was buried
approximately 40 cm deep under the present surface without any trace of organic residue. Ac-
cording to his statement, it composed of three separated parts: a central heap and two, sepa-
rate heaps of rings. The plano-convex ingots were in the lowest section of the central heap.

8 It should be emphasized that the landscape of Kesztolc has changed radically. In the recent century, the village ex-
panded northwards, new artificial lakes were created and stone mining was conducted at the Fehér-szirt.
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L v Era—

Fig. 4. The location of the depot (1) and the Cseresznyés hat (2).

On the top of them a chisel and socketed axes were buried randomly. The passamenterie
fibulae which was the first appeared objects, situated on the highest section. It is important
to note that the central heap was surrounded by the fragments of the belt. The chained ob-
jects and the rings were “separated by dimensions” and placed on the both sides of the cen-
tral heap. Unfortunately, G. Radovics did not remember the position of the other artefacts,
but his statement made it possible to reconstruct the probable, original context (Fig. 8, Fig. 44).
In conclusion, the depot might be buried layered and deliberately organized. The valuable,
damaged objects — such as the passementerie fibulae and the sheet belt — were positioned on
special parts of the heaps. The less vulnerable artefacts — like the plano-convex ingots and
the socketed utensils — were placed on the lower sections. Although we were unable to dif-
ferentiate the rings by dimensions, their separate position is also notable. Despite its uncer-
tainty, this reconstruction could provide valuable information about the deposition practices
of the Carpathian Basin due to the extremely low number of assemblages with fine docu-
mentation or reconstructed context; not just in this region, but also in the whole territory of
the Late Bronze Age Europe.” We shall return to discuss the context within the framework
of the final chapter.

9 PATAY 1969, 167-168, Abb. 1; SOROCEANU 1995, 35-43; V. SzaBS 2009, 131-135; 2011.
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Fig. 5—7. Bodzas diil6 (above); The exact location of the finding place (center); The view to the Cseresznyés hat
(1) from the hill next to Bodzas dil6 (2) (below).
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Fig. 8. The reconstruction of the context.
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II1. The Analysis of the Artefacts

This chapter presents the summarized results of my MA thesis!® and primarily focuses on
the evaluation of the artefacts in terms of typology, chronology, technology and probable
function. The method of this analysis follows the works of Ch. Clausing, M. Hagl and B.
Wanzek.!! In certain cases (e. g. the axe half-forms), more detailed analysis will be given by
the reason of the lack of typology or the necessity for new synthesis. For the typo-chrono-
logical analysis we determine the closest stylistic and morphological parallels but we also
take into account the spatial distribution and chronological aspects of the wider group of the
analyzed artefacts. Each section is supplemented with distribution maps and lists of parallels
which can be found in the Appendix (List 2-List 20). In the case of macroscopic observation,
we used high resolution pictures and partly rely on the results of prominent, earlier studies.'

III. 1. Spears (Fig. 45.1-3)

The depot contains a spear with fragmented edge and two further blade fragments. From the
beginning of the 19th century until the present day special attention has been paid on the
typology and chronology of the spears, lances and sauroters.”” However, detailed typo-
chronological evaluation of these weapons from the territory of Hungary and the
Carpathian Basin basically remained undeveloped. As several researchers pointed out, this
problem rooted not just in the deficiencies of the archaeological documentations, but also in
the weapon under study itself which individualistic forms and decorations are hard to clas-
sify or interpret by the aid of traditional archaeological methods.!* This uniqueness is not
surprising because the spears are very personal hunting-and fighting weapons. Moreover
some may argue that they had also symbolic role among the Bronze Age societies. There-
fore, the stylistic and formal diversity of the spears and lances may reflect on these special
fighting styles, meanings or social behavioral patterns. Consequently, their exact function
cannot be fully understood by only studying different stylistic and formal patterns of the
weapons metal part.’> However, new technological and archaeo-metallurgical approaches -
based on experiments and systematic macro- and microscopic observations — may be able to
construct new synthesis and answer to socio-historical questions.*

From typological point of view, only the spear No. 1 is suitable for further analysis.!” Due to the
blade’s deformation the original form is hard to reconstruct, only the short conical socket is visi-
ble. However, it is possible that the shape of the blade was originally a narrow, sub triangular
form with angular base.'® Similar spears can be found among J. Rihovsky’s typological scheme. "

10 TARBAY 2013, 42-172.

11 CLAUSING 2003; HAGL 2008; WANZEK 1992.

12 BrunNo 2012, 203-279; MozsoLrics 1984; OTTAWAY — ROBERTS 2003; SzaBO 2013, 49-61.

13 Avira 1983; BADER 2006; 2009; CLAUSING 2005, 48—61; DERGACEV 2002, 131-133; FoLTINY 1955, 76-78; GAVRANOVIC
2011, 123-129; GEDL 2009; HAMPEL 1896, 104-107; HANSEN 1994, 59-82, Abb. 34-35; HARDING 2007, 77-78; HOCKMANN
1980; HETESI 2004; JACOB-FRIESEN 1967a; KoBAL’ 2000, 31-33; LESHTAKOV 2011; MozsoLics 1967, 61-62; 1973, 33-34;
1985, 20-24; RiHoVsKY 1996; TAROT 2000.

14 HANSEN 1994, 59; MozsoLics 1985, 20.

15 ANDERSON 2011, 599-600; CLAUSING 2005, 59-60; CIVILYTE 2009, 64; HARDING 2007, 77-78; LAUx 1971, 85; MozsoLICS
1985, 20-23; MODLINGER 2011, 54-55; RiHOVSKY 1996, 5; TAROT 2000, 40—49.

16 ANDERSON 2011; BRuNoO 2012, 216—-232.

17 The No. 1 object, based on its dimensions can be classified into the group of spears. Its length is 8.5 cm which correlates
with the dimensions of the Rihovsky’s (10-11 cm) and Leshtakov’s (6-15 cm) spear groups. It should be noted that this
category is only a typological group and not a functional determination. LESHTAKOV 2011, 26—43; RIHOVSKY 1996, 88.

18 Grateful thanks are due to Tiberius Bader for his advices about the original form of the spear.

19 Rinovsky 1996, 90-91.
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By the reason of the absence of detailed typo-chronological system, here we only focus on the
closest parallels of the object.?’ Similar weapons are known from the inner territory of the
Carpathian Basin and from the southeastern part of the Czech Republic (e. g. Dubany). The dat-
ing of these spears is the Ha A2 stage in Hungary, however, in other countries of Central Europe
this form is mainly dated to the Ha B1. It is important to note that comparable objects could also
have been deposited in the Ha B2 stage (e. g. Hida) (Fig. 9, List 2).#

N AN

@10 >

Fig. 9. The distribution of the parallels of the No. 1 spear (List 2).

The macroscopic observations of the three spears from Kesztolc provided interesting results.
None of them bare traces of casting faults on their break surfaces. Although the corrosion
and fragmentation damage to spear No. 1 is extensive, rendering the identification of further
use-wear along its edges basically impossible. The current state of the fragment No. 2 is pos-
sibly the result of peri-depositional bending, moreover an oval damage mark is visible along
its central rib. These two damage types may be connected, and thereupon they could be in-
terpreted as traces of deliberate, prehistoric destruction.?? It is important to note that sharp-
ening was also observed on blades of the fragments No. 2—-3 which could support their use.

III. 2. Socketed axes (Fig. 46.4-5, Fig. 47.6—7, Fig. 48.8—9, Fig. 49.10—11, Fig. 50.12—-13, Fig. 51.14—17)

The Kesztolc depot contains eleven fragments of socketed axes which belong to a character-
istic axe group of the Carpathian Basin. Based on the results of the traditional and experi-
mental research, similar utensils were primarily interpreted as multi-functional objects.
20 The closest parallels were determined by the following criteria: 1.) length: 8.5-10 cm; 2.) narrow, sub triangular blade
with angular base; 3.) cylindrical-sectioned socket; 4.) short, conical socket.
21 PeTRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 149, Taf. 260.26.

22 Similar traces of destruction were observed by G. Szabo, B. Rezi and M. Novak. NovAk — VAczr 2012, 112; Rezr 2011,
316; SzaBO 1993, 199.
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They could be used as weapons or working tools, moreover their symbolic aspect is also
possible.?® From the very beginning of the 19th century, the research has inherently focused
on the typo-chronology of these artefacts. After J. Hampel’s first discussion, several local
typo-chronologies have been formulated. As a result of these studies, the fine chronology of
the axes was established, based on mainly their stylistic features.?* Prominent examples are
A. Mozsolics’s works which she classified the socketed axes from the territory of Hungary,
based on their fine features like the types of mouth, cross-sections or decorations. Her
works have manifested great powers of survival, although now some of their results are out-
dated.® In 1989, B. Wanzek wrote his classical monograph on the socketed axe moulds.
Within the framework of his study he established the most detailed style-typology of the
socketed axes from the Central-European region.?® Thereafter only local typo-chronologies
and thematic studies have been written.?’

No. Citations
1. HAMPEL 1886a, XI. Tabla.
ForTiNny 1955, 87-90.

Hungarian and German terminology

Tokos véso6k fiillel, 1. valtozat

c) Tiillenbeile mit plastischer Verzierung ohne Ose d) Tiil-
lenbeile mit plastischer Verzierung und Ose

Beil mit geknickten Rippen

Tiillenbeile mit plastischer V-Verzierung

Tillenbeile mit Gerade Abschliessender Tiille Mitteleu-
ropéische Art

3. VON BRUNN 1968, 47, Abb. 3.30.
4, VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 206.
NovoTNA 1970b, 83-87.

8B3, Abb. 8.C9.

6. MAYER 1977, 192. Tiillenbeile mit Winkel-oder Bogenverzierung

7. KEMENCZEI 1984, 53. Tiillenbeile mit Rippenverzierung

8. KEMENCZEI 1996, 76, 77, 78. Tiillenbeile mit geknicktem Rippenornament

9. MozsoLics 1985, 26. Tiillenbeile mit Y-Rippen

10. WANZEK 1989, 106—1009. 2.b.6.a.

11. RiHOVSKY 1992, 203-205. Gruppe VIII: Mitteldonauldndische Formen mit Reicher

Rippenzier und Keilformigen Langsschnitt.

12. ZERAVICA 1993, 96, 99. Verzierte Tullenbeil, Variante 4

13. KosaL’ 2000, 41. Beile Type 2, Variante A3

14. DERGACEV 2002, 174, 176, Taf. 127. Tiillenbeile vom Typ Debrecen

15. KONIG 2004, 92, 101. Tiillenbeile mit genickten Rippen

16. GAVRANOVIC 2011a, 134-135, 138- | Frithe Tiillenbeile mit genickten/gebogenen Rippen, Tiillen-
140. beile mit Y-Rippe und gebogenen/genickten Seitenrippen.

17. BoRrROFFKA - RIDICHE 2005, 150, Liste | 2.b.6.a.3-1/3.

Fig. 10. Distinct terminologies of the “ribbed” socketed axes (No. 4 and No 15).

The classifiable socketed axes of the depot can be divided into two, distinct groups: 1.) sock-
eted axes with straight body and thickened mouth (No. 4-7, 15); 2.) socketed axes with nar-
row, curve body and thickened mouth (No. 7, 9-10).% It should be emphasized that group 1 is
a widespread axe type. Despite it has many variants, all of them practically bare the same
formal and stylistic features.?” Nonetheless, similar axes have been evaluated in different

23 EoGAN 2000, 8-9; EORY 1998-1999; KUSNIERZ 1998, 6; MAYER 1977, 207; MONTAGEAGUDO 1977, 242; MODLINGER 2011,
51-53; NIENHUIS ET AL. 2011, 47-50, 60—61; NOVOTNA 1970b, 71; SPROCKHOFF 1941, 92.

24 HAaMPEL 1886a, 42-46; FoLTINY 1955, 86-93; KIBBERT 1984; MAYER 1977; Mozsorics 1973, 37-41; 1985, 32-38;
NOVOTNA 1970a, 44-47; 1970b.

25 Mozsovrics 1973, 37-41; 1985, 32-38, Taf. 275; 2000, 24.

26 WANZEK 1989, 13-14.

27 BOROFFKA — RIDICHE 2005; DERGACEV 2002, 136—143; GAVRANOVIC 2011, 128-146; KoBAL” 2000, 39-43; KUSIERZ 1998;
KyYTLICOVA 2007, 132-139; PASZTHORY — MAYER 1998; RfHOVSKY 1992; ZERAVICA 1993, 74-106.

28 Due to their fragmentary state No. 12, 13, 14, 16 and 17 are not classifiable.

29 DERGACEV 2002, 174-176, Taf. 127; KONIG 2004, 101.
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kinds of local typological schemes, and published under several names, even though they
belong to one, standard group (Fig. 10). The common characteristics of these works are the
overemphasis of the ribbed decorations, from typological and chronological point as well.*°

R

Fig. 11. The distribution of the No. 4 and 15. socketed axes (List 3).

No. 4 and No. 15 based on their patterns® are comparable to the Boroffka — Ridiche’s 2.b.6.a3-
1/3 decoration group.* These widespread examples primarily concentrate in the Upper Tisza
region and Transdanubia. However, they appear in other territories of the Carpathian Basin as
well, moreover their examples are known sporadically from the Western part of Central Eu-
rope (List 3, Fig. 11). Earlier studies determined them as the most representative objects of the
Ha A2 stage while the current research propounds — and we share a similar opinion - that they
were also exist in the Ha B1.* The socketed axe No. 5 belongs to the similar formal group al-
though its patterns are quite unique. Hence, only six parallels are known from the Carpathian
Basin and they were primarily deposited in Ha A1-A2 depots but axes with identical decoration

30 BOROFFKA — RIDICHE 2005, 150, Liste 8B3, Abb. 8, C9; voN BRUNN 1968, 47, Abb. 3.30; GAVRANOVIC 2011, 134-135,
138-140; KEMENCZEI 1996, 76—77, 78; KoBAL’ 2000, 41; KONIG 2004, 92, 101; MAYER 1977, 192; MozsoLics 1985, 36;
NovoTNA 1970b, 83-87; RiHOVSKY 1992, 203-205; WANZEK 1989, 106—109.

31 Three horizontal ribs, one V rib, one Y rib, two broken ribs.

32 In my estimation, the ones from Brezovo Polje, Dridu, Varatic 2, Szombathely and Slovenia have different decoration
hence cannot be classified into this group. BOROFFKA — RIDICHE 2005, 150, Liste 8B3, Abb. 8.C9; ENAcHIUC 1995, 280,
Abb 9.1-2; ILoN 2002, 154, Abb. 6.3; SINKOVEC 1995, 62, P1. 16.88; ZERAVICA 1993, 94, Taf. 35.473.

33 This different dating is probably the result of the uncertainty of the Ha A2 stage.
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appeared in the Ha B2 (List 4, Fig. 12).>* Regarding to their features No. 6 and No. 7 are similar
to the aforementioned axes, however they are undecorated. We are only aware of eight, com-
parable examples from the territory of Hungary and Croatia between the Ha A1 and Ha B1
stages.® The narrow, curved forms like the No. 8, No. 9 and No. 10 are also considered to be un-
common. Some identical axes were deposited between the Ha A1 and Ha B1 stages mostly in
the adjacent regions of the Carpathian Basin (List. 5-6, Fig. 12).
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Fig. 12. The distribution of the parallels of No. 5, No. 6-7 and No. 8-10 socketed axes (List 4-6).

The macroscopic observations of the analyzed socketed axes (No. 4-11, 15-17) showed that
they were mostly defective products with traces of minor (e. g. amorphous patterns, over-
flow) and major (e. g. dysfunctional socket, shifted body sides, porous breakage and external
surfaces) casting faults. It is noteworthy that these specimens were also lack of post-produc-
tion marks, for instance: fine polishing of the casting seams or hammering and sharpening
of the edge. Therefore, their primary use as a multi-functional tool is highly unlikely. How -
ever, No. 12 and No. 13 are exceptions. Only slight asymmetry could be detected along their
breakage surfaces but they can be interpreted as finished products in their every other as-
pects. The surfaces of these socketed axes are well-polished. In addition hammering and
sharpening marks are also visible on their edges. In relation to the question of fragmenta-
tion only one axe (No. 6) remained intact. Three different types of explanations are possible for
the current state of the rest of the axes: 1.) the fracture occurred due to the result of faulty
casting process (e. g. No. 10-11); 2.) the fracture occurred due to deliberate destruction (e. g.
No. 12-13); 3.) the fracture occurred due to post-depositional processes (e. g. No. 4, No. 8-9).
34 These patterns show slight differences, e. g. the one from Piispokhatvan has reverse motif. KEMENCZEI 1984, Taf. CXIII. 10;
Mozsorics 1985, 178-179, Taf. 139.15. It should be noted that an identical example was sold at the London Coin Galleries

under the name "Germany” (Fig. 12). http://www.londoncoin.com/antiquities/ancient-greece/1489/bronze-axe-head/
35 CLAUSING 2003, Abb. 48.107; VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 212, Tab. 60.1-2.

190



J. G. TarBAY: Late Bronze Age depot from the foothills of the Pilis Mountains

III. 3. Socketed chisel (Fig. 52.18)

The Kesztolc depot contains a medium-sized socketed chisel with straight blade. Similar objects
first appeared among the assemblages of the Aunjetitz culture (e. g. Vedrovice-Zabrdovice™).
However, they have become characteristic during the Middle and Late Bronze Age when hun-
dreds of them were buried into the ground as part of depots from the territory of France to the
Noua-Sabatinovka sphere (e. g. the moulds from Malye Kopani).*” As many researchers pointed
out, they also appear in prominent grave finds (e. g. Caka, Bakonybél, Hévej, Lapus).* The
very first typology of these objects belongs to J. Hampel who evaluated them independently
but also together with the group of socketed axes.* Later, S. Foltiny differentiated the han-
dled chisels (A) from the socketed ones (B).*° The following works mostly dealt with the fine
typology of these objects.*’ Nevertheless, different kinds of typological schemes were
emerged from which the works of S. Hansen and G. Balan should be emphasized.** S.
Hansen used similar type of grouping as S. Foltiny, but his distinction based on the objects
function-related edges (hollow or straight) and he also draws attention to the class of
punching chisels.*® In his recent study, G. Balan established a new typo-chronology which
primarily focuses on the Romanian examples but also take into account the published exam-
ples from the whole territory of the Carpathian Basin and Western Europe. His classifica-
tion, similarly to the aforementioned ones is practically based on the forms of the edges
(Type I - straight blade, Type II - hollow blade) but he also distinguished fine formal and
metrical groups (Variant la—c, Variant Ila—c) and individual forms (Type III-1V).*

In connection to the chisels function, they can be interpreted — similarly to the socketed axes
- as multi-functional objects. According to the concepts of the research, they are suitable for
wood-, leather- or bone-working, but some of them can be served as metallurgical tools and
used with hammer or mallet.*” In relation with the previous one, these tools were associated
with mould making or the destruction of metal artefacts.* Damages which were possible
caused by chisel can also be identified among the utensils of the Kesztolc depot (e. g. No. 2, No.
5). However, without experimentations, it is hard to prove completely that the chisel should be
blamed for such damages. However, according to new archaeometric analyses these chisels
with the aid of a hammer might be hard enough to crush or break other bronze utensils.*’

36 HAJEK 1959, 201, Obr. 1.4a—4b.

37 BALAN 2009, 4; BOCKAREV — LEskov 1980, 56-57, Taf. 4.39-40; DERGACEV 2002, 121-122; HANSEN 1994, 150-151;
KYTLICOVA 2007, 141; MAYER 1977, 222; RiHOVSKY 1992, 270.

38 BALAN 2009, 4; HAMPEL 1886a, CXI. tabla; 1896, CLXXXVI. tabla; HANSEN 1994, 151; MozsoLics 1985, 39; NOVOTNA
1970b, 70; SOGTER 1892, 207-212, 1. tabla 10.

39 HAMPEL 1896, 30—-32, 42-43, X. tabla 9.

40 ForTtiNy 1955, 102-104.

41 GAVRANOVIC 2011, 136-138; GEDL 2004a, 155; KARAVANIC 2009, 86-88, Fig. 51; KyTLICOVA 2007, 141-143; MAYER 1977,
208-222; MozsoLics 1985, 38-39; 2000, 24; NOvOTNA 1970b, 67-70; SALAS 2005a, 47-48; ZERAVICA 1993, 110-113;
PASzTHORY — MAYER 1998, 164—170.

42 BALAN 2009, 11-16, 29-31; HANSEN 1994, 150-154; WANZEK 1992, 262, 269-271.

43 HANSEN 1994, 150-154, Abb. 83-84.

44 BALAN 2009, 11-16, 29-31. Within his scheme the chisel from Keszt6lc falls close to the group of Ia-Ib.

45 FERENCZY 1976, 257, 61. kép; HANSEN 1994, 150; KyTLICOVA 2007, 144; MAYER 1977, 221-222; NOVOTNA 1970b, 71;
PANCGIKOVA 2008, 152; PASZTHORY — MAYER 1998, 166; SPECIALE — ZANINT 2010, 420; ZERAVICA 1993, 112. It is highly
possible that socketed chisels with hollow edge can be served as wood-working tools because the modern woodwork-
ing chisels still have similar edge. CoBLENZ 1989, 21; FERENCZY 1976, 254-259, 60a—b abra; ZERAVICA 1993, 112. Some
may argue that the greater ones are suitable for causing great injuries therefore they can be sorted among the group of
weapons. HANSEN 1994, 151; NovoTNA 1970b, 71.

46 KytLicOVA 2007, 145; NovAK — VAcz1 2010, 89-99; PANCIKOVA 2008, 152; REz1 2011, 316; SzaBO 1993, 199.

47 COBLENZ 1989, 21-22; MAYER 1977, 221; MULLER 2011, 214-217, 5. abra 22, 7. abra 32; NEUNINGEN 1976, 441-442.
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The chisel from Kesztolc is a typical Carpathian form.
Identical objects with straight edge were unearthed
from France to the Black Sea. Although, based on its
fine features®® five examples from the Carpathian Basin
and the territory of the present day Czech Republic
can be determined comparable: Dubany, Lengyeltoti 2,
Lengyeltoti 4, Trencianske Bohuslavice, Varvolgy-
Nagylaz-hegy (List. 7, Fig. 13). Most of these were
dated to the Ha A1-A2 stage, only the one from
Dubany has a later dating (Ha B1). From technological
point of view, the chisel of the Kesztolc depot can be
described as finished product with high quality. Its sur-
faces are well-polished and hammering traces are also
visible on its edge.*

Fig. 13. The distribution of the parallels of
the socketed chisel (List 7).

I11. 4. Fragments of flange-handled sickles (Fig. 52.19—20)

The Kesztolc depot contains two unclassifiable flange-handled sickle fragments. These types
of utensils were mostly interpreted as agricultural tools for harvesting grain crops or differ-
ent type of fodder to feed the livestock. However, some may argue that the sickles were ex-
change of value, fertility symbols or in broken form such as the ones from Kesztolc they
could serve as raw material.”® The main forms of these artefacts have been divided already at
the end of the 19th and the beginning of the 20th century.’! H. Schmidt’s four types division
was the base of the later typologies.”* However, the first, detailed analysis of the flange-han-
dled sickles was carried out by W. Angeli and H. Neuninger who divided their groups (A-E)
based on the rib decorations along the handle.>® Recently, B. Wanzek analyzed 351 examples
with statistical methods. He followed the steps of W. Angeli and H. Neuninger, nonetheless
his scheme operated with large quantities of type and subtypes and primarily based on the
patterns of the main types and their different combinations.**

Due to their atypical forms, the classification of the sickle fragments from Kesztolc is not
possible without uncertainties. They could be parts of many different types of flange-hilted
sickles from the Br D to the Ha B stage. However, the fragment No. 20 can be associated
with Wanzek’s A1 main group — which contains more than 181 examples — although, due to

48 1.) length: 10 or 12 cm; 2.) conical base; 3.) thickened rim; 4.) proportional size of the blade and socket.

49 BALAN 2009, 10. Similar chisels are known from the following depots: Brandgraben, Borsodgeszt-Kerekhegy, Celldomolk-
Saghegy 3, Cernotin, Ceské Zlatniky, Ciugud, Drslavice 2, Griinbach, Gyéngydssolymos 1, Peterd, Poljanci, Haidach.
ALDEA - CIUGUDEAN 1995, 220, Fig. 3.4; DISTELBERGER 1986, Taf. 1.6; KEMENCZEI 1984, 145, 326, Taf. CXVIb.6; KyTLI-
COVA 2007, 257, Taf. 2B.2; MAYER 1977, 220, Taf. 88.1302,1303; Mozsovrics 1985, 122-123, 171-175, Taf. 14.2, Taf. 61.1-2;
2000, 38-39, Taf. 19.4; SALAS 2005a, 332-342, 417-418; 2005b, Tab. 335.3, Tab. 148.45; VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 218, Tab.
49.2.8; WinpHOLZ-KONRAD 2008, Abb. 53.

50 BERANOVA 1993, 104-106, 108, Abb. 3; CLAUSING 2005, 91; FUMANEK — NOVOTNA 2006, 70-73; HAGL 2008, 73-75;
HARDING 2000, 124, 364-365; HELLEBRANDT 1989, 110, 12. kép; MozsoLics 1984, 52, Taf. 5.12; Primas 1986, 1, 15-20,
37-41, 43; RIHOVSKY 1989, 6; SOMMERFELD 1994, 4, 269-270.

51 HaAMPEL 1896, 52-58.

52 BEZZENBERGER 1910, 179-180; vON BRUNN 1968, 149; FOLTINY 1955, 92-92; FURMANEK — NOVOTNA 2006; GAVRANOVIC
2011, 150-152; GEDL 1995; HANSEL 1968, 52; KoBAL’ 2000; 44-47; MozsoLics 1985, 42—-46; PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1978,
1-3, 8-77; PRIMAS 1986, 2-3, Abb. 1-2; RiHOVSKY 1989, 3; SCHMIDT 1904, 416-450; VASIC 1994,

53 ANGELI — NEUNINGER 1964, 80.

54 ANGELI — NEUNINGER 1964; WANZEK 2002, 1.
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its fragmentary state detailed grouping is not possible.” In relation with the macroscopic
analyses, the breakage of No. 19 should be underlined which might be caused by deliberate
bending. Comparable fragmentation was described earlier by B. Rezi within the framework
of his progressive study on Romanian depots.>* However similar phenomenon is well-known
from the whole region, including Transdanubia as well (e. g. Badacsonytomaj,”” Regoly 3°%).

III. 5. Passementerie Fibulae (Fig. 53.21—22a-b)

In the current analysis, we only would like to give a short presentation of the two passe-
menterie fibulae from the depot and some newly appeared artefacts because they have been
already evaluated within our recent study (Fig. 14-15).>° The research of the passementerie
fibulae have been started at the end 19th and beginning of the 20th century.®® A classical
work belongs to J. Filip who divided their main three groups: A, B, C.%! In the 1950s, J. Paulik
presented new results and divided group A into A1, A2 and A3.% Five years later, P. Patay
postulated new data on these fibulae moreover he also distinguished further sub-types: A3a,
A3b, A3c.®® In 1983, T. Bader summarized and updated the typology of the passementerie
fibulae. He named the group A as “Rimavska Sobota type” and divided four types among the
group C: Uzsavolgy, Sadska, Suseni, Svilos.*® Based on his work, the following studies
mostly presented new finds from the whole territory of the Carpathian Basin and Central
Europe.®> To conclude, the passementerie fibulae classifiable into 4 main groups and can be
divided into different sub-types: Group A (Type Al, Type A2/A2a and A2b, Type A3/A3b
and A3c), Group B, Group C (Type Uzsavolgy, Type Sadksa, Type Suseni, Type Svilos).

As regards to their size and their manufacturing techniques, the groups of passementerie fibulae
are diverse. These composite jewelries practically unite the wire, casting and basic metal sheet
techniques.®” The so-called passementerie style or in other words the wire spirals fastened by traps
can be found among high quality objects such as the golden jewelries, passementerie necklaces
etc.®® Most of the passementerie fibulae are from depots, only small percent of them are from buri-
als (e.g. Budapest-Békasmegyer grave 138, Celldomolk-Saghegy, Herspice, Jasenica, Krasna Ves,
Kotesova, Partizanské, Sadska, Senta). In the previous case the fibulae are too fragmented to clas-
sify, and the few anthropological remains of the burials provide diverse picture about the sex of
the wearers (e. g. Budapest-Békasmegyer, grave 138 — male, Sadska, grave 13 — female).”

55 WANZEK 2002, 10, Abb. 4A1.

56 Rezr 2011, 311, Fig. 2.

57 MozsoLics 1985, Taf. 235.6.

58 MozsoLics 1985, Taf. 29.8.

59 TARBAY 2012. The catalogue of our earlier study does not include the passamenterie fibula from the grave 4/1911 from
Velika Gorica which is similar to the fibulae from Pobrezje and the one from Fridolfing. KARAVANIC 2009, 58, PL. 63.3.
The Gemer/Sajégomor find was also not appeared in that list. HAMPEL 1886b, V. tabla 23.

60 ABERG 1935, 55; CHILDE 1929, 342, 374, P1. VII; HAMPEL 1896, 135-137; MARTON 1911, 341-346; MISKE 1910, 66—67, II.
tabla 7; UNDSET 1880, 54—57, Abb. 2, Taf. 12.6; PuLszky 1897, 163.

61 FiLip 1936-1937, 120; F1Lip 1969, 1072-1073.

62 PAULIK 1959, 328-362.

63 PATAY 1964, 7-21.

64 BADER 1983, 41-45.

65 DERGACEV 2002, 44; GEDL 2004b, 79-80; KASUBA 2008, 214—217; KEMENCZEI 1984; KoBAL’ 2000, 68—69; KyTLICOVA 2007,
38, 292-293, 306; MozsoLics 1985, 68—70; NOVOTNA 1970a, 57-60; 2001, 36-51; RiHOVSKY 1993, 56—62; TERZAN 2000,
37-38; VASIC 1999, 22-27;

66 BADER 1983, 41-56; NOVOTNA 2001, 38—39; FILIP 1936—1937, 120; 1969, 1072—-1073; PATAY 1964, 15-17; TARBAY 2012, 7. képA

67 EORY 2009, 4. kép 1-2.

68 KARAVANIC 2010, 89-90; KEMENCZEI 1999, 73, 78-79, Abb. 41-41a, Abb. 46; MozsoLics 1950, 29-39; 1985, 61; NOVOTNA
1984, 48-52, Taf. 52.338-340, 60-62, Taf. 60.360-361; SmI1¢ 2008, Abb. 8-8a.

69 DuDAS 1885, 349; FiLip 1939, 27-28, Obr. 14; KAaLicZ-SCHREIBER 2010, 90, 272, Abb. 196, Taf. 60.18-19.22-23; KO&SzZEGI
1988, 130, 47. tabla; PAULiK 1959, 331, 334, 336, 357-358, Abb. 6—7; MozsoLics 1985, 69; NovOoTNA 2001, 41, 50, Taf. 14.90.
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Fig. 14. Passementerie fibulae from auction houses. GORNY&MoscH 2011, 54-55 (above);http://www.chris-
ties.com/lotfinder/lot/a-large-central-european-copper-alloy-bronze-2 034 933-details.aspx?intObjectID=2 034 933
(2012.1.26, below).
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Fig. 15. Passementerie fibulae from the auction of Hermann Historica and the vakond blog:
1. Unknown (length: 2.02 cm): http://www.hermann-historica.de/auktion/hhmé7.pl?db=kat67_a.txt&f=
ZAEHLER&c=286&t=temartic_A_GB&co=5 (2014.11.05).
2. Unknown (length: 19.5 cm): http://www.hermann-historica.de/auktion/hhm67.pl?db=kat67_a.txt&f=
ZAEHLER&c=284&t=temartic_ A_GB&co=1 (2014.11.05).
3. Unknown (length: 21.8 cm) http://www.hermann-historica.de/auktion/hhmé67.pl?
f=NR_LOT&c=2286&t=temartic_ A_GB&db=kat67_a.txt (2014.11.05).
4-5. Unknown (lenght: 2 — 13.2 cm): http://www.hermann-historica.de/auktion/hhm67.pl?
db=kat67_a.txt&f=ZAEHLER&c=287&t=temartic_ A_GB&co=6.
6. Unknown (Hungary?): http://vakond.hu/lexikon_fibula.htm (2013.04.06).

Thereupon, interpreting these objects as part of woman accessory is questionable, similar
apply to the double fibulae wearing custom.” It is also hard to determine the group of indi-
viduals who possess these jewelries. However, the elaborate and from technological point of
view complex examples — such as the Group B and C - could be worn by the elite.

The passementerie fibulae are practically “international” objects, they equally appeared at
the territory of the Unfield and Lausitz sphere, but examples are known from the Eastern
and adjacent regions of the Carpathian Basin which were habited by the Gava and Noua
culture.”! Within this widespread group the fibula No. 21 from Keszt6lc can be assigned to
Type A3a. Its parallels dominate in Transdanubia, but similar finds can be found in the Up-
per Tisza region (Kenderes 2), Slovakia and in the North Hungarian Mountains: Ersekvadkert,

70 MAKAROVA 2008, 109-110, 113-117, 199, Obr. 21.a-b; PABST 2011, 204—-208.
71 PATAY 1964, 17-18.
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Szécsény, Kammeny Most, Rimavska Sobota, Tren¢in. But comparable finds appears in Croa-
tia (e.g. Brodski Varos), Romania (e.g. Cornesti, Sinpetru German) and even in the territory
of Poland (e.g. Pawlowice Namystowskie, Swierczéw). This subtype can be dated between
the Ha Al and Ha B1 stages (List 8, Fig. 15).” The No. 22 can be grouped among the
Uzsavolgy Type fibulae (Group C) which with one exception (e.g. Kuzmin, Serbia) dominate
in Transdanubia (Badacsonytomaj-Kobolkut, Kurd, Lesenceistvand-Uzsavolgy).”> Based on
the fragments of Kurd, it can be hypothesized that this type had already appeared in the Ha
A1 and not just in the Ha A2 (List. 9, Fig. 16).”

Both fibulae are in fragmentary state, rendering the identification of use-wear almost impos-
sible. Only the No. 21 is suitable for drawing further conclusions. Its lead-spiral and some of
its side-spirals are broken. On the case of the missing pin, traces of bending can be well-ob-
served on the spring. However, this could be caused by post-depositional damage.

Fig. 16. The distribution of A3a- and Uzsavolgy-Type passementerie fibulaes (List 8).

72 TarBAy 2010, 8. kép.

73 TARBAY 2010, 120—121; VASIC 1999, 24, Taf. 4.49.

74 TARBAY 2010, 121, 8. kép. Recently, an intact example from an unknown location was sold at the Hermann Historica
auction which was shortly presented on the Asényomon blog. http://www.hermann-historica.de/auktion/hhmé67.pl?
db=kat67_a.txt&f=ZAEHLER&c=285&t=temartic_A_GB&co=18 (2014.09.29). http://www.asonyomon.hu/egy-talanyos-
keso-bronzkori-fibula/ (2014.09.29).
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III. 6. Belt (Fig. 54.23, Fig. 55.23.1-23.2, Fig. 56.23.3—23.4)

The sheet belt of the Kesztolc depot belongs to a special costume group of the Bronze Age which
was first classified at the turn of 20th century.” Prominent is the monograph of 1. Kilian-
Dirlmeier which she established the typo-chronology of the Central European belts and hooks.”
Later, her results were supplemented by many important studies which allow us to achieve
a complex view of the belt wearing in the Late Bronze Age Carpathian Basin.”” The earliest
sheet belts appeared at the end of the Middle Bronze Age and they had been being used with
different intensity until the Late Iron Age. It is notable, that these objects were only a small
parts of the whole belt custom which might have existed in the Late Bronze Age Carpathian
Basin and in its adjacent regions. Many individual forms’, elaborate belt-plates” and even
an import® are known from this period and territory. However, it is more likely that the or-
ganic ones were the dominant types. Their examples are well-preserved in Western and
Northern Europe, furthermore they are known form the representations of anthropomor-
phic clay figures from Eastern Central Europe as well (e. g. Kli¢evac).?! The different types of
belt hooks are also supported the existence of organic belts.® In the Late Bronze Age (Ha A
—-Ha B) Carpathian Basin, these were mostly Western European types (e. g. Kelheim, Unter-
haching, Wilten)* or individual forms.?* In this issue, the attachments — like buttons, pen-
dants or even mountings — are also significant.®

The predecessors of the Late Bronze Age sheet belts, or the so called Sieding-Szeged-Type
belts are mainly known from Middle Bronze Age (Br B — MD II) burials.? Most of them were
buried in female graves (e. g. Sieding barrow 1 or the cemetery of Tapé) however they can be
associated with masculine symbols (e. g. the Keszthely-Boiu-Type sword representation on
decoration of the belt from Chotin) or were buried in male graves (e. g. Csabrendek).®” The
Late Bronze Age examples were divided into five groups by 1. Kilian-Dirlmeier: 1.) Riegsee-
Type; 2.) belts with punched decoration; 3.) belts with embossed decoration; 4.) raw
materials/semi-finished products; 5.) individual forms (e. g. Nocaj-Salas).®® The Riegsee-Type
belts are decorated with chains of spirals, dots and triangles and they are characteristic in the

75 HAMPEL 1896, 139-141; FoLTINY 1955, 38-39.

76 KILIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975.

77 HANSEN 1994, 236-252; HANSEL 1968, 109-112; KARAVANIC 2007, 59-67; 2009, 123-130; MozsoLrics 1985, 58—60; SALAS
1997, 42—44; SCHUMACHER-MATTHAUS 1985, 110—114; REz1 2013.

78 E. g. Bonin, Komjatna, "Hungary”, Nocaj-Salas, Skalsko, Zaluzi. GEDL 2009, 47, Taf. 54B4; HampEL 1886a, CXXI. tabla
4-6, XLIV. tabla 4-5; KiLIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 112, Taf. 46.549; KyTLICOVA 2007, 303—304, 316, Taf. 107.20, Taf. 164.1.

79 E. g. Jobahaza, Kapelna, Konjusa, Uvalno, Velikaja Began’ or Zmeevka. KILIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 92, Taf. 30/31.379, Taf.
34.392; KoBAL’ 2000, 98, Taf. 93.56; VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 214, Taf. 111.1-4; MozsoLics 2000, 50, Taf. 41.6.

80 SzABO 2009, 349-350, 10. 4bra.

81 BERGERBRANDT 2007, 54-55, Fig. 39; Gros 1977, Fig. 21; KNOPKE 2009, 142-146, Abb. 57, SCHUMACHER-MATTHAUS
1985, 111, Taf. 52.

82 BONA 1959, 51, 4. kép; HAJEK 1959, 285-300; KiL1AN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 11-89.

83 KiLIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 64, 67-69; KoBAL’ 2000, Taf. 54B.4.

84 E. g. Békasmegyer, Bogdan Voda, Gyermely, Jaszkarajend, Spisska Beld. KaLicz-ScHREIBER 2010, 269-270, Typentaf. 13.11.12;
Motzo1-CHICIDEANU — IuGA 1995, Abb. 7.19; MozsoLics 1985, Taf. 240.1, Taf. 251.20; NovoTNA 1970a, Taf. XXXIX.

85 An organic belt which composed of small buttons was excavated in the grave 376 of the Tapé cemetery. SCHUMACHER-
MATTHAUS 1985, 111; TROGMAYER 1975, 150, Taf. 33.376.

86 The currently known finding places of the Sieding-Szeged-Type belts: Aiud, Band, Chotin, Csabrendek, Debrecen-
Fancsika, Gilching, Hungary, Kiskundorozsma, Kriva Reka, Pitten, Pispokhatvan, Sarmellék, Sieding grave 1, Szeged,
Szentes, Tapé grave 124, Tetétlen, Velebit grave 94. HANSEN 1994, 237, 240, 606, Abb. 149; HANSEL 1968, 111-112; KiLIAN-
DIRLMEIER 1975, 100-103, 136, Taf. 60; LANGENECKER 1994, 269-272; WILLVONSEDER 1935, 223; 1937, 136.

87 FURMANEK ET AL. 1999, 176, Taf. 31a—b; TROGMAYER 1975, 150; WILLVONSEDER 1937, 136, 297, Taf. 31.7-9.

88 KiLIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 99-155. The group of sheets belts with embossed decoration is problematic. Some of them can
be clearly interpreted as belt (e. g. Budins¢ina) but others based on their terminals and dimensions are closer to the
group of diadems. KARAVANIC 2007, 59-67; KILIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 113-114, Taf. 46.460; MozsoLics 1985, 59.
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cemeteries of the South Bavarian and Tyrolean region. However, examples are known from
the Czech Republic, Austria and Hungary. Their easternmost appearance is located at the
Northern Carpathian Basin (e. g. Levoca, Sips). While the Western European ones are well-dated
to the Br D stage, the Southern examples are mainly parts of Ha A depots (e. g. Lengyeltoti 2)
(List 10.1, Fig. 17).% The punched belts with different kinds of decorations like spirals, discs or
even wheel and sun motifs, are characteristic for the Ha A stage (Fig. 18).”° This type appeared
in Transylvania, Transcarpathia, Hungary, Croatia and Serbia but identical examples are known
from the territory of Poland, Czech Republic and Germany (List 10.2, Fig. 19).”!

S i T\

2

)

@ depots
O burials

Fig. 17. The distribution of Riegsee-Type belts (MULLER-KARPE 1959b, Taf. 180].7; List 10.1).

The undecorated ones - like the belt from Kesztolc — are closely related to the group of
punched belts, no wonder that their spatial distribution also correlates with them. Apart from
the two Czech examples (Mérovice and Polesovic¢e) most of them concentrate in Szabolcs-
Szatmar-Bereg county, but they also appeared in Transylvania. Two further examples are
known from Transcarpathia (e. g. Makar’evo, UZgorod) and from the territory of Croatia and
Serbia (List 10.3, Fig. 20). The belt from Kesztéle plays an important role in the question of
distribution, because it is the first undecorated one from Transdanubia. The dating of its
group also correlates with the decorated ones. They had appeared first in the Br D, but most
of them were deposited in the Ha A1, however later examples are also known (e.g. Mérovice
- Ha A2, Mérk - Ha B1).” Different opinions have formulated on the exact function of this
group. W. A. von Brunn suspected that they were covered with decorated textile sheath.
Contrast to him, L. Kilian-Dirlmeier, S. Hansen and M. Sala$ interpreted them as semi-fin-
ished products or raw materials.”

89 HANSEN 1994, 470-471, Abb. 150; KARAVANIC 2007, 62—65; KILIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 6—7, 104—107, Taf. 43.426, Taf. 60;
KYTLICOVA 2007, 276, 314; MozsoLics 1985, 143; SALas 2005a, 138; WANZEK 1992, 249. The belt fragment from Levoéa
was classified improperly because the object in question clearly belongs to the group of Riegsee-Type belts based on
its characteristic decoration. FURMANEK ET AL. 1999, 176, Taf. 29b.

90 voN BRUNN 1968, 41; KARAVANIC 2007, 65; KILIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 111-112; PARE 1987, 44-45, Fig. 3. In the case of
the ones from the territory of the Czech Republic an earlier dating can be suspected (Br D2). Saras 2005a, 138.

91 HANSEN 1994, Abb. 151; KiLIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 107-111.

92 KEMENCZEI 1996, 84; KILIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 115-116; SALAS 2005, 138—139.

93 VON BRUNN 1968, 41; HANSEN 1994, 240-241; KILIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 115-116; SALAS 1997, 41, Taf. 25.620.
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Fig. 18. Carpathian belts from Western European auctions.

1. Hermann Historica: http://www.myseum.de/index.php?option=com_adsmanager&page=show_ad&ad
id=1710&catid (2014.11.05).

2. Hermann Historica: http://www.myseum.de/index.php?option=com_adsmanager&page=show_ad&adid
=1709&catid=29&Itemid=60&expand=0&prevpage=show_category&text_search=&prevuserid=103&prevcatid=
29&prevorder=0&prevlimit=10&prevlimitstart=30 (2014.11.05).

3. http://www.hermann-historica.de/auktion/hhm50.pl?f=NR&c=26 78 1&t=temartic_1_GB&db=A-50.txt (2014.11.05).

4. The belt from Hermann Historica which is stylistically close to the ones from Felsédobsza and Sintana. KiLian-
DIRLMEIER 1975, 108; MozsoLics 1973, 134-135, Taf. 47.33; GOGALTAN - Sava 2010, Fig. 14; http://www.myse-
um.de/index.php?option=com_adsmanager&page=show_ad&adid=947&catid=29&Itemid=60&expand=0&pre-

vpage=show_category&text_search=&prevuserid=103&prevcatid=29&prevorder=0&prevlimit=10&prevlimit-
start=50 (2011.3.23).

199




J. G. TarBAY: Late Bronze Age depot from the foothills of the Pilis Mountains

— ~N

&

Fig. 20. The distribution of undecorated belts (Josa — KEMENCZEI 19631964, Taf. XXXIII.8a; List. 10.3).
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The opinion of S. Karavani¢ should be underlined who drew attention to the fact that the
smaller undecorated belt fragments could be parts of decorated ones.”* In my estimation, most
of the undecorated belts can be interpreted as wearable, finished products. Firstly, many ex-
amples (e. g. Jarak, Szabolcsbaka, Tallya) have hooks and row of holes for closing which allow
the comfortable buckling similarly to the decorated ones. Secondly, clear traces of repairs are
visible on the belt from Kesztolc which supports of its wearing (Fig. 55.23.1). However, the
opinion of I. Kilian-Dirlmeier cannot be disproved completely because the belts without hooks
and row of holes or traces of repair (e. g. Banka) evidently were not in use.”

III. 7. Torques (Fig. 57.24—26)

Three fragments of torques with rolled-terminals
were buried in the Kesztolc depot. It is notable that
all of them were bent into circles similarly to the
other finds from the Carpathian Basin. Their deco-
rations are characteristic among this widespread
jewelry group: torsion (No. 26), pseudo-torsion (No.
25) and line decoration which could have been cre-
ated by lost-wax casting (No. 24).° These artefacts
were primarily categorized based on their formal (e. g.
3a types of cross-sections and end-zone) and stylistic
(e. g. torsion, pseudo-torsion, decorated, undeco-
rated) features.”” The custom of wearing torques
had been constantly evolved since the Copper Age.
Its examples distributed from Germany to the
Carpathian Basin and to the Northern part of the
Balkan.”® It should be emphasized that the torques
with rolled terminals still existed in the Early Iron
Age.” The artefact in question can be determined as
jewelry, based on the anthropomorphic plastics of
Fig. 21. The decoration types of the torques with ~ the Middle Bronze Age (e. g. Kliecevac, Dupljaja)
rolled terminals (or something like that): 1. undeco- and the Late Bronze Age female and male burials (e. g.
rated, 2. decorat.ed with lost.—wax casted motifs, Békasme gyer, Chotin grave 40, Kojusa, Sz ombat-
3a. pseudo-torsion, 3b. torsion, 4. hybrid style. ] . o
hely-Zanat grave 31).' Their role in the deposition
practices is also significant because in some cases they were deposited in a great number (e. g.
the region of Bonyhad,'! Dridu'®, Kanalski Vrh I'®*, Nadap,'® Romand'®), moreover most of
them were damaged by prehistoric manipulations similarly to the Kesztolc depots finds.

3b

/)

94 KARAVANIC 2007, 54, Abb. 1. For instance: the belt from Cubulcut. K6ztpEssy 1901, 365; PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1978,
118, Taf. 92B.12.
95 KILIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 115-116, Taf. 52.480; NovOTNA 1970a, 88, Taf. XLIX.
96 BORN 1992, 290-294; SzABO 1996, 215.
97 FoLTINY 1955, 21; HAMPEL 1896, 125-126; KoBAL’ 2000, 58; KONIG 2004, 82, 112; KyTLICOVA 2007, 74; MozsoLics 1985,
60; NovoTNA 1984, 2, 9-13, 28-32; Vasi¢ 2010, 17-43.
98 MozsoLIcs 1985, 60; NOVOTNA 1981, 121-122; 1984, 2, 9—13; VAsSIC 2010, 15-16, 22—43.
99 ECKERS 1996, 54—55; SPROCKHOFF 1956a, 146—147; Sypow 1995, 3; WELS-WEYRAUCH 1978, 162.
100 Iron 2011, 171, 33. 4bra 3, 81. 4bra 4; KALICZ-SCHREIBER 2010, 45-46, Taf. 27.13; NOVOTNA 1984, 35; VAsI¢ 2010, 37, 41,
47-54. Similar figure were sold at the auction of Hermann Historica.
101 MozsoLics 1985, 102-104, Taf. 39.28-29.31.
102 ENAcHIUC 1995, Abb. 3.1-3.7-8, Abb. 4.3-6, Abb. 4.6-10.
103 CERCE — SINKOVEC 1995, 203, P1. 97.10-12, P1. 99.14-17.
104 MAKKAY 2006, XXIV. tabla 213-214, XXV. tabla 210,212,215,241,247.
105 MozsoLrics 2000, 70-73, Taf. 86.23-26.
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Fig. 23. The distribution of torques with pseudo-torsion (List. 11.3).
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Fig. 24. The distribution of torques with torsion (List 11.4).

From typological point of view, the torques with pointed-terminals sortable into four style
groups: 1.) undecorated; 2.) decorated with lost-wax casted lines; 3a.) dense-torsion (or
pseudo-torsion); 3b.) loose-torsion; 4.) hybrid style (Fig. 21).1% The first group appeared in
the Ha A1, but its examples are known in the Ha A2 (e. g. Pfestavlky), Ha B1 (e. g. Monj)
and even in the Ha 2/3 (e. g. Jobahaza) stages (List 11.1). The decoration of the second group
mostly reaches the beginning of the end-zone but in some cases they cover it totally (e. g.
Nadap'?’). These patterns composed of diagonal lines (e.g. Donji Petrovci'®) or fishbone like
and other geometric patterns. It is important to note that elaborate individual decorations
(e. g. Biatorbagy-Herceghalom!?) are also known from the Carpathian Basin. Their oldest ex-
ample (Belgrad''’) can be dated to the Br D although most of them belong to the Ha A1 or Ha
A2 (e. g. Biatorbagy-Herceghalom) and Ha B1 (e. g. Dridu) stage. According to their decoration,

106 In the present study we classify the torques with rolled terminals. It should be underlined that we are aware of the
limits of this current grouping: 1.) Due to the illicit trade and metal detector activities this artefact group suffered a
great loss; 2.) The torques type in question closely related to group of bracelets with rolled terminals. Therefore divid-
ing their fragments — based on the publication — can be inaccurate; 3.) The pseudo-torsion cannot be differentiated
from the torsion based on the state of publications. For this reason we use the names of “dense-torsion” and “loose-
torsion”. To resolve these problems the whole group of torques should be republished but this work exceeds the goals
of the present study. MozsoLics 1985, 60; V. SzaB6 2013, 798-801, Fig. 3.3, Fig. 5.4; VasIC 2010, 34.

107 MAKKAY 2006, P1. XXV.241.

108 Vasi¢ 2010, 23, Taf. 12.87.

109 MozsoLics 1985, 127-128, Taf. 238.1.

110 VAsI¢ 1982, 268.
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larger examples from the Ha A1 (e. g. Budins¢ina''!) and Ha A2 can also be linked to this
group (List. 11.2, Fig. 22). The next group composed of torques with pseudo-torsion (3a) and
torsion (3b).''? The 3a style can be observed mostly among the Ha A1 depots, but they ap-
peared in the Ha B3 and even between the Ha C and Ha D (e. g. Vaskeresztes, Regély 2).!**
The section of these torques is mostly rounded which is characteristic for the Carpathian
Basin but quadratic-sectioned ones are known from Bosnian and Croatian Ha B1 finds (List
11.3, Fig. 23). It is notable that during this period, the thickness of the torques was increased.
The No. 26 of the Kesztolc depot presents the 3b group which distribute in the same geo-
graphical area between the Ha A1 and Ha B1 stages as the aforementioned types (List 11.4,
Fig. 24). For the last style group (4), the combination of torsion and geometric patterns is
characteristic. Prominent examples are known from Kesz6hidegut and the territory of Slo-
vakia (Gemer,!"* Véelince,'"® Zirany'®) but they appeared in Bosnia and Hercegovina
(Drenov do) as well.!”” Similarly to the above, these torques deposited between the Ha Al
and Ha B1 stages (List 11.5). To conclude, the three torques from Kesztélc classifiable into
the style group of 2, 3a, 3b. and can be dated between the Ha A — Ha B stages.

III. 8. Rings (Fig. 58.27 — Fig. 59.28—32, Fig. 60.33—-38, Fig. 61.39—45, Fig. 62. 48—51, Fig. 63.53—
58, Fig. 64.59 — 67)

The depot contains of 41 rings which belong to four different types: 1.) circular-sectioned,
opened ring with rounded-terminals; 2.) circular or slightly quadratic-sectioned opened
rings with pointed terminals; 3.) opened ring with rhomboid-section and pointed terminals;
4.) closed ring with flattened, rhomboid-section. Comparable rings were known from the
early beginnings of the research, which primary focused on its functional and typological
aspects. In the 18th century, it has been suggested by F. Kiss that certain types of Bronze
Age rings were functioned as measure of value during the process of prehistoric exchange
but the wearable ones were served as bracelets or anklets.''® In the later studies, the rings
were primarily interpreted as costume accessories.!”” The typo-chronological research pre-
sented new results in the 1990s.?® Simultaneously, based on Babilonian, Egyptian and
Mycenaean weight systems, the pre-monetar aspects of ring were under discussion.’” G. Kalla
formulated dissent in connection with the pre-monetar interpretations. In his study, based on
the definition of G. Dalton, he described the concept of primitive money and stated that local
weight systems could have existed in the Bronze Age Europe.'?* Prominent are the work of G.
Szabo who differentiated three technological ring groups: 1. cast bronze rings; 2. rings orna-
mented with clusters of lines; 3. hammered bronze rods bent into a circular shape.'®

111 VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 212, Taf. 78.22.

112 VasI¢ 2010, 38-43.

113 FEKETE 1995, 42, Abb. 3.1, Abb. 5.3-5; KALICZ-SCHREIBER 2010, 272; MozsoLics 1942, XV. tabla 1-4.7-10; Sypow 1995,
37; VasI¢ 2010, 42.

114 NoVOTNA 1984, 32, Taf. 40.258.

115 NOVOTNA 1984, 32, Taf. 40.260.

116 NOVOTNA 1984, 32, Taf. 40.261.

117 KONIG 2004, 196-197, Taf. 56.11-12.

118 Kiss 1859, 174-216.

119 HAMPEL 1896, 126—129; MISKE 1907, 47; SZENTMARTONI DARNAY 1899, 21.

120 BLAJER 1984; MozsoLics 1985, 63-66; PETRESCU-DIMBOVITA 1998; PASZTHORY 1985; RICHTER 1970.

121 EINWANGER 1989, 445, 449, 461-462; HAMPEL 1880, 29-32; ILON 1992, 254-255; KO&SzEGI 1984, 280; 1988, 63, 73; MARTON
1907, 64-65; MozsoLics 1963a, 76; SzABO 1996, 215. Noteworthy is the suggestion of B. Maraz, according to which,
these rings could have been served also as raw material during the casting process MARAZ 1989, 14-15.

122 DALTON 1965, 44—-45, 198-200; KALLA 2000, 83.

123 OszvALD — SzABO 1996, 98—100; SzABO 1996, 214-216.
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Fig. 25. The distribution of round-sectioned rings with line decoration (List. 12).
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Fig. 26. The distribution of rings with pointed-terminals (List 13).
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The opened rings with rounded-terminals (No. 27) are characteristic in Transdanubia (e. g.
Lengyeltoti 2, Fonydd) but similar finds are known from the territory of Bosnia and Herce-
govina as well.'* Their first examples appeared in the Ha A, however they dominate among
the Ha B1 depots. Both G. Szab6 and H. Born suspected that the patterns of these of rings
were made by lost-wax casting (List 12, Fig. 25).!%
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Fig. 27. Comparison between the outstreched length and weigth of the intact rings with pointed-terminals
from the Biatorbagy-Herceghalom, Gyermely-Szomor and Keszt6lc depot.

The 38 rings with pointed-terminals (No. 28—65) are typical forms of the Ha A1 — Ha A2/B1
depots in North-Eastern Hungary, Transcarpathia, Transylvania and Transdanubia. It should
be noted that these rings are quite frequent among the so called Gyermely-type depots and
they were often buried in groups of 10, 20 or even 40 (List 13, Fig. 26)."® In connection with

124 SZENTMARTONI DARNAY 1905, 160-161; WANZEK 1992, Abb. 2.
125 BORN 1992, 290-294, Abb. 3—4; SzaBO 1996, 214.
126 KEMENCZEI 1996, 75-76.
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their function these objects can be interpreted as jewelries.!?” Within the framework of my
MA thesis, following the method of G. Szabo, I had the opportunity to compare the metrical
data (weight and outstretched length) of the intact rings with pointed terminals of the de-
pots from Kesztole (17 pieces), Gyermely-Szomor (14 pieces) and Biatorbagy-Herceghalom
(49 pieces). As a result of this attempt, individual objects were unfolded without any stan-
dardization. Therefore, I believe that these results could also prove that the rings with
pointed terminals were used as jewelry and their individual dimensions maybe correlated
with the wearers physical endowments (Fig. 27).!%®

The third one (No. 66) which predecessors had first appeared in the Koszider horizon is char-
acteristic to the Br D stage however its later examples are known from the Ha A as well.’®
Due to its fragmentary state its original form is hard to reconstruct therefore the determina-
tion of its closest parallels is practically not possible. However comparable examples can be
found in the territory of Hungary'*, Slovakia'*!, Ukraine'*? and Romania.'*

Fig. 28. The distribution of the rhomboid-sectiond rings (List 14).

The fourth type (No. 67) belongs to the group of closed rings with rhomboid cross section
which are also characteristic in the Carpathian Basin between the Ha Al and Ha A2 period.
However, they appear in later depots (Ha B1/2) as well (List 14, Fig. 28). Their function is ques-
tionable, as A. Mozsolics pointed out that their dimensions and cross-sections are unsuitable

127 MozsouLics, 1985, 63—64; SzABO 1996, 216.

128 SzABO 1996; TARBAY 2013, 66. kép.

129 MozsoLics 1973, 60-61; 1985, 64.

130 e. g. Balsa, Jaszkarajend, Kisvarsany. KEMENCZEI 1984, 376, Taf. CLXVI 20; MozsoLics 1973, 149-150, Taf. 54.6; 1985,
Taf. 251.19.

131 e. g. Kralovce. MozsoLics 1973, 141, Taf. 68.3-4.

132 e. g. Niznie Vorota, Veliki Lu¢ki, Volovec, Suskovo 1. KoBAL’ 2000, 90, 95-96, 99-100, Taf. 12.11.13, Taf. 26B.2, Taf.
30.27, Taf. 73B.10-11.

133 PeETREScU-DimBovITA 1998, 117-127.
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for comfortable wearing. In addition, composition analyses proved that some of them were
made of white bronze (e. g. Mariakéménd) which could support their interpretation as in-
gots."** The possibility cannot be excluded that some of them were parts of complex utensils.
Similar rings can be found on the loops of situlae (e. g. Hosszapalyi) but they appear among
the “chained objects” as well.'*

From technological point of view, the rings with pointed-terminals should be underlined.
Only small part of them are intact (No. 28-34, No. 36—44) the others are fragments or highly
fragmentary (No. 35, No. 45-65). It is notable that most of them are bended (e. g. No. 29, No.
32, No. 33, No. 35) or were broken by bending (e. g. No. 45, No. 46, No. 48, No. 54, No. 61, No.
63). Similar phenomenon can be observed on the ring No. 27 as well. No. 66 is a failed casted
object. Porosity is visible along its breakage surface and its sides are shifted due to the im-
precise contact of the bivalve mould. Contrast to this No. 67 can be interpreted as high qual-
ity product without traces of any casting faults.

III1. 9. Chained objects (Fig. 64.68)

No. 68 belongs to the group of “chained objects”: a special type of depositional phenomenon
in Carpathian Basin during the Late Bronze Age. These chained objects classifiable into
three groups: 1.) together casted closed rings, 2.) folded objects, 3.) objects folded on a closed
ring or other type of artefact. The No. 68 can be categorized into the last group which is the
most common in the analyzed area. These chained objects largely composed of rings, how-
ever, fragments of torques, pendants, buttons, fibulae, sheet objects and even razors can be
parts of them.®® They had appeared first in the Br D stage, but identical ones are known
from the Ha A1 period. At the turn of the Ha A2 and Ha B1, their quantity decreased in the
depots, nonetheless they became quite frequent among the Ha B1-Ha B3 depots (List 15,
Fig. 29). This object was generally interpreted as a “prehistoric wallet” and named as “porte-
monee”, “Pfalbaugeld” or “portemonnaies lacustres”. According to this theory, they were basi-
cally a collection of valued raw material which could be easily transported and used during
the process of prehistoric exchange.’” In my opinion, other interpretations are also possible.
Chained rings are parts of handspirals (e. g. Hegyhatszentmarton) and other objects such as
belts.’*® Moreover, these could be also the results of destructive manipulations during the
process of deposition.’*” This can be supported by fact that they are primarily known from
depots. Moreover, heat manipulation and special utensils are necessary to chained them.

III. 10. Metal sheet tubes (Fig. 65.69—76)

The Kesztolc depot contains eight, decorated sheet tubes. Despite the fact that these objects
are known from the 19th century their exact purpose is still under discussion. ' Comparable
finds were interpreted as beads or part of a necklace, sabretache and even organic belts.'*!
According to W. Modrijan, the sheet tube from Worschach could have been a part of horse
tack or jewelry.'*

134 Mozsovics 1985, 65; SzABO 1996, 214-216.

135 PATAY 1990, Taf. 28.52.

136 HANSEL 1999, Abb. 5.1-5; MozsoLics 1985, 166—168, Taf. 75.2.7; SALAS 2005a, 380-387; 2005b, Tab. 260.95.97.101.136.

137 FLEISSIG 1941, 295; HANSEL 1999, 8, Abb. 6.1-5; Kacsd 1996, 252, Abb. 2a—c; 2007, 80, Fig. 5.1-2; PAszTHORY 1985, 123,
Taf. 48.637—-640.

138 HAMPEL 1886a, XLV. tabla 2; 1892, CLXI. tabla 8; NAGy 2007, 2. tabla.

139 NEBELSICK 1997, 36—-41.

140 HAMPEL 1896, CCXXIX. tabla.

141 KeEMENCZEI 1980, 141; MAKKAY 2006, 145; MozsoLrics 1949, 28; 1975, 9.

142 MODRIJAN 1953, 27, 36, Abb. D2.
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Fig. 30. The distribution of the metal sheet tubes (List 16).
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In connection with this, the jewelry set of the Thunau am Kamp depot should be underlined
because it is composed of similar sheet tubes.'* Albeit the exact function of these objects are
uncertain, their spatial distribution and dating can be well-described. Their first appearance
is documented at the Middle Bronze Age (e. g. Puszta-Sarkanyt6'**) however they became
characteristic between the Ha Al and Ha A2 stages in Middle and Southern-Europe (List 16,
Fig. 30). Most of them are decorated with bundles of lines — similarly to the ones from
Kesztole — but example with decoration of dots (Drazice) and even undecorated ones are
also known.

III. 11. Zatec-Type bucket? (Fig. 66.77.1-77.17)

The depot contains several frag-
ments of thin, metal sheets with em-
bossed decoration. Comparable finds
were mainly interpreted as parts of
composite armour by the Hungarian
research. This hypothesis basically
rest on Middle Eastern and Aegean
analogies, and it appeared first in
monograph of A. Mozsolics wherein
these embossed sheets were deter-
mined as gorgets (germ. Halsberg).!®®
This type of defensive weapon was

Fig. 31. Belt from Middle-Europe (Hermann Historica), Diameter: an upper part of the scale armour
30 cm. http://Www.hermann-hiStorica.de/auktion/hhm68.pl? (Sariam) and Composed Of a thln
f=NR_LOT&c=2332&t=temartic_A_D&db=kat68 aw.txt

metal sheet riveted onto a flexible
organic material. Similar armours primarily distribute in the foursquare closed by Bogazkoy,
Mykene, Theba and Choga Zanbil.*¢ Besides this, another interpretation is also possible based
on formerly found Carpathian and Western European assemblages. At end of the 19th cen-
tury, T. Lehoczky published a depot from Obava and he interpreted these objects as belts,
however the circumstances of discovery referred to a metal vessel: “Az egyik pér megjegyzé,
hogy a késziklak kozt egy réz edény latszott, melynek burka azonban a kiszedés alkalmaval szét-
foszlott s eltoredezett. Mint kés6bb meggydzodtem, e rézburok egy ovet képezett s Osszehengeritve
lévén, edénynek latszott.”™*" It is important to note that prior to his publication, identical sheets
riveted onto wooden buckets were known from warrior graves of the Western Urnfield sphere
(e. g. Lorscher Wald, Heldenbergen).*® Based on the known examples, the evaluation of these
objects was carried out by O. Kytlicova and later Ch. Clausing who interpreted them as
Zatec-Type composite buckets.!* Although the Hungarian research do not take into account

143 LOCHNER 1998-1999, 184-185, Abb. 4.

144 ForTINY 1955, 20.

145 CATLING 1977, 104; CHADWICK 1961, 110-111; JANKOVITS 1999-2000, 193-194; MAKKAY 2006, 139-140; MozsoLICS
1985, 25-26; F. PETRES 1982, 61-64, Abb. 11¢c; ZACCAGNINI 1977, 32.

146 CATLING 1977, 89-90; DREWs 1993, 111; JANKOVICH 1999-2000, 193-194, Abb. 5; MozsoLics 1985, 25-26; SCHAUER
1982, 344-345; ZACCAGNINI 1977, 21, 32-33.

147 CLAUSING 1996, 416; LEHOCZKY 1892, 350-351.

148 CLAUSING 1996, 414; BEHRENS 1917, 147-150.

149 CLAUSING 1996, 413-431, Abb. 6; KyTLICOVA 1959, 154-155, Obr. 7-9; 1991, 81-82.
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the results of these works and continuously interpreted them as armour, the theory of O.
Kytlicova and Ch. Clausing became widely excepted among the Central European research.'
In the current study, we follow the results of their works and interpret the fragments of
Kesztolc as part of a Zatec-Type bucket.'s! However, a new belt with similar type of decoration
was sold at the auction of Hermann Historica (Fig. 31). Moreover, the fragment from Macko-
vac has also identical punched decoration as the previously analyzed sheet belts.!>> Therefore
the determination of the object in question is still under discussion. In my estimation, only the
re-publication of the older Carpathian finds and their comparison with the Western European
ones can bring us closer to the final solution (Fig. 32).

@ l
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Fig. 32. Zatec-Type bucket fragments from the Keszéhidegkut hoard.
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On the case of the Kesztolc depot’s fragments — based on its parallels — two different types
of reconstruction are possible. It is important to note that its wavy edge is unique and rivet
holes were not visible on any of them (Fig. 33). For this reason, it is possible that the metal
sheet object from Kesztolc can be interpreted as raw product which had not riveted onto the
wooden bucket before its deposition. The Zatec-type buckets mainly distribute in the terri-
tory of Southern Germany, Czech Republic, Transdanubia and Croatia. Their easternmost
examples are known from Transylvania (e. g. Uioara de Sus) and Ukraine (Obava). They are
well-dated to the Ha A, however an uncertain fragment with later deposition (850-650 BC)
is known from the sanctuary of Philia (Thessalia) (List 17, Fig. 34).

150 KARAVANIC 2007, 63; 2009, 134; KARAVANIC — MIHALJEVIC 2001, 22—23, Tab. 9-10; MAKKAY 2006, 140, P1. VL.14, P1. VIL
15-16, PL. VIIL. 17-30; PAuLik 1962, 25-26, 59, Abb. 20.19-34; SOROCEANU 2008, 207, Abb. 33c, Abb. 33d.

151 Problematic is the one from Szentgaloskér which ends are composed of hook and row of holes. Based on its dimen-
sions (length: 39.3 cm, width: 6.10 cm) I Kilian-Dirlmeier excluded the possibility of belt or diadem interpretation. A.
Mozsolics and K. Jankovits interpreted it as gorget and E. F. Petres classified it as other armour part. Despite to them,
Ch. Clausing grouped it among the category of uncertain buckets. In my estimation, the Szentgaloskér find were pos-
sibly a modified object and its exact determination is not possible. CLAUSING 1996, 420; JANKOVITS 1999-2000, 193-194;
KiLiAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 115, Taf. 48/49.472; MozsoLics 1985, 194—195, Taf. 114.1; F. PETRES 1982, 64.

152 KARAVANIC 2007, SI. 2.
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Fig. 33. The two possible reconstruction of the embossed metal sheet fragments from the Kesztolc depot.
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In connection with this it should be noted that similar objects are also appear in the Early
Iron Age.’® These buckets with ribs-and protrusions decoration were probable a part of a
luxury feasting- and drinking set since they often combine with other metal vessel types
which spectacular examples are well-known from the elite graves (e. g. Zatec and O¢kov)
and significant depots (e. g. Kurd, Rinyaszentkiraly, Nadap).>* In relation to these, it cannot

be excluded that they might be used for alcohol consumption similarly to the Scandinavian
bark buckets.!>
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L ; \37
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Fig. 34. The distribution of the Zatec-Type buckets and embossed metal sheet fragments from Central Europe.

III. 11. Axe half-from (Fig. 67.78)

The axe half-form belongs to a group of special objects with uncertain function. Their first
example from Kurd was published by J. Hampel at the end of the 19th century who suggested
that this object may have been related to the mould manufacturing.’® By the 1980s, their
number has been grown, and to this date almost all of the examples from Transdanubia (e. g.
Beremend, Kesz6hidegkut, Kurd, Lengyeltoti) were published and dated roughly to the same
period (Ha A1-Ha A2)." In her classical study, A. Mozsolics interpreted them as test pieces
for manufacturing perfectly matching mould shells.'*® The interpretation of B. Wanzek was
similar: he determined them as models for testing the depth and decoration of the moulds.'*®

153 The bucket from Kleinklein should be emphasized because it was suspected that it had similar wooden body as the
Late Bronze Age ones. EGG — KRAMER 2005, 27-30, Abb. 20; PRUSSING 1991, 85-87, Taf. 107-121.

154 FALKENSTEIN 2006-2007, 40; HANSEL 1997, 83, Abb. 1; KyTLICOVA 1991, 82, Taf. 29C; MAKKAY 2006, PL. XXX-XXXV, P1.
XXXVL1.323-324; MozsoLics 1985, Taf. 96.12; PAuLik 1962, Abb. 18, Abb. 20, Abb. 32.

155 McGOVERN 2009, 144-145.

156 HAMPEL 1896, CCX. tabla.

157 HANSEN 1994, 76, Abb. 73.

158 MozsoLrics 1975, 9; 1984, 39.

159 WANZEK 1989, 37-38.
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Fig. 35. The typology and distribution of the half-forms (List 18).

In contrast to them J. V. Kobal’ interpreted the ring half-form from Malaja Dobron’ as an in-
got.!%% Tt is important to note the opinion of O. Dietrich who drew attention to the width of
these objects which is unsuitable for making useable tools. He also pointed out that if these
objects were used during the process of casting they might have served for making clay or
sand moulds.’" To understand the possible function of these objects and to evaluate the
axe half-form of the Kesztolc depot, their whole group should be analyzed here in details.
The Late Bronze Age half-forms can be divided into three groups: 1.) hammer half-forms; 2.)
axe half-forms; 3.) ring half-forms (List 18, Fig. 35). These artefacts first appeared among the
Transdanubian Ha A1 depots. Although, they mainly distributed in this area, some of them
appeared beyond this region. Moreover, their analogies show a much more complex picture.

160 KoBAL’ 2000, 86.
161 DieTRICH 2011, 81.
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Based on their features we sorted the two half-forms of the Lengyeltoti 3 depot into the first
group.’ Their exact analogies can be found in the unpublished Nagydobsza depot (Fig. 36)."®
Furthermore, a mould for manufacturing identical objects is known from Velem.!'** Due to
its unique features like the thickened mouth and triple V rib decorations the No. 62 object of
the Nagydobsza depot should be underlined. Its mould parallels are well-known from
Tiszafoldvar and Zvolenéves. In addition, similar hammers can be found among the depots
of Aiud, Lengyeltéti 2 and Boljani¢ (Fig. 37). However these finds are slightly different in
fine details and dimensions from the hammer half-form of Nagydobsza.'®> Comparable finds
to axe half-form of Kesztolc are known from the depots of Kurd and Nagydobsza and re-
cently a picture of a new example has been uploaded on a metal detectorist blog (Fig. 38-39).
It is important to note that these finds’ morphology and dimensions are strongly resembled
to each other.'*

65 5cm

Fig. 36. The half-forms from the unpublished Nagydobsza depot.

162 Gy. Torok interpreted them as knife like bronze lumps. Later, A. Mozsolics was the first who classified these objects
among the group of axe-half forms. TOROK 1940, 62; MozsoLics 1975, 9. Based on their quadratic cross section and
hammer like face, these objects are fall closer to the group of hammer half-forms. This classification is also supported
by several hammer parallels from the Carpathian Basin: e. g. Lovasberény, Nagydém, Somotor. HAMPEL 1896, CXCV.
tabla 2; MozsoLrics 1985, 144—145, Taf. 245.6; NOvOoTNA 1970b, 99, Taf. 43.805.

163 The depot from Nagydobsza was first evaluated within the framework of my MA thesis. Here, we only would like to
publish the half-forms of the depot. TARBAY 2013, 174-263, 495-522, Katalogus B, 1-92. tabla.

164 MiSkE 1907, 26, XXII. tabla 3.

165 GOGALTAN 2005, 346, Taf. 1.3; KONIG 2004, 192, Taf. 17.38; WANZEK 1992, Taf. 8.6.

166 Kesztole (lenght: 15.3 cm), Kurd (lenght: 14.1 cm), Nagdobsza (lenght: 7.6 cm).
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Fig. 37. Positive and mould analogies of the No. 62 axe half form from Nagydobsza (List 18). HAMPEL 1886a, IV.
Tabla 4-5, 9-10; HRALOVA — HRALA 1971, Obr. 4.2; MAYER 1977, Taf. 89.1329; MiskE 1907, Taf. XXIV.
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Fig. 38. 1. The axe half-form from Kurd 2. The axe half-form from Kesz8hidegkut.

From typological point of view, their dating closes a relatively short period. The oldest is the
one from Kurd (Ha A1) however the other two can be dated to the Ha A2/B1 stage. Different
type of axe-half form is also known from the Nagydobsza depot'®” which is analogous to the
find from Beremend. Despite that it is a miniature form (No. 65) its patterns (Y and horizon-
tal ribs) are similar to the earlier analyzed socketed axes (Fig. 11, Fig. 36.65)."°® Further axe
half-forms are known from the Keszéhidegkut depot from which the one with rib decora-
tions should be underlined. Similar socketed axes are dominated mostly in the region of the

167 Further examples are known from the Nagydobsza depot although the parallels of these fragments cannot be determined.
168 MozsoLics 1985, 95-96, Taf. 252.5.
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Southern Carpathian Basin.'® The parallels of the other one from Kesz6hidegkut are hard to
determine due to its fragmentary state, however examples with identical features are well-
known among the Carpathian socketed axes (Fig. 38.2).

The ring half-forms are mostly known from uncertain context (e. g. the one from
“Hungary”) and Ha A2 depots (e. g. Beregovo 4, Beremend, Klostar Ivani¢, Nagydobsza No.
68, No 71) (Fig. 36. 68—69)."7° 1t is important to note that a mould from Velem can be associ-
ated with the manufacturing of this half-form type.!”!

In regards to the probable function, I agree
with the opinion of O. Dietrich that these ob-
jects are unsuitable for manufacturing use-
| able tools. This statement can be well sup-
E ported by the miniature axe half-from of
| Nagydobsza and the half-forms’ exact di-
mensions. It is also notable that none of the
axe half-forms are equipped with loops.
Moreover, clear traces of casting faults and a
re-melted casting jet (Nessel’s Type 1.2) can
be observed on the surface of the hammer
half-form from Nagydobsza. Therefore this
Fig. 39. Depot from unknown location with similar axe aT tefact is not just unsuitable to manufacture
half form as Kesztélc. http:/www.vakond.hu/lexicon ~moulds but it could have been casted from
depo.htm (2003. 03.01). re-melted materials.'’”? More confusing are
the hammering traces on the surface of Kurd axe half-form. Up to now, comparable phe-
nomenon was only observed on the surfaces of finished products. It is important to note the
damage traces on the Kesz6hidegkut axe half-form. Comparable mark can be observed on
the surfaces of plano-convex ingots or socketed utensils and weapons. Based on the afore-
mentioned features, two distinct statements can be formulated on the function of the ana-
lyzed artefacts: 1.) the half-forms can be determined as semi-finished products and probable
were made of re-melted materials. 2.) the manufacturing of these objects might have related
to the event of deposition, therefore they could bare symbolic function as well.

III. 12. Rod ingot (Fig. 67.79)

The depot contains only one fragment of a rod ingot. These bronze or gold semi-finished
products appeared at the Middle Bronze and were manufactured by moulds (e. g. Aszdd,
Fiizesabony). Their form are various even in the context of one assemblage, for this reason
their morphological typology may not be necessary.!”® Similar Late Bronze Age examples to
the Kesztolc depot’s ingots are distributed over the whole territory of the Carpathian Basin
and its adjacent regions between the Br D and Ha A1 stage (List 19, Fig. 40).

169 The parallels of the half-form of Kesz6hidegkut: Bodrogkeresztir, Budini¢ina, Cermozise, Donja Dolina, Gornji Log,
unknown (Archaeological Museum Split), Motke. It should be emphasized that the decoration of the ones from Motke
und Gornji Log are slightly different. CERCE - SINKOVEC 1995, 138-147, 169-170, PL 43.9, P. 69.2; GAVRANOVIC 2011,
135, Abb. 133.2; KEMENCZEI 2003, Taf. 1.4; KONIG 2004, 211-212, Taf. 26.21; MozsoLrics 1985, 135-137, Taf. 35.1; VINSKI-
GASPARINT 1973, 212, Tab. 78.7; ZERAVICA 1993, 95, Taf. 36.488.

170 HAMPEL 1886a, I. Tabla 4; KoBAL’ 2000, 74, Taf. 46B.2; MozsoLics 1985, 254, Taf. 254.2—4; VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 215,
Tab. 96.15-18.

171 MIskE 1907, XXIII. tabla 8.

172 NESSEL 2012a, 14.

173 CzAJLIK 2012, 74; DiETRICH 2009, 100; HAMPEL 18864, 186; KoBAL’ 2000, 70-71; MozsoLics 1985, 32.
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Fig. 40. The distribution of the rod ingots (List 19).

II1. 13. Plano-convex ingots (Fig. 68.80, Fig. 69.81, Fig. 70.82—83, Fig. 71.84, Fig. 72.85, Fig.
73.86-88, Fig. 74.89-94)

The Kesztolc depot contains four smaller and eleven larger fragments of plano-convex in-
gots.'”* From the classification schemes of these semi-finished products, the works of M.
Rusu, A. Mozsolics and Z. Czajlik should be emphasized.'”” While M. Rusu’s typological sys-
tem dealt with the dimensions (e.g. length of cross section, weight), A. Mozsolics sorted
them into two formal groups: leaky plano-convex ingots and convex ingots.'”® A new
techno-typological scheme was established for the Transdanubian examples by Z. Czajlik.
His classification is based on formal features, exact metrical data and the alloy composition
of this ingot type.'”” Although grouping the Kesztolc depots plano-convex ingots into his
scheme is problematic, the below analysis practically follows his work. Based on its cross
section No. 80 is classifiable into the Nyergesujfalu-Type, although its total weight cannot be
more than 4 kg which is rather characteristic to the Velem-Type. Similar is the problem with
No. 85 and No. 81. They can be linked to the group of high plano-convex ingots (Ujfalu-
Type) although it is highly unlikely that their weight were 8 kg. Despite the above discussed
problems No. 82 could be linked to the Velem Type and No. 84 to the group of small plano-
convex ingots of Lovasberény-Type. Due to its fragmentary state No. 83 are hard to classify,

174 Fragments No. 87-93 are unsuitable for typology due to their fragmentary state.

175 ErDY 1861, 38; HAMPEL 1896, 180; KoBAL’ 2000, 70; KYTLICOVA 2007, 162; LAZAR 1943, 240; MENGHIN 1937, 71; MISKE
1907, 57; ANGELI — NEUNINGER 1964, 77; PuLszky 1883; 1897, 132; PrrTIONI 1941, 81; 1967, 66; TEGLAS 1885, 106; 1887,
116; 1891, 214; TompA 1923-1926, 41; WOSINSKY 1896, 216.

176 Mozsovrics 1984, 35-38; Rusu 1981, 382.

177 CzAJLIK 1996, 166—-174, Abb. 20; 2012, 67—71; CZAJLIK ET AL. 1999.
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however it was possibly a part of a high plano-convex ingot.'”® From chronological point of
view, these types were deposited for a long period of time. The Velem-Type belongs to the Br
D-Ha A1 stages, although the Nyergesujfalu-Type has a later dating: Ha A-Ha B. The Lovas-
berény-Type has the longest deposition from the Br D to the Ha B1 stage.'”

As for their technological aspects, the quality of the analyzed plano-convex ingots is quite di-
verse. Examples with smooth breakage surface and ones with inferior quality can be equally
found among them. Crater like traces of gas bubbles and porous breakage surface are also visi-
ble on some examples.’® It is worth to mention that in three cases (No. 82, No. 85, No. 88) the
trace of layered casting was documented. Comparable phenomenon which was related to the
early manufacturing stage of this ingot type was only documented along the breakage sur-
faces of the ones from Velem and Trieben Versunkene Kirche.'®! Significant is the fragment
No. 80 on which a re-casted spiral ring could be well-observed. Analogous phenomenon is well-
known from other plano-convex ingots of the Carpathian Basin (e. g. Bodrogkeresztur 3).!%

III. 14. Tube with widened rim (Fig. 75.95)

The object in question (No. 95) belongs to a special group of artefacts which exact function is
not entirely clarified. They were described either as parts of pendants, helmets or as wag-
ons.'® However, according to Ch. Pare they were most likely wagon barriers.'® These small
bronze tubes with disc- or stepped like rim are distributed from the Carpathian Basin to
Northern-Europe. In certain cases, a bronze rod was pulled through their body which fea-
ture could support the wagon barrier theory.'® Some of them are decorated with bundles of
lines (e. g. Prestavlky) or with pine-needle like patterns (e. g. Lengyeltoti).® These tubes
dominated between the Br D and Ha A1 stages, but later examples are also known from the
Ha B3 and the Early Iron Age (List 20, Fig. 41).*

II1. 15. Casting Jets (Fig. 75.96)

The two casting jets of the depot belong to a metallurgical by-product group which has been
well-known since the 19th century.'® Their quantity is relatively low in Central but even in
Western and Northern Europe. Most of them were parts of depots, only their small quantity
is known from settlements and graves.'® Based on its confusing features (e. g. the breakage
on its upper part, the unpolished casting seams and the slight horizontal shift of its sides)
No. 96 can be interpreted as a failed casted object. However its upper part strongly reminds
to the casting jets of Nessel’s I.1. group.'*® The classification of the other example (No. 97) is
easier. Based on its semi-circle cross-section it is sortable into Nessel’s 1.2 group.'*!

178 CzAjLIK 2012, 68-71.

179 CzajLik 2012, 68-70.

180 CzajLik 2012, 96-97; MozsoLics 1984, 37.

181 CzAJLIK 2012, 64.

182 CzajLik 2012, 72; MozsoLics 1984, 35-37.

183 WANZEK 1992, 263.

184 PARE 2004, 360.

185 MozsoLics 1985, Taf. 97.16; SALAs 2005b, Tab. 265.165-166, Tab. 266.167; SALAS-SMID 1999, 32, Abb. 10-22.

186 SaLas 2005b, Tab. 265.162; WANZEK 1992, 263, Taf. 1.16, Taf. 10.14.

187 PARE 2004, 360.

188 HAMPEL 1896, 190, 199; JANTZEN 2008, 226-236; KuIjPERS 2008, 92; MISKE 1907, 59-60, XXVI. tibla 14-15; MozsoLICs
1984, 27-28, Taf. 13.7; NESSEL 2012, 151-154, Abb. 10-15; WANZEK 1989, 46-49, 60—65, Abb. 5.

189 HANSEN 1994, 134-135, Abb. 74; NESSEL 2012, 145, 151-154, 158, Abb. 10-15.

190 NESSEL 2012, 146, Abb. 1b.

191 NESSEL 2012, 147, Abb. 2.
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Fig. 41. The distribution of tube with widened rim
(Mozsouvics 1985, Taf. 107.22; SALAS 2005b, Tab. 265.162, Tab. 266.167; List 20).

III. 16. Wire fragments (Fig. 76.97-99)

The depot contains three, square-sectioned wire fragments. Their exact function cannot be

determined due to their uncharacteristic form. They were probably parts of a larger object
(e. g. fibula).

III. 17. Fragments of Socketed Utensils (Fig. 76.100—106)

By reason of their fragmentary state, the seven fragments of socketed utensils (No. 101-106)
are unsuitable for further typological or technological analysis.

II1. 18. Button or Belt-Hook (Fig. 76.107)

Due to its confusing form and the casting flaws on its exterior surface the No. 107 object is
hard to classify. On the basis of its small hook it can be interpreted either as a button or as a
belt-hook.
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IV. Conclusions

On the basis of the typo-chronological analysis it may be said that most of the analyzed ob-
jects can be dated to Ha A1, Ha A2 or Ha B1 stages. It is also possible to differentiate a dom -
inant “older” Ha A1 group (e. g. Zatec-Type bucket, metal sheet tubes etc.) from another
which is composed of “younger” objects (Ha A2/B1) such as the spear or the socketed axes.
Based on these results, the depot had a long period of cumulation (Fig. 42). Despite that it con-
tains many Ha A1 related objects its “younger” finds can be well-linked to the Ha B1 stage.
Thereupon, if we follow the typo-chronological models of the Hungarian research, it can be
concluded that the depot was buried in the Ha A2 stage (Gyermely horizon/Hoard Find Stage
I11)."** But, was the depot from Kesztélc really buried during the Ha A2 transitional stage?

The current “metal typo-chronology” of the Carpathian Basin is practically composed of
country-related chronological schemes which are connected to each other and to P. Reinecke’s
and H. Miiller-Karpe’s systems.'”> The Ha A2 problem itself can be traced back to end of the
1950s when H. Miiller-Karpe established his classical chronological frame. Based on cross-
dating with the Mediterranean and the Middle East, and the seriation of the metal finds
from cemeteries of Southern Germany, he was able to develop further Reinecke’s system and
divided the Ha A into Ha Al and Ha A2 stages.”” However, he emphasized that the Ha A2
stage can only be evinced in certain territories of Europe. Moreover, its characteristic objects
such as the Fuchsstadt-Type cups can be linked to the younger stage (Ha B1) as well.’”> The
second greatest influence on the Eastern Central European chronology was W. A. von
Brunn’s classical monograph, in 1968. His principal was that despite the lack of metal arte-
facts from cemeteries of the Carpathian Basin, the quantity of the metal objects in the de-
pots is enough to establish a chronological scheme for this region. Thereupon, he differenti-
ated four stages and paralleled them to Miller-Karpe’s system.!?® This “depot chronology”
distinguished the stages by combination of artefacts, cross-dating and the appearance of
new types and stylistic variants. The so called Jaszkarajen6-Uzsavolgy stage (Ha A2) is the
best example of this method because it is composed of “older” and “younger” objects such as
the currently analyzed depot from Kesztolc.'”” After W. A. von Brunn’s work, the
Carpathian research established local chronological schemes which also included the Ha A2
stage despite the fact that most of the researchers were well-aware of its uncertainties.!*®

A. Mozsolics was one of them when she defined the Gyermely horizon (Ha A2) by objects
which can be linked to the following stage (Ha B1). However, she stressed that this horizon
can only be determined by typological analysis and cannot be cross-dated like the Kurd
horizon.””” In 1994, S. Hansen was the first who formulated a different opinion on the dating
of the aforementioned horizon. According to him, the “Gyermely-Type hoards” can be defined

192 KEMENCZEI 1996; MozsoLics 1985.

193 voN BRUNN 1968; DERGACEV 2002; FOLTINY 1955, 111, 117-122; HARDING 2000, 9; KEMENCZEI 1996; KoBAL’ 2000; Mo-
ZSOLICS 1943, 4-8; 1985; 2000; MULLER-KARPE 1959a; PETRESCU-DIMBOVITA 1978; REINECKE 1899; 1900; 1902; VINSKI-
GASPARINI 1973; VAsSIC 1982.

194 MULLER-KARPE 1959a, 153-160.

195 MULLER-KARPE 1959a, 161, 198, 200-204.

196 vON BRUNN 1968, 28-29, 51.

197 voN BRUNN 1968, 46—50, Abb. 3.

198 GAVRANOVIC 2011, 30-31; KoBAL’ 2000, 14-15, Abb. 1; KONIG 2004, 91, Taf. 3; MozsoLics 1985, 82-84; NOVOTNA 1970a,
Tab. 1; PETREscU-DiMBOVITA 1977, 24-25, 31; PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 92; RUSU 1963, 190, 208, Abb. 3; Vasi¢ 1982,
267-268, 273-274, 281-282; KARAVANIC 2009, 92; VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 196, 205-206.

199 MozsoLrics 1985, Taf. 278.
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as a Transdanubian depot group rather than an independent chronological stage.?” He also
drew attention to the fact that the characteristic types of the Gyermely horizon are different
from the objects of Miiller-Karpe’s Ha A2 stage, therefore their comparison is highly prob-
lematic.?' S. Hansen practically dated the Gyermely-Type depots into the Ha B1 stage by re-
ferring to socketed axes with ribbed decoration and to other artefacts.?’* The first reflection
to his work is related to T. Kemenczei who virtually re-evaluated A. Mozsolics’ system by
using the same typological method. According to him, the quantity of the artefacts, new
types, the spatial distribution and also the fragmentary state of the assemblages are impor-
tant to determine the stages like the Hoard Find Stage II1.2* In contrast to him, M. Novotna
formulated similar opinion as S. Hansen. She stated that the Gyermely-Type hoards can be de-
termined as a regional combination group in Southwestern Slovakia and Transdanubia and
most of these depots can be linked to the Ha B1 stages. Furthermore, the Gyermely hoard it-
self has a younger dating.?* The opinion of P. Turk was also similar when he dated the Slove-
nian and Western Carpathian “Ha A2 depots” to the Ha B1 stage (Phase III).?
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1 1 — e ——— 1 spear
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1 ] 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 I socketed axe (No. 5)
1 1 1 1 1
socketed axe: I ! : :
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i I 1 1 (No. 6-7) 1
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Fig. 42. The relative chronology of the depot’s objects.

200 HANSEN 1994, 397; 1996, 433.

201 HANSEN 1994, 398; 1996, 434-438.

202 HANSEN 2006, 60; 1994, 405; 1996, 439.
203 KEMENCZEI 1996, 75-77.

204 NovOTNA 2000.

205 Turk 1996, 111-117.
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Consequently, two different ways of relative dating exist nowadays. According to A. Mozsolics’
and T. Kemenczei’s chronological scheme the Kesztolc depot can be dated to the Ha A2
stage, but if we take into account the suggestions of the Western research, the analyzed de-
pot can be associated with the Ha B1 stage. However, it is worth to pointing out that this
problem is far more complex than a simple modification of the typo-chronology could solve it.
From the very beginning of research, our region struggles with two basic problems:
1.) Whereas the metal finds are basically missing from the burials and settlements between
the Br D and Ha B2/3 stages, the metal typo-chronology rest on the depot’s artefacts. 2.) In
most cases the contexts of these hoards are uncertain because they were found by locals,
metal detectorists or were donated by collectors (Fig. 43).2% To conclude, the main problem
with the chronology is the source itself. In contrast to the ceramic typology these assem-
blages composed of objects from totally different parts of the bygone Bronze Age life. There-
upon, they not just have different function but also different life-circles.?”” Consequently,
their time of use can be very diverse. For instance, a personal object like a sword has been
probably use for a long period of time and had a very special life-circle, which could have
been effected by different owners and many individual events. Therefore, its various decora-
tions or blade shapes (e. g. leaf or strait blade) which are often described by countless of sub-
types rather reflect on the owners’ taste, symbolic meanings or fighting styles, and not on
short chronological shifts. In connection with this, another problem is that significant part
of the hoards — just as the one from Kesztolc - composed objects with different dating or
long period of use. Therefore they are basically unsuitable for differentiate short transitional
stages like the Ha A2.2® No wonder that the different stages, horizons and periods are often
overlap of each other.?”” This problem was seemed to be solved by using of fine typologies of
the objects, or making differentiation between the stages by certain features like fragmenta-
tion, spatial distribution, combination of artefacts or the appearance of “younger objects and
stylistic variants”. But against all these attempts the problem basically remained the same. In
connection with this, V. Rychner’s dendro-chronological analysis should be emphasized. Ac-
cording to his results, the relative chronological stages especially the short “transitional” pe-
riods like the Ha A2 are overlapped.?!® The above analysis clearly proves of the limits of the
fine typology in relation to the dating. However, from chronological point of view the main
problem is the depots undocumented context. Their composition is uncertain because they
are often mixed with older or younger assemblages or individual objects by the finders or
previous owners. In addition, some of the artefacts could be lost, kept, sold or even amateur-
ishly modified. In this regard, the depots of the Gyermely horizon are not exceptions.?!!
Consequently, an evident question should be asked: Are these assemblages really suited for
determining short chronological stages like the Ha A2? Presently, this question cannot be
answered in details. However, the re-evaluation of the previously founded assemblages in
the current state of the research and new regional chronologies which are not country re-
lated can solve this problem. Although, due to the uncertainty of the source, it is highly pos-
sible that S. Hansen’s and P. Turk’s suggestions are closer to reality, and the relative
chronology can only be established on large-scale.

206 MozsoLics 1943, 48; V. SzaB6 2013.

207 FoNTIN 2002, 247-258, Fig. 13.1; KOPYTOFF 1986, 65-67.

208 ZIEGERT 1964, 22-24.

209 KEMENCZEI 1996, 75-84; MozsoLics 1985,11-84; ZIEGERT 1964, 22—-24.
210 RYCHNER ET AL. 1995, 455-456, 483—484, Abb. 1. Abb. 24.

211 MozsoLics 1985, 85-217.
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Fig. 43. Individual objects and assemblages from auctions and online marketplaces.

1. “Fémkeres6k foruma”: http://femkeresok.europefreeforum.com/post4223. html?style=11#p4223 (2013.09.01).
2. “Noricum” (uploaded by a Hungarian user): http://www.ebay.com/itm/Ancient-Celtic-Bronze-Axe-Bracelets-
and-Artefacts-Mix/261259 449 998?_trksid=p2 047 675.m2109&_trkparms=aid%3D555 003%26algo%3DPW.CAT
%2620%3D1%26asc%3D17 571%26meid%3D9 776 180 736 57 192 975%26pid%3D 100 010%26prg%3D8140%261k
%3D5%261kt%3D15%265d%3D290 941821 491%26 (2013.09.01).
3a-b: Ebay: http://www.ebay.com/itm/bronze-age-sword-/230 896 537 187 (2013.09.01).
4a-e: Christie’s http://www.liveauctioneers.com/item/30 665 922_superb-hallstadt-bronze-situla (2014.11.05).

Besides the chronological questions, understanding the depot through its objects was an-
other goal of the study. This was partly possible by the analysis of the parallels’ spatial dis-
tribution and the aid of the macroscopic observations. The Kesztolc depot mainly composed
of typical Carpathian objects (e. g. socketed axes, socketed chisel, torques, rings with
pointed-terminals ect.) which are not uncommon in Transdanubia (Fig. 11, Fig. 13, Fig. 23,
Fig. 26, Fig. 30, Fig. 35, Fig. 40). However, some of them should be underlined by the reason of
their spatial distribution. For instance, the A3a passementerie fibula appeared outside of the
Carpathian Basin, and reached the territories of the present day Czech Republic and Poland
(Fig. 16). Also interesting is the distribution of the Zatec-Type buckets and tubes with
widened rims which parallels were unearthed in Western Europe (Fig. 34, Fig. 41). The spa-
tial densification of the undecorated belt should also be emphasized due to the object in
question is unique in Transdanubia and might be derived from the northeastern part of the
Carpathian Basin (Fig. 20). On the basis of these results it can be concluded that these objects
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were parts of an interaction networks which connected the Carpathian Basin with the
Northern and Western parts of Central Europe. It is also worth noting that all of these ob-
jects can be determined as special types. The passemeneterie fibula and the belt belong to a
high quality, probably very personal jewelry groups. Based on its technique, contexts and
combination with other metal vessel types the bucket was likely parts of prestigious drink-
ing sets and if the tube with widened rim was really part of a wagon barrier, there is no
need to prove its importance.

repaired belt in four pieces
(from the North Eastern
. Carpathian Basin)

/~ fibulae "\
[ deliberate destruction
| rare (Uzsavélgy) |
\  interegional

random
position

separated high quality

by dimensions o = .
finished-products minor quality |
unfinished-products yseable

casting faults tools
weapons

deliberate destruction

waste products

separated
by dimensions

Fig. 44. The reconstruction of the context.

The manufacturing techniques of the analyzed objects are also diverse. Most of them were
casted by the bivalve moulds (e. g. spears, socketed axes, chisel), but less common tech-
niques like the lost-wax casting (e. g. ring No. 27, torques No. 24) were also observed among
them. The second greatest, however common, technological group is the hammered wire ob-
jects such as the rings with pointed-terminals. As we have already noted some artefact such
as the fibulae or the metal sheet fragments with ribs-and protrusions can be associated with
major manufacturing techniques. Based on the results of the macroscopic observations, the
depots objects can be divided into finished, semi-finished, failed-casted and unfinished prod-
ucts. In relation to this, the casted objects were best suited for draw further conclusions. The
majority of the socketed axes can be interpreted as unfinished objects (No. 6) or showed
clear traces of minor and major casting faults along their outer- and breakage surfaces (No.
4, No. 7-11, No. 14, No. 16). In contrast to them, other artefacts such as the spears (No. 1-3),
certain axes (No. 12-13), chisel (No. 18) and the flange-handled sickles (No. 19-20) can be deter-
mined as finished products, and they were probably suitable for use before their deposition.
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This is especially true for the chisel which could be used even nowadays. On the contrary,
determining the usage of the wire-and metal sheet artefacts is not possible without uncer-
tainties however they were probably also wearable and finished products. The belt is consid-
ered to be an exception because clear traces of repairs can be observed on its edge (Fig.
55.23.1). An interesting aspect of the depot is that the prehistoric destruction traces mostly
occurred on the useable, finished products. Damage marks and bending is visible on the
spears (No. 2-3), and it is possible that some of the socketed axes (No. 12-13) and the sickles
(No. 19-20) were also broken by similar manner. Yet again the belt is the most spectacular
example which was torn into four parts.?’? Extreme bending and deliberate breakage can be
well-observed among the fibulae, torques and rings as well. Similar phenomenon was de-
scribed in many parts of Europe, and interpreted as a result of peri-depositional votive, pre-
monetare or profane action. Moreover, some may argue that it could be connected with the
funeral rites when the deceases’ objects went through different stages of manipulations.*?

The reconstruction of the depot’s context also provided puzzling results. Considering that it shows
similar organized placing which was observed among assemblages with documented context.?* It
was not just buried in three separated parts, but its objects — especially the ones in the central
heap — were placed well-designed. The most personal objects — such as the passementerie fibulae
and the belt — were positioned in damaged state on special parts of the heap. The less vulnerable
artefacts like the plano-convex ingots and socketed utensils were placed on the lower sections
(Fig. 44). The location of the depot, a presumably unsettled, wetland area which is separated by a
small river from the cemetery, is also remarkable. All these aforementioned topographical features
indicate that the depot could be buried in a well-chosen area — probable a liminal zone — within
the bygone Bronze Age “mental landscape”.?" This topographical situation combined with the de-
liberate destruction of useable fine products and the well-designed deposition is hard to explain by
profane motivations. However, we should not fall into the mistake of over-interpretation simply
by the reason of the undocumented context, probable high quantity of post-depositional damages
and last but not least the radical changes of the area’s topography. The final interpretation of the
Kesztole depot requires further, more complex analyzes. Firstly, extensive topographical surveys
similarly to the one which was carried out by the case of the Isleham hoard could clarify the exact
topographical situation.”® Secondly, precise typological and technological comparisons which
based on not publication data but the personal re-examination of the parallel finds could provide
new results. By the aid of these, I believe that not just the Kesztolc depot but the other hoards
from this region could be understood better.
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List 1. Late Bronze Age sites located near to the depot

Kesztolc-Bodzas diilé — depot: TARBAY 2011, 2013.

Kesztolc-Cseresznyés hat — cemetery: HORVATH ET AL. 1979, 238.

Kesztolc-Sarmanka cave — stray ceramic finds: HORVATH ET AL. 1979, 239.

Region of Kesztolc - stray ceramic finds: HORVATH ET AL. 1979, 240.

Dorog-Doézsa Gyorgy primary school - stray ceramic finds: HORVATH ET AL. 1979, 61.
Dorog-Homoki vineyards — stray ceramic finds: HORVATH ET AL. 1979, 61.
Dorog-Kalvaria mountain - stray ceramic finds: HORVATH ET AL. 1979, 61.
Dorog-Satork6 sand mine - stray ceramic- and bronze finds: HORVATH ET AL. 1979, 62-63.
Territory of Dorog — stray ceramic- and bronze finds: HORVATH ET AL. 1979, 64-65.

10 Piliscséve-Tatarszallas - stray ceramic finds: HORVATH ET AL. 1979, 280.

11. Piliszentlélek-Legény/Chlapec cave — stray ceramic finds: HORVATH ET AL. 1979, 300-302.

RN G RN R

List 2. Spear (No. 1)

Arad 2 (Romania, Arad) - depot: PETRESCU-DIMBOVITA 1978, 139, Taf. 223.26.

Borsodbota (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1984, 145, Taf. CXVc.3.
Dubany (Czech Republic, Prosté&jov) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 419-420; 2005b, Tab. 341.5.

Glod/Glod (Romania, Maramures) — uncertain depot: PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 149, Taf. 258C.1.
Hida (Romania, Silaj) — depot: PETRESCU-DIMBOVITA 1978, 149, Taf. 260.26.

Kapelna (Croatia, Donji Miholjac) — depot: VINSkI-GASPARINT 1973, 215, Tab. 110.16.
Négradmarcal (Hungary, Nograd) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1984, 150, Taf. CXVIId.13.20.

Pétervasara (Hungary, Heves) — Collection of Kund: KEmMENCZET 1984, 119, Taf. LIIb.2.
Sacuieni/Székelyhid (Romania, Bihor) — depot: PETREscU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 144, Taf. 238B.18.

10 Te$anj/Stanari 2 (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Tesli¢) — depot: KONIG 2004, 223-224, Taf. 32.1.

WENA U R BN

List 3. Socketed axes (No. 4) with with ribbed decoration

Beraveci (Croatia, Vrpolje) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, 211, Tab. 108.3.4.8.
Beremend (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: Mozsotics 1985, Taf. 253.2.
Biatorbagy-Herceghalom (Hungary, Pest) — depot: HampEL 1896, CCIX. tabla 2.
Bokavié (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Lukavac) — depot: KON1G 2004, 184-191, Taf. 38.27.
Brvniste/Boronas (Slovakia, Povazska Bystrica) — depot: NovoTNA 1970a, 91-92, Taf. XLVIIL.
Cornesti/Magyarszarvaskend (Romania, Mures) — depot: PETREscU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 141-142, Taf. 229.11.
Cluj-Napoca/Kolozsvar 2 (Romania, Cluj) — depot: PETREscu-DimMBovITA 1978, 141, Taf. 228B.6.
Debrecen 3 (Hungary, Hajdd-Bihar) - depot: Mozsorics 1985, 110-111, Taf. 265.2.
Detva/Gyetva (Slovakia, Zvolen) — depot: NovoTNA 1970b, 84, Taf. 34.601.

. Dirja (Romania, Cluj) — depot: PETREscu-DimBovITA 1978, 138, Taf. 219.19.

11. Donja Koric¢ani (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Jajce) — stray find: GaAvrRanovi¢ 2011, 139, Abb. 139.1.

12. Jaszkarajen6 (Hungary Pest) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 129-130, Taf. 250.18.

13. Jevicko (Czech Republic, Svitavy) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 346—348; 2005b, Tab. 177C.1-2.

14. Jupalnic (Romania, Mehedinti) - depot: PETREscU-DimBOVITA 1978, 138, Taf. 220B.2.

15. Kapelna (Croatia, Donji Miholjac) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, 215, Tab. 110.15.

16. Kostolec i Holesova (Czech Republic, Krométiz) — stray find: Rimovsky 1992, 205, Taf. 50.736.

17. Liborajdea/Liborasdia (Romania, Banat) — depot: GuMA — DRAGOMIR 1985, 111, Fig. 2.3. Fig. 3.2.

18. Lovasberény (Hungary, Fejér) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 144-145, Taf. 244.2-4.6.8.13.

19. Lukavac Crkviste (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Tuzla) — depot: ZERAVICNA 1993, 94, Taf. 36.478.

20. Malaja Dobron’/Mala Dobron’ (Ukraine, Uzgorod) — depot: KoBaL’ 2000, 86, Taf. 75A.13.

21. Monj (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Gracanica) — depot: KONIG 2004, 209-211, Taf. 51.2.

22. Mukacevo/Mukaceve/Munkacs 2 (Ukraine, Mukacevo) — depot: KoBar’ 2000, 88, Taf. 77C.1.

23. Nagydobsza (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: TARBAY 2013, 214, 433-434, 4. Tabla 7.

24. Nagykallo 1 (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: Mozsorics 2000, 59, Taf. 61.5.

25. Napkor (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: MozsoLrics 1985, 157-158, Taf. 257.4-8.

26. Oberstdorf bei Allgiu (Germany, Bavaria) - stray find: PAszTHORY — MAYER 1998, 145, Taf. 70.1045.

27. Pap 3 (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: MozsoLics 2000, 65, Taf. 72.10.

28. Pietrosu/Pietrosz/Nagy-Koves (Romania, Buzau) — depot: PETREscU-DiMBovITA 1978, 147, Taf. 251C.2.

29. Porta Bohemica-Labe (Czech Republic, Litoméfice) — depot: KyTLicovA 2007, 292-293, Taf. 127.65-67.

30. Somotor/Szomotor A (Slovakia, Trebisov) — depot: NOvOTNA 1970a, 118, Taf. XLVIL.13.

31. Salzburg (Austria) — uncertain stray find: MAYER 1977, 193, Taf. 77.1062.

32. Sice (Croatia, Nova Kapela) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 218, Tab. 95.2-3.
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33. Slavonski Brod (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 219, Tab. 106.7.
34. Sluzin (Czech Republic, Prostéjov) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 452; 2005b, Tab. 421.4, Tab. 422.7.
35. Suskovo/Suskovo/Szuszko 1 (Ukraine, Svaljava) — depot: KoBaL’ 2000, 95-96, Taf. 74.13.
36. Srpska Varos (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Te$anj) — depot: KONIG 2004, 219, Taf. 50B.1.

37. Székesfehérvar (Hungary, Fejér) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 191-192, Taf. 243.2-3.

38. Slovakia — unkown: NovoTNA 1970b, 83, Taf. 33.593.

39. Tiszavasvari (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 205, Taf. 261.2-3.
40. Velem 1 (Hungary, Vas) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 211-213, Taf. 230A.8.14.

41. Velikaja Began’ or Zmeevka (Ukraine, Beregovo) — depot: KoBAL’ 2000, 98, Taf. 90B.2.

42. Vészt6 (Hungary, Békés) — depot: MozsoLics 2000, 90-91, Taf. 116.11.

43. Zagon/Zagon 2 (Romania, Covasna) — depot: PETREscU-DiMBovITA 1978, 147, Taf. 250B.4, Taf. 251A.8.
44. Zsaka-David tanya 1 (Hungary, Hajdu-Bihar) — depot: V. SzaB6 2011, Taf. 8.2-3.

List 4. Socketed axes (No. 5)

1. Dunavecse (Hungary, Pest) — depot: MozsoLics 2000, 42, Taf. 26.3.

2. Middle-Europe - London Coin Gallerie: http://www.londoncoin.com/antiquities/ancient-
greece/1489/bronze-axe-head/ (2012.10.31).

Uioara de Sus/Felsémarosajvar (Romania, Alba) — depot: PETREscu-DiMBovVITA 1978, Taf. 164.95.
Piisp6khatvan (Hungary, Pest) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 178—179, Taf. 139.15.

Slavonski Brod (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: VINSkI-GASPARINI 1973, 219, Tab. 106.5.
Zsaka-David-tanya 1 (Hungary, Haju-Bihar) — depot: V. SzaB6 2011, Taf. 8.3.

QoW

List 5. Undecorated socketed axes (No. 6-—7)

7. Brodski Varos (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, 212, Tab. 60.1-2.
8. Hajdasamson 4 (Hungary, Hajda-Bihar) — depot: MozsoLics 2000, 48—49, Taf. 38.1.

9. Hodmezévasarhely (Hungary, Csongrad) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 128, Taf. 255.24.

10. Nadap (Hungary, Fejér) — depot: MAKKAY 2006, 13. tabla 109.

11. Nagydobsza (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: TARBAY 2013, 214, 497, 5. tabla 8.

12. Szentes-Nagyhegy 1 (Hungary, Csongrad) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1984, 417, Taf. CCVIIc.2.
13. Varvolgy-Nagylaz-hegy (Hungary, Zala) — depot: MULLER 2006a, 7. kép.

14. Varatic 2 (Moldova, Rigcani) — depot: DERGACEV 2002, 46-47, Taf. 49.5.

15. Vészt6é (Hungary, Békés) — depot: Mozsorics 2000, 90-91, Taf. 116.5.

List 6. Undecorated socketed axes (No. 8 — 10) with curve body

16. Bizovac (Croatia, Osijek) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 212, Tab. 37.11.

9. Hodmezévasarhely (Hungary, Csongrad) — depot: Mozsovics 1985, 128, Taf. 255.4.

17. Jaszkarajené (Hungary, Pest) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 129-130, Taf. 251.14.

11. Nagydobsza (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: TARBAY 2013, 215, 497, 6. tabla 9.

12. Szentes-Nagyhegy 1 (Hungary, Csongrad) — depot: Mozsorics 2000, 76-77, Taf. 92.1.4-5.8.

List 7. Socketed chisels

Dubany (Czech Republic, Prosté&jov) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 419-420; 2005b, Tab. 341.4.

Lengyeltoti 2 (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 142-143, Taf. 107.2.

Lengyeltoti 4 (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 143-144, Taf. 110.2.

Trencianske Bohuslavice/Bogoszl6 (Slovakia, Trencin) — depot: NovoTNA 1970a, Taf. XIV.
Varvolgy-Nagy-Lazhegy (Hungary, Zala) — depot: MULLER 2011, 218, 1. abra 2-5, 2. dbra 9, 5. 4bra, 7. abra 32.

A

List 8. Passamenterie fibulae type A3a*"

Balatonkiliti (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: Kuzsinszky 1920, 4-8, 6. abra 7.

Bokod (Hungary, Komarom-Esztergom) — depot: PATAY 1964, 2. abra 1.

Bolcske (Hungary, Tolna) - stray find: GAAL 2001, 41-50, Abb. 2.1-3.

Brodski Varos (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 212, Taf. 52.9-22.
Celldomolk-Saghegy (Hungary, Vas) — grave: K&szeGr 1988, 130, 47. tabla.
Cornesti/Sinfalva (Romania, Cluj) — depot: NEsTOR 1932, 137, Abb. 30.1.

Ersekvadkert (Hungary, Nograd) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1984, 147.

N ewhpE

217 Based on the results of Gabor Vaczi’s recent study, the one from Sidagard cannot be sorted into the A3a type. HOLSTE
1951, 22-23, Taf. 43.35-36; TARBAY 2012, V1. lista 67; VAcz1 2014, 47, 2. kép 43.
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8. Gyermely-Szomor (Hungary, Komarom-Esztergom) — depot: VASARHELYI 1889, 62, 1. tabla 1-2.

9. Dunanjvaros (Hungary, Fejér) — stray find: TARBAY 2012, 116, 4. kép.

10. Kammeny Most/Kéhidgyarmat (Slovakia, Nové Zamky) — depot: NovoTNA 2001, 39, Taf. 6.62.

11. Kenderes 2 (Hungary, Jasz-Nagykun-Szolnok) — depot: HAMPEL 1892, 63, CLVIIL. tabla 21.

12. Orci (Hungary, Somogy) — depot or grave: UNDSET 1884, 200-208, I. tabla 8.

13. Sinpetru German/Németszentpéter (Romania, Arad) — depot: BADER 1983, 44, Taf. 6.27-29.

14. Simonfa (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 185.

15. Swierczéw/Tschwirtschen (Poland, Niechlow) — stray find: GEDL 2004a, 79-80, Taf. 52.220.

16. Szécsény/Benczurfalva/Dol’any 2 (Hungary, Nograd) — depot: HAMPEL 1877, P1. XVL.9.

17. Pawlowice Namystowskie/Paulsdorf (Poland, Namstéw) — depot: GEDL 2004a, 79, Taf. 52.219.

18. Porta-Bohemica-Labe (Czech Republic, Litoméftice) — depot: KyTricova 2007, 292-293, Taf. 119.4.

19. Rimavska Sobota/Rimaszombat (Slovakia, Banska Bystrica) — depot: NovoTNA 2001, 39, Taf. 6.60, Taf. 6.63.

20. region of Trencin/Trencsény (Slovakia, Tren¢in) - stray find: NovoTnA 2001, 39, Taf. 6.62.

21. Velem 1 (Hungary, Vas) — depot: HaAMpEL 1896, CCXLI. Tabla 2.3.

22. Middle Europe - Ward&Company: length: 17,5 cm : http://www.wardco.net/objects/bronze/posa-
menterie-fibula; (2011.10.13 19:47)

23. Unknown - Hermann Historica: http://www.hermann-historica.de/auktion/hhmé7.pl?db=kat67_a.txt&f-
=ZAEHLER&c=287&t=temartic_A_GB&co=6

List 9. Passementerie fibulae type Uzsavolgy (Group C)

24. Badacsonytomaj-Kobolkuat (Hungary, Veszprém) — depot: MozsoLrics 1949, 26-29, Taf. 22.1.

25. Kurd (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: HAMPEL 1895, Taf. IV.3-40.

26. Lengyeltoti 2 (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: WANZEK 1992, 259-260, Taf. 10.7.9, Taf. 21.22.

27. Lesenceistvand/Uzsavolgy 2 (Hungary, Veszprém) — depot: SZENTMARTONI DARNAY 1910, 426-431, I. Tabla 1.

28. Kuzmin (Serbia, Srem, Sid) — depot: Vasi¢ 1999, 24, Taf. 4.49.

29. Unknown — Hermann Historica: length: 21.8 cm: http://www.hermann-historica.de/auktion/hhmé67.pl?
f=NR_LOT&c=2286&t=temartic_ A_GB&db=kat67_a.txt(2014.11.05).

List 10. Belts in the Late Bronze Age Carpathian Basin and its neighbourhood regions

List 10.1. Riegsee-Type belts

Bluéina 8 (Czech Republic, Brno) - depot: Rinovsky 1982, Tab. 59.22.
Drslavice 1 (Czech Republic, Uherské Hradisté) — depot: KiLtAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 105, Taf. 42.418.
Haag 15 (Germany, Bavaria) — tumulus grave: KiL1AN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 106, Taf. 43.427.
Lazanay 3 (Czech Republic, Chotmutov) — depot: KyTLicOVA 2007, 275-276, Taf. 77b.14.
Lengyeltoti 2 (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: KiL1AN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 106, Taf. 43.423.
Leombach (Austria, Lower Austria) — depot: HOGLINGER 1991, 36, Abb. 9A.
Levoca/Lécse (Slovakia, Spis) — stray find: FURMANEK ET AL. 1999, 176, Taf. 29b.
Uffing 1 (Germany, Bavaria) — tumulus grave: NAUE 1887, 53-54, Taf. 18.3.
Uffing 3 (Germany, Bavaria) - tumulus grave: NAUE 1887, 53-54, Taf. 18.14.
. Riegerau 6 (Germany, Bavaria) — tumulus grave: KILIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 106, Taf. 43.426.
. Riegsee 8 (Germany, Bavaria) — tumulus grave: KiLIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 105, Taf. 42.414.
. Riegsee 25 (Germany, Bavaria) — tumulus grave: KiLIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 105, Taf. 42.420.
. Riegsee 34 (Germany, Bavaria) — tumulus grave: KILIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 104, Taf. 42.421.
. Spis/Zips/Szepes (Slovakia, SpiS) — stray find: KiL1AN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 105, Taf. 42.417.
. Velvary (Czech Republic, Kladno) — depot: KytrrLicovA 2007, 313-314, Taf. 54.18.
. Volders 60 (Austria, Tirol) — grave: KiLIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 105-106, Taf. 42.419.
. Volders 229 (Austria, Tirol) — grave: KILIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 105-106, Taf. 43.422.
. Volders 321 (Austria, Tirol) — grave: KILIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 105-106, Taf. 43.425.
. Westendorf (Austria, Tirol) — grave: WAGNER 1943, 119, Taf. 26.2-5.
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List 10.2. Belts with punched decoration

Aiud/Nagyenyed (Romania, Alba) — depot: PETRESCU-DIMBOVITA 1977, 80-81, PL. 108.
Aggtelek (Hungary, Borsod-Abatlj-Zemplén) depot: KEMENCZEI 1984, 127-128, Taf. C.14.
Apagy (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: J0sA — KEMENCZEI 1963-1964, 1. tabla 5.
Band/Mezéband (Romania, Mures) — depot: PETREscU-DimBovITA 1978, 113-114, Taf. 80.22-23.
Baniabic/Vilcele/Banyabiikk (Romania, Cluj) — depot: SOROCEANU 1981, Abb. 1.4.
Caransebes/Karansebes (Romania, Caras-Severin) — depot: HoLsTE 1951, Taf. 18.5-6.

QU R
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R

11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.

29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.

42.
43.

Dipsa/Dipse (Romania, Bistrita-Nésdud) — depot: CIUGUDEAN ET AL. 2006, P1. XXXV.1.
Dolny Sukolom (Czech Republic, Uni¢ov) — depot: TRNACKOVA 1965, Abb. 3.8
Dumesti (Romania, Huneoadara) — depot: PETREscU-DimMBovITA 1978, 119, Taf. 99B.8.

. Drslavice 1 (Czech Republic, Uherské Hradisté) — depot: SALAs 2005a, 317-332; 2005b, Tab. 131.428, Tab.

135.585-589, Tab. 136.584-596, Tab. 137.590-591.597-599.601, Tab. 138.602.

Drslavice 2 (Czech Republic, Uherské Hradisté) — depot: SALAs 2005a, 332-342; 2005b, Tab. 164.268, Tab.
165.275.

Ebergéc (Hungary, Gyér-Moson-Sopron) — depot: BANDI 1962, 2. kép 13.

Elsterweda (Germany, Brandenburg) — depot: von BRUNN 1968, 317, Taf. 62.55-56.

Esztergom (Hungary, Komarom-Esztergom) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 116118, Taf. 137.6-9.
Fels6dobsza (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot: Mozsorics 1973, 134-135, Taf. 47.33.
Fizesul/Fiizes (Romania, Cluj) — depot: SOROCEANU 1995, 48, Abb. 14.2.

Futtak/Futog (Serbia, Vojvodina) — depot: HANSEN 1994, 563; KiLIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 110.

Giula/Gyula (Romania, Cluj) — depot: PETREscU-DimBovITA 1977, 95, PL. 147.6.7.
Gusterita/Szenterzsébet/Hammersdorf 2 (Romania, Sibiu) - depot: PETREScU-DimBovITA 1978, Taf.
117.323-328.

Gruszka (Poland, Kielce) — depot: KiLIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 110.

Kaliny/Fels6-Kalinfalva (Ukraine, Tiachiv) — depot: BERNJAKOVIC 1960, 355.

Kamyk nad Vlatavou (Czech Republic, Pfibram) - depot: KyTLICOVA 2007, 268-269, Taf. 25.10-13.

Klenje (Serbia, Bogati¢) — depot: Jartanosuh 1986, 171, Taf. 13.

Hungary - stray find: KIiLIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 109, Taf. 46.455.

Marok (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: MozsoLrics 1985, 146, Taf. 92.36.

Medvedevcy/Medvegyive 1 (Ukraine, Munkacevo) — depot: BALAHURI 1966-1967, 8081, 1. tabla 4.6.7.12.
Misid/Méhsed (Romania, Bihor) — depot: HANSEN 1994, 607.

Musov 2 (Czech Republic, Bieclav) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 357-371; 2005b, Tab. 200.8, Tab. 217.232-233,
Tab. 218.261-262.

Novi Beéej/Torokbecse/Ujbecse (Serbia, Zrenjanin) — depot: Ha¥ 1955, Taf. 6.

Nyirbogdany (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: KILIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 109, Taf. 47.447.
Uioara de Sus/Felsémarosajvar (Romania, Alba) — depot: HoLsTE 1951, Taf. 44.1-6.

Palotabozsok (Hungary, Vas) — depot: KILIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 110, Taf. 46.454.

Pecica/Pécska 2 (Romania, Arad) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1991, 2. dbra 1, 3. abra 1.

Pecinci (Serbia, Stremska Mitrovica) — depot: Munoresus 1960, 156, Taf. 13.8-10.

Polesoviée (Czech Repulic, Uherské Hradisté): Saras 1997, 42, Taf. 24.608—612b, Taf. 25.615-620.
Rabagani/Robogany (Romania, Bihor) — depot: PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 125, Taf. 131B.22-23.
Séntana/Sintana/ijszentanna (Romania, Mures) — individual find: PAUL 1994, 137, Abb. 36.

Santana (Romania, Mures) — individual find: GOGALTAN - Sava 2010, Fig. 14.

Slavonski Brod (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: CLAUSING 2003, Abb. 73.37-38.

Suseni/Marosfelfalu (Romania, Mures) — depot: PETRESCU-DIMBOVITA 1978, 127, Taf. 138.71-77.
Spalnaca/Ispanlaka 2 (Romania, Alba) — depot: PETRESCU-DIMBOVITA 1978, 127-131, Taf. 152.439-447,
Taf. 153.448-482.

Taut/Korosfeketetot (Romania, Bihor) — depot: Mozsovrics 1973, Taf. 48.13a-b.

Vajdacska (Hungary, Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén) — depot: KEMENCZET 1982, 153, 167-157, Abb. 1.1.2, Taf. 5, Taf. 6.

List 10.3. Undecorated belts
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Banka (Slovakia, Trnava) — depot: NovoTNA 1980, 30-31, Taf. 65A.6-7.

Cehalut/Magyarcsaholy 1 (Romania, Satu Mare) — depot: PETREscu-DimBovITA 1978, 99, Taf. 25.35-36.
Cubulcut/Koébolkat (Romania, Bihor) — depot: PETREScU-DimBovITA 1978, 118, Taf. 92B.12.

Debrecen 2 (Hungary, Hajdd-Bihar) — depot: KiLiAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 116, Taf. 52/53.479.

Drslavice 1 (Czech Republic, Uherské Hradisté) — depot: KiLtAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 116, Taf. 53.481.

Jarak 1 (Croatia, Stremska Mitrovica) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 214-215, Taf. 83.17.

Jurka vas (Slovenia, Straza) - depot: CERCE — SINKOVEC 1995, 198-203, Tab. 91.44.

Kék-Satoroshegy (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: KiLIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 115, Taf. 48/49.474.
Lhotka Liblinska (Czech Republic, Rokycany) — depot: KyTLicova 2007, 276-277, Taf. 16.75.

. Makar’evo/Makar’ovo (Ukraine, Munkacevo) — depot: KoBaL' 2000, 85, Taf. 65.10.

. Mérk-Kertalja (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatméar-Bereg) — depot: SGREGI 1930, 73, Abb. 5.9-11.
. Mérovice (Czech Republic, Pferov) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 403-405; 2005b, Tab. 299A.12.

. Otok-Privlaka (Croatia, Vinkovci) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 217, Tab. 29.21-22.

. Uzgorod/Ungvar (Ukraine, Uzgorod) — depot: BERNJAKOVIC 1960, 373, Taf. XVIL4.

Suncuiug/Varsonkolyos (Romania, Bihor) — depot: DumiTrRASCU — CRISAN 1989, PL. IV, PL. XX1la; P1. XXIL1.
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16. Spalnaca/Ispanlaka 2 (Romania, Alba) — depot: PETREscu-DimBovITA 1977, 108-110, P1. 203.7-8.

17. Szabolcsbaka/Nagybaka (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: KILIAN-DIRLMEIER 1975, 115, Taf.
50/51.473.

18. Tallya (Hungary, Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1984, 185-186, Taf. CLXXXVIIL.11-13.

List 10.4. Unclassifiable sheet belts

1. Bogdan Voda/Izakonyha (Romania, Maramures) — depot: MoTzo1-CHICIDEANU — [uga 1995, 154, Abb.
7.9-14.16-18.

2. Hoéko Pohorje (Slovenia, Hoge-Slivnica) — depot: CERCE — SINKOVEC 1995, 177-195, P1. 80.124.

3. Ordaea/Grofiwardein/Nagyvarad (Romania, Bihor) — depot: Kacsé 1995, Abb. 5.17.

List 11. Torques with rolled terminals

List 11.1. 1.) Undecorated torques with rolled terminals

region of Bonyhad (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 102-104, Taf. 39.28-31.
Dridu (Romania, Ialomita) — depot: ENAcHIUC 1995, Abb. 4.3.
Drslavice 2 (Czech Republic, Uherské Hradisté) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 332-342; 2005b, Tab. 165.295.
Gemer/Sajogomor (Slovakia, Gemer) — depot: HAMPEL 1886b, V. tabla 21.
Gyongyossolymos-Kishegy 4 (Hungary, Heves) — depot: KEMENCZET 1980, V. tabla 32.
Haidin/Hajdina (Slovenia, Ptuj) — cemetery: MULLER-KARPE 1959a, 272; 1959b, Taf. 116.27.
Jobahaza (Hungary, Gy6r-Moson-Sopron) — depot: Mozsorics 2000, 50, Taf. 41.5.
Jozsa (Hungary, Hajdu-Bihar) — depot: KEMENCZET 1984, 173, Taf. CLXXXc.3.
Kamena Gorica (Croatia, Varazin) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 215, Tab. 126B.14.

. Kecel (Hungary, Bacs-Kiskun) — private collection: MozsoLrics 2000, 52-53, Taf. 47.12.

. Lengyeltoti 2 (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: Mozsovrics 1985, 142-143, Taf. 107.8.29-30.

. Lengyeltoti 3 (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 142—143, Taf. 109.4.6-8.

. Markovac-Grunjac (Serbia, Banat) — depot: Jovanovi¢ 2010, Tab. 53.467.

. Monj (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Gracanica) — depot: KONIG 2004, 209-211, Taf. 51.6.

. Nadap (Hungary, Fejér) — depot: MakkAy 2006, XXIV. tabla 213-214, XXV. tabla 247.

. Nagyhalasz-Palhalom-dilé (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: KEMENCzEI 1984, 177, Taf.
CLXXIV.15.

17. Oreglak (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 163-165, Taf. 84.9.12.

18. Uioara de Sus/Felsémarosujvar (Romania, Alba) - depot: PETREscu-DimBovITA 1978, 132-135, Taf.

201.1099-1100.1097.

19. Prestavlky (Czech Republic, Pierov) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 380-387; 2005b, Tab. 260.80.

20. Slavonski Brod (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: CLAUSING 2003, Abb. 36.112a.

21. Szarazd 1 (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 188-189, Taf. 28.7.

22. Szentgaloskér (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 194-195, Taf. 112.12-13.

23. Szombathely-Zanat (Hungary, Vas) — grave 31: ILon 2011, 171, 33. abra 3, 81. abra 4.

24. Velika Gorica (Croatia, Zagreb) — cemetery F/1910: KARAVANIC 2009, 69, P1. 58.1.

25. Zabar (Hungary, Nograd) — depot: PAuLik 1965, 70, Tab. IX.2.
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Variant with greater size
26. Hoéko Pohorje (Slovenia, Hoce-Slivnica) — depot: CERCE — SINKOVEC 1995, 177-195, PL. 75.89.

List 11.2. 2.) Torques with rolled ends and lost-wax casted motifs

Baradac-Rukumija (Serbia, Pozarevac) — depot: Vasi¢ 2010, 23, Taf. 11.78.
Belgrad-Autokomanda (Serbia, Belgrad) — depot: Vasi¢ 2010, 22, Taf. 11.74.

region of Belgrad (Serbia, Belgrad) — depot: Vasi¢ 2010, 22, Taf. 11.75.
Biatorbagy-Herceghalom (Hungary, Pest) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 127-128, Taf. 238.1.
Bingula-Divos (Croatia, Stremska Mitrovica) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, 211, Tab. 86.27-28.
Chotin/Hetény 2 (Slovakia, Komarno) — cemetery: NovoTNA 1984, 32, Taf. 40.259.

Dobrinci (Serbia, Peéinci) — depot: Vasi¢ 2010, 23, Taf. 12.81-85.

Donji Petrovci 2 (Serbia, Pedinci) — depot: Vasi¢ 2010, 23, Taf. 12.86-87.

Dridu (Romania, lalomita) — depot: ENAcHIUC 1995, Abb. 4.7-10.

10 Kanalski Vrh 1 (Slovenia, Littoral) — depot: CERCE — SINKOVEC 1995, 203, PL 97.10, P1. 98.11-12, P1. 99.14-17.
11. Kék (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: MozsoLrics 1985, 131-132, Taf. 192.12.

12. Keszthely-Apatdomb (Hungary, Zala) — settlement: SAGr 1909, 7. kép 8.

I
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13. Klinci (Serbia, Valjevo) — grave: Vasi¢ 2010, 24, Taf. 14.100.

14. Kréedin 1 (Serbia, Indjija) — depot: Vasi¢ 2010, 24, Taf. 14.101.

15. Nadap (Hungary, Fejér) — depot: MAKKAY 2006, P1. XXV. 241.215.

16. Novi Beéej/Tﬁrékbecse/Ujbecse (Serbia, Banat) — depot: Vasi¢ 2010, 25, Taf. 15.108.

17. Uioara de Sus/Felémarosajvar (Romania, Alba) — depot: PETREscu-DimBovITA 1978, 132-135, Taf. 201.111.
18. Ugrinovci (Serbia, Indjija) — depot: Vasi¢ 2010, 26, Taf. 16.114-115.

19. region of Ung 3 (Ukraine, Ung) — depot: KoBAL’ 2000, 101, Taf. 78B.1-2.

20. Pancevo-Gornjovaroska ciglana (Serbia, Banat) — depot: Vasi¢ 2010, 25, Taf. 15.109.

21. Poljanci (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, 218, Tab. 49.3.

22. Pustakovec (Croatia, Cakovec) — depot: HANSEL 1999, Abb. 5.1-2.

23. Brandgraben 1 (Austria, Styria) — depot: WINDHOLZ-KONRAD — PREBLINGER 2004, Taf. 3.26.

24. Sazovice (Czech Republic, Zlin) - depot: SALAS 2005a, 388—390; 2005b, Tab. 269.8.

25. Sic¢a/Lucica (Croatia, Kordun) — depot: PERKIC — LoZNJAK D1zDAR 2005, T. 9.143.

26. Silovec (Slovenia, Brezice) — depot: CERCE — SINKOVEC 1995, 213-215, P1. 125.9.

27. Slavonski Brod (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: CLausIiNG 2003, Abb. 36.113.

28. Strassengel (Austria, Styria) — depot: MULLER-KARPE 1959a, 277; 1959b, Taf. 126a.19.

29. Szécsény-Benczarfalva—Majorhegy (Hungary, Nograd) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1984, 120, 263, Taf. LIIIb.4.
30. Toplicica 1 (Croatia, Konj$¢ina) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 220-221, Tab. 76.32.

31. Veliko Nabrde (Croatia, Drenje) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 211, Tab. 44.29.

Individual variants

32. Budinséina (Croatia, Konj$c¢ina) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 212, Taf. 78.22.

33. Biikkszentlaszl6/Ohuta (Hungary, Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén) — depot: MozsoLics 2000, 36—37, Taf. 6.3.
34. Brodski Varos (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 212, Tab. 52.29.

35. Nadap (Hungary, Fejér) — depot: MAKKkAY 2006, XXIIL tabla 210.212.

36. Cherges/Kerges (Romania, Hunedoara) — depot: PETREscu-DimBovITA 1978, 117, Taf. 88.6.

37. Parad-Varhegy (Hungary, Heves) — depot: V. SzaB6 2011, Taf. 4.6.

List 11.3. 3a.) Torques with densely torsion (pseudo-torsion)

Arndorf (Austria, Styria) — grave 25: WELS-WEYRAUCH 1978, 161.
Badacsonytomaj (Hungary, Veszprém) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 87-88, Taf. 236.7.
Bad Homburg (Germany, Hesse) — depot: WELS-VEYRAUCH 1978, 160, Taf. 67.880.
Bamberg (Germany, Upper Franconia) — grave: WELS-WEYRAUCH 1978, 160, Taf. 66.875.
Banatska Topola (Serbia, Banat) — depot: Vasi¢ 2010, 38, Taf. 22.151.
region of Belgrad (Serbia, Belgrad) — depot: Vasi¢ 2010, 38, Taf. 22.152-154.
Biatorbagy-Herceghalom (Hungary, Pest) — depot: MozsoLrics 1985, 127-128, Taf. 238.2-5.
Bokavié¢ (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Lukavac) — depot: KoN1G 2004, 184-191, Taf. 43.129.
region of Bonyhad (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: MozsoLrics 1985, 102-104, Taf. 39.30.36.
. Borsice 2 (Czech Republic, Uherské Hradisté) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 412; 2005b, Tab. 323.5.
. Budapest-Békasmegyer (Hungary, Pest) — grave 48: KALICZ-SCHREIBER 2010, 45-46, Taf. 27.13.
. Bitkkaranyos 1 (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot: KEMENCZET 1984, 145, Taf. CXX.19.
. Bitkkaranyos 3 (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot: Mozsorics 2000, 36, Taf. 5.3.
. Brodski Varos (Coratia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: VINSkI-GASPARINT 1973, 212, Tab. 52.50, Tab. 59.11.
. Castolovice (Czech Republic, Rychnov nad Knéznou) — depot: KyTLICOVA 2007, 256, Taf. 200A.6-7.
. Chotin/Hetény (Slovakia, Koméarno) —grave 40, 59, 181, 203, 293, 326: NOvOTNA 1984, 31, Taf. 38.244-245,
Taf. 39.246-247.251-252, Taf. 77A.249.
17. Chotin/Hetény 2 (Slovakia, Komarno) — cemetery: NovoTNA 1984, 31, Taf. 40.256.
18. Dridu (Romania, lalomita) — depot: ENAcHIUC 1995, Abb. 3.7-8, Abb. 4.4-6.
19. Ef3feld (Germany, Wiirzburg) — grave: WELS-WEYRAUCH 1978, 160, Taf. 67.879.
20. Futog/Futak (Serbia, Backa) — depot: VasI¢ 2010, 38, Taf. 23.161-164.
21. Fridolfing (Germany, Traunstein) — depot: Koscaik 1981, Abb. 3.1.
22. Gaj/Galya (Serbia, Banat) — depot: VAasi¢ 2010, 39, Taf. 24.167-169, Taf. 25.170-171.
23. Gemer (Slovakia, Gemer) — stray find: NovoTNA 1984, 31, Taf. 39.250.
24. Gundheim (Germany, Rhineland-Palatine) — grave: WELS-WEYRAUCH 1978, 160, Taf. 66.876.
25. Gundersheim (Germany, Rhineland-Palatine) — grave: WELs-WEYRAUCH 1978, 161, Taf. 66.882.
26. Griinwald (Germany, Miinchen) — grave 16: MULLER-KARPE 1959a, 298, Taf. 182B.6.
27. Haidach (Austria, Carinthia) — depot: MULLER-KARPE 1959a, 278; 1959b, Taf. 128.8.
28. Haindorf (Austria, Lower Austria) — individual find: LocHNER 1991, 80, Taf. 56.5.
29. Haindorf 1 (Austria, Lower Austria) — depot: LocHNER 1991, 185, 188, Taf. 50.1.
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30.
31.

Hradistko (Czech Republic, Kolin) - depot: KyTLicova 2007, 266, Taf. 188.1.
Ivanec Bistranski (Croatia, Zapresi¢) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 214, Tab. 113.10.

32. Jenisovice (Czech Republic, Mélnik) — depot: KyTLICOVA 2007, 267-268, Taf. 101.16-22.

33

48.
49.
50.

51.
52.
53.

54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.

. Jobahaza (Hungary, Gy6ér-Moson-Sopron) — depot: Mozsotrics 2000, 50, Taf. 41.2.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.

Kamenny Most/Kéhidgyarmat (Hungary, Nové Zamky) — depot: NovoTNA 1983, 31, Taf. 39.249.
Kamena Gorica (Croatia, Varazin) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 215, Tab. 126B.10.

Kenderes (Croatia, Jasz-Nagykun-Szolnok) — depot: Mozsovics 2000, Taf. 49.1-3.

Kesz6hidegkut (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: Mozsovics 1985, 135-137, Taf. 35.28-29.

Kundratice (Czech Republic, Litomérice) — depot: KyTLicOVA 2007, 271-272, Taf. 113.1-2.

Kurd (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 140-141, Taf. 25.3.

Ludwigshafen (Germany, Rhineland-Palatine) — grave: WELS-WEYRAUCH 1978, Taf. 67.877.

Lis¢in 1 — Maskovice (Czech Republic, Litométice) — depot: KyTrLIcOVA 2007, 278-279, Taf. 109B.1.4-5.
Lysec (Czech Republic, Teplice) — depot: KyTLIcOVA 2007, 280, Taf. 118B.2-3.

Lzovice (Czech Republic, Kolin) — depot: KyTLICOVA 2007, 280-281, Taf. 190.4.

Lzovice 7 (Czech Republic, Kolin) — depot: KyTrLICcOVA 2007, 282-283, Taf. 194.6-9.

Mackovac (Croatia, Gradiska) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, 216, Tab. 73.28.

Malhostovice 2 (Czech Republic, Brno-venkov) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 353—-354; 2005b, Tab. 195.3.
Maribor/Marburg an der Drau (Slovenia, Maribor) — cemetery: MULLER-KARPE 1959a, 273; 1959b, Taf.
118.47-48.

Marok (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 146-149, Taf. 92.25.27.

Nadap (Hungary, Fejér) — depot: MAKKAY 2006, XXIV. tabla 213-214, XXV. tabla 237.239.

Uioara de Sus/Felsémarujvar (Romania, Alba) - depot: PETREscu-DimBovIiTA 1978, 132-135, Taf.
201.1098.1102-1103.1109.

Pacin 3 (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot: MozsoLics 2000, 64, Taf. 70.8.

Poc¢avadlo/Bacséfalva (Slovakia, Ziar nad Hronom) — depot: NovoTNA 1984, 31, Taf. 39.253-254, Taf. 40.254A-B.
Pravcice 1 (Czech Republic, Kroméfiz) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 450; 2005b, Tab. 413B.3, Tab. 414.1-2.4, Tab.
415.5-6.8, Tab. 416A.7.

Pricac (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: VINSkI-GASPARINT 1973, 218, Tab. 71.33.37.

Romand (Hungary, Veszprém) — depot: MozsoLics 2000, 70-73, Taf. 86.23-26.

Sica/Lucica (Croatia, Kordun) — depot: PERKIC — LoZNjaKk DizpAR 2005, T. 9.146.

Slovakia — unknown: NovoTNA 1984, 31, Taf. 40.255.

Slovakia — unknown: NovoTNA 1984, 31, Taf. 40.257.

Steinkirchen 10 (Germany, Lower Bavaria) — cemetery: ECKERS 1996, 24, Taf. 14.6e.

Tab (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 199, Taf. 116.12.

Tatabanya-Banhida (Hungary, Komarom) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1983, 2. kép 1-3.

Tolcsva-Varhegy (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot: V. SzaB6 2013, 798-801, Fig. 3.3, Fig. 5.4.
Velika Gorica 2/1910 (Croatia, Zagreb) — grave 3/916: KARAVANIC 2009, P1. 68.2-6.
Véelince/Mehy/Méhi (Slovakia, Rimavska Sobota) — depot: PAULIK 1965, 67, Tab. XIII.32.

Wiesbaden (Germany, Hesse) — depot: WELS-WEYRAUCH 1978, 161, Taf. 67.883.

Zastavka (Czech Republic, Brno-venkov) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 457-461; 2005b, Tab. 466.1-3.

Zaluzi (Czech Republic, Litoméfice) — depot: KyTLICOVA 2007, 316, Taf. 106.1-3.

Individual forms

68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.

Biikkszentlaszl6/Ohuta (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot: Mozsorics 2000, 36-37, Taf. 6.1.
Maribor/Marburg (Slovenia) — cemetery: MULLER-KARPE 1959a, 273; 1959b, Taf. 118.45.

Monj (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Gracanica) — depot: KoN1G 2004, 209-211, Taf. 51.7.

Drenov do (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Lopare) — depot: KONIG 2004, 196-197, Taf. 56.11.

Krehin gradac (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Citluk) - depot: KONIG 2004, 200-203, Taf. 705.26.28.

Otok (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Ljubuski) — depot: KONIG 2004, 215-216, Taf. 68.12-13, Taf. 69.14-1.
Velika Gorica 2/1910 (Croatia, Zagreb) — grave: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 221, Tab. 104.19.
Cabaj-Capor/Cabaj/Csapor (Slovakia, Nitra) — grave: NovOTNA 1984, 32, Taf. 40.262.

Uioara de Sus/Felsémarajvar (Romania, Alba) — depot: PETREscu-DimBovITA 1978, 132-135, Taf. 201.1104.
Trencianske Bohuslavice/Bogoszlo6 (Slovakia, Trencin) — depot: NovoTNA 1984, 32, Taf. 40.263.
Kecel (Hungary, Bacs-Kiskun) — private collection: MozsoLics 2000, 52-53, Taf. 46.1-2.

Rus$e/Maria Rast (Slovenia, Maribor) — grave 62: MULLER-KARPE 1959a, 270; 1959b, Taf. 110A.1.
Parad-Varhegy (Hungary, Heves) — depot: V. SzaB6 2011, Taf. 4.
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List 11.4. 3b.) Loose torsion

Borsice 2 (Czech Republic, Uherské Hradisté) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 412; 2005b, Tab. 323.3-4.
Brodski Varos (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 212, Tab. 52.54.
Biikkszentlaszl6/Ohuta (Hungary, Borsod-Abatij-Zemplén) — depot: Mozsorics 2000, 36-37, Taf. 6.2-5.
Citluk (Serbia, Soko Banja) — grave: Vasi¢ 2011, 36, Taf. 19.137.
Dridu (Romania, lalomita) — depot: ENAcHIUC 1995, Abb. 4.6.
Jaszkarajené (Hungary, Pest) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 129-130, Taf 251.18.
region of Kladovo (Serbia, Kladovo) - individual find: Vasi¢ 2010, 36, Taf. 20.138.
Konjusa (Serbia, Osecina) — grave 1869: VAsI¢ 2010, 36, Taf. 20.139.
Maribor/Marburg (Slovenia, Maribor) — cemetery: MULLER-KARPE 1959a, 273; 1959b, Taf. 118.44.
. Mojsinje (Serbia, Cac¢ak) — grave: Vasi¢ 2010, 36, Taf. 21.141.
. Rohod-Somogyi 4 (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: Mozsorics 2000, 69-70, Taf. 83.4-5.
. Porta Bohemica-Labe (Czech Republic, Litoméfice) — depot: KyTLicovA 2007, 292-293, Taf. 119.1-2.
. Pricac (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, 218, Tab. 71.24.
. Ram-Duna (Serbia, Golubac) - river find: Vasi¢ 2010, 36, Taf. 21.145.
. Slatinice (Czech Republic, Olomouc) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 405-408; 2005b, Tab. 308.14.
. Serbia — unknown: Vasi¢ 2010, 36, Taf. 21.146.
. Tesanj 2/Stanari (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Tesli¢) — depot: KONIG 2004, 223—-224, Taf. 32.3-4.
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Individual forms

18. Biikkszentlaszl6/Ohuta (Hungary, Borsod-Abatij-Zemplén) — depot: Mozsorics 2000, 36-37, Taf. 6.2.4-5.

19. Bratislava/Pozsony (Slovakia, Bratislava) — unknown: NovoTNA 1984, 33, Taf. 41.270.

20. region of Hlohovec/Galgoc/Freistadt (Slovakia, Trnava) — uncertain depot: NovoTNA 1984, 33, Taf.
42.267-269.

21. Dridu (Romania, Ialomita) — depot: ENAcHIUC 1995, Abb. 3.1-3.

List 11.5. 4.) Troques decorated with lines and torsion

Gemer/GOomor (Slovakia, Gemer) — depot: NovOoTNA 1984, 32, Taf. 40.258.

Kesz6hidegkut (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: unpublished.

Vcelince/Mehy/Méhi (Slovakia, Rimavska Sobota) — unknown: NOvoTNA 1984, 32, Taf. 40.260.
Zirany/Zsére (Slovakia, Nitra) — individual find: NovoTNA 1984, 32, Taf. 40.261.

Drenov do (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Lopare) — depot: KoN1G 2004, 196-197, Taf. 56.11-12.

NS e

Unclassifiable torques

region of Bonyhad (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 102-104, Taf. 39.34.
Budapest-Békasmegyer (Hungary, Pest) — grave 124: KaLICZ-SCHREIBER 2010, 85-86, Taf. 60.4.
Futog/Futak (Serbia, Novi Sad, Backa) — depot: Vasi¢ 2010, 38, Taf. 23.165.

Sica/Lucica (Croatia, Kordun) - depot: PERKIC — LoZNjaK D1zDAR 2005, T. 9.144-145.147.
Jobahaza (Hungary, Gy6ér-Moson-Sopron) — depot: Mozsotics 2000, 50, Taf. 41.1.

NS e

List 12. Round-sectioned ring with line decoration

1. Bokavi¢ (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Lukavac) — depot: KONIG 2004, 184-191, Taf. 44. 150-160, Taf. 45.
163.170.172.

Fonyo6d (Hungary, Somogy) — grave: SZENTMARTONI DARNAY 1905, 1. kép 2.

Gyermely (Hungary, Komarom-Esztergom) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 121-122.

Kisdorog-Hegyiszantok (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: SzaB6 1996, 207-210, Fig 1.

Lengyeltoti 2 (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: WANZEK 1992, Abb. 2.

Monj (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Gracanica) — depot: KONIG 2004, 209-211, Taf. 52.12-20, Taf. 53.21-30, Taf.
54.31-40.

7. Nadudvar (Hungary, Hajda-Bihar) - depot: MozsoLics 2000, 57-59, Taf. 58.15.

8. Srpska Varo$ (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Tesanj) — depot: KoN1G 2004, 219, Taf. 50B.3.

9. Salard/Szalard (Romania, Bihor) — depot: PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1998, 80, Taf. 68.839.

10. Szentes-Nagyhegy 3 (Hungary, Csongrad) — depot: MozsoLics 2000, 77-78, Taf. 94.1.

Qo wbd

List 13. Rings with pointed terminals

1. Antonovka/Antalovci/Antalovcy 2 (Ukraine, Uzgorod) — depot: KoBaL’ 2000, 73, Taf. 43B.1-5.
2. Arad 2 (Romania, Arad) — depot: PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 139, Taf. 223A.44-50; Taf. 224.35-43.
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25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.

46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.

Balatonudvari-Fovenyes (Hungary, Veszprém) — depot: TARBAY 2013, 279, C. Katalégus — 10. tabla 43-51.
Biatorbagy-Herceghalom (Hungary, Pest) — depot: Mozsovics 1985, 127-128, Taf. 238.8-23.

Bokavié¢ (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Lukavac) — depot: KoniG 2004, 184-191, Taf. 44.143-144, Taf. 45.175-
185, Taf. 46.186—207, Taf. 47.219-228.

Bokod (Hungary, Komarom-Esztergom) — depot: PATAY 1964, 2. abra 2.4-5, 3. dbra 1-12.

Berkesz (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: Mozsotics 1985, 96-97, Taf. 177.15-18.
Copovka/Copivka/Beregardé (Ukraine, Beregovo) — depot: KoBar’ 2000, 78-79, Taf. 71.5.8-18.
Csepel-Duna szakasz (Hungary, Pest) — depot: SziLas 2003, 4. kép 4-7.

. Dévavanya 2 (Hungary, Békés) — depot: MozsoLics 2000, 41-42, Taf. 25.25.

. Gyermely-Szomor (Hungary, Komarom) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 121-122, Taf. 241.18-20, Taf. 242.1-59.
. Gyongyossolymos-Kishegy 2 (Hungary, Heves) — depot: KEMenczer 1972, I1. tabla 16-19.

. Gyongyossolymos-Kishegy 4 (Hungary, Heves) — depot: KEMENCZET 1980, VIL. tabla 1-18.

. Hédmezévasarhely (Hungary, Csongrad) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 128, Taf. 256.1-3.

. Kammeny Most/Kéhidgyarmat (Slovakia, Nové Zamky) — depot: NovoTNA 2000, 375, Obr. 8.3-4.6-8.

. Kék (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1984, 174-175, Taf. CLXXXII. 6-13.

. Kemecse 3 (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 132-134, Taf. 186.26-27.

. Kopcany/Kopcsany (Slovakia, TrebiSov) — depot: DEMETEROVA-POLLAKOVA 1973, Tab. 1.1-11, Tab. IL. 9-12.
. Lengyeltoti 3 (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 142-143, Taf. 109.1-3.10-34.

. Lesenceistvand 1 (Hungary Veszprém) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 144.

. Lesenceistvand/Uzsavolgy 2 (Hungary, Veszprém) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 144, Taf. 270B.

. Lovasberény (Hungary, Fejér) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 144-145, Taf. 246.18-20.

. Medeno Polje (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Banja Luka) — depot: KONIG 2004, 208-209, Taf. 31B.2.4-5.

. Medvez’e/Medveze/Medvefalva (Ukrajna, Volovec) — depot: KoBaL’ 2000, 87-88, Taf. 57B.3-20, Taf. 58.

21-35, Taf. 59.36-41.43-47.

Mérk (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: Mozsorics 2000, 55, Taf. 58.16.
Moigrad/Mojgrad (Romania, Salaj) — depot: PETREscU-DiMBoOVITA 1978, 143, Taf. 235.23-35, Taf. 236A.36-50.
Nadap (Hungary, Fejér) — depot: MAKKAY 2006, XXV. tabla 233.

Nagydobsza (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: TARBAY 2013 — Katalogus B - 30. tabla 60.
Uzgorod/Uzsgorod 4 (Ukraine, Uzgorod) — depot: KoBaL’ 2000, 97, Taf. 70.8.11-19.23-24.

region of Uzgorod/Uzsgorod 6 (Ukraine, Uzgorod) — depot: KoBaL’ 2000, 97, Taf. 78A.1-3.
Obava/Dunkofalva 1 (Ukraine, Munkacevo) — depot: KoBAL’ 2000, 90, Taf. 63.13-21.

Oiechov (Croatia, Brno-venkov) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 373-376; 2005b, Tab. 242.55-58.

Oreglak (Hungary, Somogy) - depot: MozsoLics 1985, 163-165, Taf. 76.12, Taf. 84.5-8.10.
Regoly-Veravar (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: SzaBd 1993, 6. tabla 11.13.15-17.20.22.

Rétkozberencs (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 182, Taf. 193.10-2.
Salard/Szalard (Romania, Bihor) — depot: PETREscU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 144, Taf. 240.31-56.
Somogyszob (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: Mozsovrics 1985, 187, Taf. 249.1-27.

Srpska Varos (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Te$anj) — depot: KONIG 2004, 219, Taf. 50B.3-4.
Suskovo/Szuszké 1 /Banyfalu(Ukraine, Svaljava) — depot: KoBAL’ 2000, 95-96, Taf. 74B.8-9.
Szakaly-Fityul6s dillé6 (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: SzaB6 1996, 210-212, Fig. 5.10.
Szentes-Nagyhegy (Hungary, Csongrad) — depot: MozsoLics 2000, 77-78, Taf. 94.4-5.
Székesfehérvar (Hungary, Fejér) — depot: F. PETRES 1960, 11, abra 2-3.5.7.

Tatabanya-Banhida (Hungary, Koméarom-Esztergom) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1983, 1. kép 4-13.
Tatabanya-Otelep (Hungary, Komarom-Esztergom) — depot: JUNGBERT 1986, Abb. 2.3-6, Abb. 3.1-5.
Te$anj 2/Stanari (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Tesli¢) — depot: KONIG 2004, 223-224, Taf. 32.6-13, Taf. 33.14—
26, Taf. 34.26-37, Taf. 35.38-49, Taf. 36.50—65.

Tiszanagyfalu (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 204, Taf. 196.8-18.
Tiszavasvari (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: Mozsotics 1985, 205, Taf. 262.2-10.
Trencianske Bohuslavice/Bogoszlo (Slovakia, Trenciansky) — depot: NovoTnNA 1970a, Taf. XVI.
Velem (Hungary, Vas) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 211, Taf. 228.20-30.

Zbince/Nagycseb (Slovakia, Michalovce) — depot: NovOoTNA 1970a, 126-127, Taf. XXVI.
Zvolen-Pod pustym hradom (Slovakia, Zvolen) — depot: NOvOTNA 1970a, 124, Taf. XI.

List 14. Rings with rhomboid cross section

G e

Balatonudvari-Fovenyes (Hungary, Veszprém) — depot: TARBAY 2013, 279, Katalogus C - 10. tabla, 53-54.
Banka (Slovakia, Trnava) — depot: NovoTNA 1970a, Taf. XLIX.

Bataszék (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: Mozsovrics 1985, 95, Taf. 269.8-9.

Beremend (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 95-96, Taf. 254.2-3.

Bodrog (Slovakia, Kosice) — depot: NovoTNA 1970a, 91, Taf. XVIIL
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Boljanié¢ (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Gracanica) — depot: KONIG 2004, 191-194, Taf. 19.86-88.
Biatorbagy-Herceghalom (Hungary, Pest) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 127-128, Taf. 238.6-7.
Biikkaranyos (Hungary, Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1984, 145, Taf. CXX.21.
Cermozisce/Tschermoschnitz (Slovenia, Zetale) — depot: CERCE — SINKOVEC 1995, 149-159, P1. 58.60.

. Celldomolk-Saghegy 2 (Hungary, Vas) — depot: MozsoLics 2000, 37-38, Taf. 16.8-9.

. Detva (Slovakia, Zvolen) — depot: NovoTNA 1970a, 92-93, Taf. XLVL

. Dévavanya 2 (Hungary, Békés) — depot: Mozsorics 2000, 41-42, Taf. 25.24.

. Drslavice 1 (Czech Republic, Uherské Hradisté) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 317-332; 2005b, Tab. 140.668.

. Girbau/Magyargorbo6 (Romania, Cluj) — depot: SORoCEANU 1995, Abb. 3.5-6.8.11-12.14-15.18-20.22-23.
. Gyermely-Szomor (Hungary, Komarom-Esztergom) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 121-122, Taf. 240.11.

. Geszt (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot: SENNoOvITZ 1902, 1. tabla 3.

. Lovasberény (Hungary, Fejér) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 144-145, Taf. 246.21.

. Lugoj/Lugos (Romania, Timis) — depot: PETREscU-DiMBovITA 1978, 122, Taf. 120.1-2.

. Klostar Ivani¢ (Croatia, Klostar Ivanic¢) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 215, Tab. 96.20.

. Kucista (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bosanski Brod) — depot: KON1G 2004, 203-206, Taf. 4.86.

. Mariakéménd (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 64, 146.

. Mixnitz (Austria, Upper Styria) — depot: MULLER-KARPE 1959a, 276; 1959b, Taf. 124d.14.

. Moigrad/Mojgard (Romania, Silaj) — depot: PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 143, Taf. 235.23-35, Taf. 236A.46.
. Musov 2 (Croatia, Bfeclav) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 357-371; 2005b, Tab. 200.8, Tab. 217.236.

. Nagydobsza (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: TARBAY 2013, B Katalogus — 30. tabla 61.

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

Palotabozsok (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 166—168, Taf. 75.28.

Plesivec/ Pelséc (Slovakia, Kosice) — depot: PAULIK 1965, Tab. VIIL5.

Regoly-Vervar (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: SzaB6 1993, 18. tabla 7.

Sic¢a/Lucica (Croatia, Kordun) — depot: PERKIC — LoZNjaK DI1zDAR 2005, T. 8.127-133.
Sobésuky 2 (Czech Republic, Prostéjov) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 453; 2005b, Tab. 426B.1-4, Tab. 427A.5.
Somogyszob (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 187, Taf. 249.6.
Suskovo/Suskovo/Szuszké 1 (Ukraine, Svaljava) — depd: KoBar’ 2000, 95-96, 74B.5.
Stramberk 1 (Czech Republic, Novy Ji¢in) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 454-455; 2005b, Tab. 430.5.
Szakaly-Fityiil6s (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: SzaB6 1996, Fig. 5.

Szentes-Nagyhegy 1 (Hungary, Csongrad) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1996, Abb. 33.4.
Tatabanya-Banhida (Hungary, Komarom) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1983, 1. kép 17.

Tallya (Magyarorszag, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1969, VII.9-12.
Varvolgy-Nagy-Lazhegy (Hungary, Zala) — depot: MULLER 2011, 4. 4bra 13.

Velem (Hungary, Vas) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 211, Taf. 228.10.

List 15. Chained objects
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Biitkkaranyos (Hungary, Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1984, 145, Taf. CXX.25.

Dridu (Romania, Jalomita) — depot: ENAcHIUC 1995, Abb 3.1.3.8, Abb. 4.7, Abb. 8.17.22.

Drenov do (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Lopare) — depot: KoN1G 2004, 196-197, Taf. 55.9.

Fiizesabony (Hungary, Heves) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1984, 147, Taf. CX1.37.

Fridolfing (Germany, Traunstein) — depot: KoscHik 1981, Abb. 5.1-6.8.

Gemzse-Egetterdé (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: Kacsé 2006, 103, Abb. 9.1-2.
Gheja/Marosgezse (Romania, Mures) — depot: PETREscu-DimMBovITA 1978, 102, Taf. 33D.
Girbau/Magyargorb6 (Romania, Cluj) — depot: SOROCEANU 1995, Abb 2.11.

Gusterita/Szenterzsébet 2 (Romania, Sibiu) — depot: PETREscU-DiMBovITA 1978, 120-122, Taf. 116.310.

. Hradistko (Czech Republic, Kolin) — depot: KyTLICOVA 2007, 266, Taf. 189A.37.

. Jobahaza (Hungary, Gy6r-Moson-Sopron) — depot: Mozsovics 2000, 50, Taf. 41.7.

. Kosmonosy (Czech Republic, Mlada Boles’lav) — depot: KyTricOVA 2007, 269, Taf. 165.1-2.

. Kundratice (Czech Republic, Litoméfice) — depot: KyTLICOVA 2007, 271-272, Taf. 114.27.

. Krasna Horka/Krasznahorka (Slovakia, Roznava) — depot: NovoTNA 1970a, Taf. LV.

. Lis¢in 1 — Maskovice (Czech Republic, Litométice) — depot: KyTricova 2007, 278-279, Taf. 110.26—-27.

. Magyartés (Hungary, Csongrad) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1984, 176, Taf. CLXXXd.4.

. Moldova Veche 1 (Romania, Caras-Severin) — depot: PETREscU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 122-123, Taf. 121.35-37.
. Moldova Veche 3 (Romania, Caras-Severin) — depot: PETREsScu-DimBOvITA 1978, 123, Taf. 122B.

. Nadap (Hungary, Fejér) — depot: MAKKAY 2006, XXV. tabla 237.

. Uherska Hradisté/Magyarhradis (Czech Republic, Uherské Hradisté) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 465-466;

2005b, Tab. 458B.

. Obava/Dunkéfalva 1 (Ukraine, Munkacevo) — depot: KoBavr’ 2000, 90, Taf. 62B.7a—f.
. Palotabozsok (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: Mozsovics 1985, 166-168, Taf.75.2.7.
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23.

24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

40.

Pescari/Coronini/Laszlovara (Romania, Carag-Severin) — depot: PETREScU-DimBOvVITA 1978, 124, Taf.
129A.1.

Popesti/Nadaspapfalva (Romania, Cluj) — depot: PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 124-125, Taf. 129B.27.
Porta Bohemica-Labe (Czech Republic, Litoméfice) — depot: KyTLICOVA 2007, 292-293, Taf. 121.33.
Piestavlky (Czech Republic, Pferov) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 380-387; 2005b, Tab. 260.95.101.97.136.
Pustakovec (Croatia, Cakovec) — depot: HANSEL 1999, Abb. 5.1-5.

Rataje nad Sazavou 3 (Croatia, Kutna Hora) — depot: KyTricova 2007, 299, Taf. 154.11-12.
Sacuieni/Székelyhid (Romania, Bihor) — depot: PETREscU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 144, Taf. 238B.21-23.

Sel’co 2 (Ukraine, Ir§ava) — depot: KoBAL’ 2000, 94, Taf. 69.3-5.

Spalnaca/Ispanlaka 1 (Romania, Alba) — depot: PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 145, Taf. 246.74.
Spalnaca/Ispanlaka 2 (Romania, Alba) — depot: PETREScU-DimBovITA 1978, 127-131, Taf. 155.519-521.
Svétec (Czech Republic, Teplice) — depot: KyTLICOVA 2007, 307-308, Taf. 152.8.

Szentes-Nagyhegy 3 (Hungary, Csongrad) — depot: Mozsorics 2000, 77-78, Taf. 94.6.
Szilvasvarad-Kelemenszéke (Hungary, Heves) — depot: V. SzaB6 2011, Taf. 2.1.

Tatabanya-Banhida (Hungary, Komarom) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1983, 2. kép 17.

Tetin 2 (Czech Republic, Beroum) - depot: KyTLicova 2007, 310, Taf. 141B.5.

Trnava (Czech Republic, Tfebi¢) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 392-393; 2005b, Tab. 279.16.

Uioara de Sus/Felsémarosujvar (Romania, Alba) — depot: PETREscU-DimBovITA 1978, 132-135, Taf.
205.1291, Taf. 206.1304-1305, 1311.

Zelatovice (Czech Republic, Pierov) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 400; 2005b, Tab. 291A.6-10.

List 16 . Metal sheet tubes

1
2.
3.
4

AN

Badacsonytomaj-Kobolkat (Hungary, Veszprém) — depot: Mozsorics 1949, 28, XX VL. tabla 8-9.

Bileni (Romania, Galati) — depot: PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 109, Taf. 53.69-70.
Bodrog/Bodrogszentmaria (Slovakia, Trebisov) — depot: NovoTnA 1980, 103, Taf. 60.47-63.
Budapest-Békasmegyer (Hungary, Pest) — grave 338, 191: KALICZ-SCHREIBER 2010, 432, 504, Taf. 83.14.16,
Taf. 155.1-5, Taf. 83.14.16.

Brodski Varos (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 212, Tab. 55.17, Tab 57.39.61.
Caransebes/Karansebes (Romania, Carag-Severin) — depot: PETREscu-DimBoviTAa 1978, 116-117, Taf.
87.54-55.

Dombovar-Szarvasd puszta (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: MEszAros 1977 — 1978, 21, VIL. tabla 9-10.
Drslavice 1 (Czech Republic, Uherské Hradisté) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 317-332; 2005b, Tab. 140.689-690.
Esztergom-Kistoi diil6 (Hungary, Komarom-Esztergom) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 116-118, Taf. 138.20-23.

. Gemer/Sajogomor (Slovakia, Gemer) — depot: HAMPEL 1886b, IV. tabla 8.

. Gyongyossolymos 1 (Hungary, Heves) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1972, V1. tabla 14.

. Gyongyossolymos-Kishegy 4 (Hungary, Heves) — depot: KEMENCZET 1980, VI. tibla 19-24.

. Ho¢ko Pohorje (Slovenia, Hoce-Slivnica) — depot: CERCE — SINKOVEC 1995, 177-195, P1. 84.172.

. Jarak 1 (Croatia, Hrtkovci) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, 214, Tab. 83.11.

. Lengyeltoti 2 (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: WANZEK 1992, Taf. 1.25, Taf. 10.10.

. Kemecse (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: HAMPEL 1896, CCXXIX. tabla 47.

. Kesz6hidegkut (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 135-137.

. Mackovac-Grunjac (Serbia, Banat) — depot: Jovanovi¢ 2010, Tab. 65.552.554-555.

. Musov 2 (Czech Republic, Breclav) — depot: SALAS 20053, 357-371; 2005b, Tab. 218.258.260, Tab. 220.307-312.

. Nadap (Hungary, Fejér) — depot: MAKKAY 2006, 145, XXXVI. tabla 332-335.

. Nagyvejke (Hungary, Tolna) - depot: MEszAros 1971 — 1972, 45, XI. tabla 9-10, 12-13.

. Pamuk (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: MozsoLics 1975, 9, VIL. tabla 14.

. Slavonski Brod (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, Tab. 67.31.

. Brandgraben 1 (Germany, Styria) — depot: WILNDHOLZ-KONRAD — PREGLINGER 2004, Taf. 3.43-45.

. Regoly-Veravar (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: SzaB6 1993, 4. tabla, 18.20-25.

. P6loske (Hungary, Zala) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 177-178, Taf. 125.8.

. Prestavlky (Czech Republic, Pferov) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 380—-387; 2005b, Tab. 265.15.

. Rydec (Czech Republic, Usti nad Labem) - depot: KyTLIcOVA 2007, 302-303, Taf. 87.67.207.

. Sarospatak 2 (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot: B. HELLEBRANDT 1986, 6, 4. kép. 10.14-16.20-21.
. Si¢a/Lucica (Horvatorszag, Kordun) — depot: PERk1¢ — LoZNJAK D1zpAR 2005, T. 10.168-172, T. 11.212-216.
. Slatinice (Czech Republic, Olomouc) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 405-408; 2005b, Tab. 314.64—-66.

. Suseni/Marosfelfalu (Romania, Mures) — depot: PETRESCU-DimBOVITA 1978, 127, Taf. 138.81.

. Spalnaca/Ispanlaka 2 (Romania, Alba) — depot: PETREscU-DiMBovITA 1978, 127-131, Taf. 152.439-447,

Taf. 156.561.

. Tallya (Hungary, Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 200-201, Taf. 165.1.4-8.13.
. Velehrad (Czech Republic, Uherské Hradisté) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 296—297; 2005b, Tab. 285.15.
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36. Veliko-Nabrde (Croatia, Drenje) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, 221, Tab. 44.21-22.
37. Worschach (Austria, Styria) — grave: MODRIJAN 1953, Abb. Dé.

List 17. Zatec-Type buckets (Clausing 1996)

Budinséina (Croatia, Konj$¢ina) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 212, Taf. 79.16.

Brodski Varos (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINI 1973, 212, Tab. 55.23, Tab. 57.1-3.6.
Debeli vrh (Slovenia, Predgrad) — depot: CERCE — SINKOVEC 1995, 159-169, P1. 66.79.

Elsterwerda (Germany, Brandenburg) — depot: voN BRUNN 1968, 317, Taf. 62.55-56.

Heldenbergen (Germany, Hesse) — grave: HERMANN 1966, 120, Taf. 111N.13.

Keszéhidegkut (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: MozsoLrics 1985, 135-137, Taf. 35.33-34.38-39.

Klicevac 2 (Serbia, Pozarevac) — depot: JacaNoVIC 1994 — 1995, 104, 108, Abb. 6.3—4.

Lorscher Wald (Germany, Hesse) — grave: HERMANN 1966, 151, Taf. 141D.2.

Mackovac-Crisnjevi (Croatia, Gradiska) — depot: KARAVANIC — MIHALJEVIC 2001, Tab. 9, Tab. 10, Tab.
11.4, Tab. 12.1.11.

10. Majdan/Magyarmajdany (Serbia, Vojvodina) — depot: Parrajcku 1988, 21, Abb. 54.

11. Nadap (Hungary, Fejér) — depot: MAKKAY 2006, 139-140, P1. VL.14, P1. VIL.15-16, P1. VIIL.17-30.

12. Nagyvejke (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: MEszARros 1971 — 1972, XV. tabla 7-10.

13. Obava/Dunkoéfalva 1 (Ukraine, Munkacevo) — depot: KoBaL' 2000, 67, 90, Taf. 62.12.

14. O¢kov/Ocsko (Slovakia, Tren¢in) — grave: PAULIK 1962, 25-26, 59, Abb. 20.19-39, Abb. 25.1.2, Abb. 26.1.
15. Palotabozsok (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 166—-168, Taf. 75.31-33.

16. Pamuk (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 168-169, Taf. 106.24.

17. Poljanci 2 (Croatia, Oprisavci) — depot: HOLSTE 1951, 9, Taf. 15.23.

18. Popinci (Croatia, Syrmia) — depot: HoLsTE 1951, 9, Taf. 15.23.

19. Rinyaszentkiraly (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: Mozsotrics 1985, 182-183, Taf. 96.1-2.

20. Rudnik (Serbia, Moravica) — depot: I'aparmanus 1954, 29, Taf. 16.43.

21. Veliko Nabrde (Croatia, Drenje) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, 221, Tab. 44.21-22.

22. Weidachweis (Germany, Upper Bavaria) — depot: NAGLER-ZANIER 2010, Abb. 3.5-7, Abb. 8.5.

23. Zatec (Czech Republic, Louny) - grave: KyTLIcOVA 1959, 127, 137, 154-155, Obr. 7-9.

A A S el A

Uncertain fragments
24. Bodrog (Slovakia, Trebisov) — depot: BubpiNskY — KRICKA 1970, 40, Obr. 10.32-34.

25. Szentgaloskér (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 194-195, Taf. 114.1.
25. Uioara de Sus/Felsémarosujvar (Romania, Alba) — depot: SOROCEANU 2008, 207, Abb. 33c—d.

List. 18. Half-forms

Hammer half-forms

1. Nagydobsza (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: Fig. 35.62.
2. Lengyeltoti 3 (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: Mozsovics 1985, 142-143, Taf. 108.20-21.

Axe half-forms

Beremend (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 95-96, Taf. 252.5.7-9.
Keszéhidegkut (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 135-137, Taf. 35.5.
Kesztole (Hungary, Komarom-Esztergom) - depot. Fig. 1.

Kurd (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 140-141, Taf. 23.12.
Lovasberény (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 144-155, Taf. 245.3.
Nagydobsza (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: Fig. 35.63-67.

NS DR

Ring half-forms

9. Beregovo 4 (Ukraine, Beregovo) — depot: KoBaL’ 2000, 74, Taf. 46B.2.

3. Beremend (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 95-96, Taf. 254.1-4.

10. Hungary — unknown: HAMPEL 18864, L. tabla 4.

11. Malaja Dobron’ 2 (Ukraine, Uzgorod) — depot: KoBAL’ 2000, 86, Taf. 75.6.

12. Klostar Ivanié (Croatia, Klostar Ivanic) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, Tab. 96.15-18.
1. Nagydobsza (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: Fig. 35. 68—69.
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List 19. Rod ingots
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13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

28

31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.

47.
48.
49.

50.
51.
52.
53.
54.

Badacsonytomaj (Hungary, Veszprém) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 87-88, Taf. 235.21-23.

Balsa (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1984, 169-170, Taf. CLXV1.29-30.
Baks (Hungary, Csongrad) — individual find: V. SzaB6 2011, Taf. 9.3.

Baks 1 (Hungary, Csongrad) — depot: V. SzaB6 2011, Taf. 9.4.

Batrad’/Botragy (Ukraine, Beregovo) — depot: KoBAL’ 2000, 73, Taf. 46A.14.

Batarci/Batarcs (Romania, Satu Mare) — depot: PETREscu-DiMBovITA 1978, 98, Taf. 21.52.
Bataszék (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: Mozsotrics 1985, 95, Taf. 269.3-4.

Beremend (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: Mozsovics 1985, 95-96, Taf. 254.11-14.

Biatorbagy (Hungary, Pest) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, Taf. 237.26.

. Bingula-Divos$ (Croatia, Stremska Mitrovica) — depot: Vinsk1-Gasparini 1973, 211, Tab. 84.23.
. Birjan (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 98-100, Taf. 68.5-7.
. Bogdan Voda/Izakonyha (Romania, Maramures) — depot: MoTzo1-CHICIDEANU - IUuGA 1995, Abb. 6.1-24,

Abb. 7.6-7.

Bokavié (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Lukavac) — depot: KONIG 2004, 184-191, Taf. 48.279-281.
Boljanié¢ (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Gracanica) — depot: KON1G 2004, 140, Taf. 19.91.

region of Bonyhad (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: MozsoLrics 1985, 102-104, Taf. 39.4.
Borotin (Czech Republic, Blansko) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 307-309; 2005b, Tab. 93.39.
Borzava/Borzsova/Borzsa (Ukraine, Beregovo) — depot: KoBaL’ 2000, 76, Taf. 55A.50-51.
Bosin (Czech Republic, Skofenice) — depot: KyTricova 2007, 254, Taf. 184.1-26.
Biitkkzsérc-Ho6dos-tet6 (Hungary, Borsod-Abaij-Zemplén) — depot: V. SzaB6 - Bir6 2009, 8. kép 1.
Briezovice (Czech Republic, Chrudim) — depot: KyTLICOVA 2007, 254-255, Taf. 180.14-17.
Brodski Varo$ (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, 212, Tab. 54.21.
Celldomolk-Saghegy 2 (Hungary, Vas) — depot: MozsoLics 2000, 37-38, Taf. 12.10.
Cetatea de Balta/Kiikiill6var (Romania, Alba) — depot: Rez1 2009, P1. 4.17-18.

Csabdi (Hungary, Fejér) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 107, Taf. 248.5-6.
Cugir/Kudzsir/Kunendorf/Kudschir (Romania, Alba) — depot: Kacs6 2006, Abb. 18.6-16.
Dévavanya 2 (Hungary, Békés) — depot: MozsoLics 2000, 41-42, Taf. 25.20.

Dolné Janiky/Alséjanyok (Slovakia, Bratislava) — depot: FURMANEK 1980, 13, Taf. 43.6-8.

. Ecseg (Hungary, Nograd) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1984, 146, Taf. CXVIa.20-21.
29.
30.

Fiizesabony (Hungary, Heves) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 119-120, Taf. 145.2-9.
Gusterita/Szenterzsébet/Hammersdorf 2 (Romania, Sibiu) — depot: PETREscu-DimBovITA 1978, 120-
122, Taf. 118A.371.375.

Hoéko Pohorje (Slovenia, Hoce-Slivnica) — depot: CERCE — SINKOVEC 1995, 177-195, PL. 86.209.
Kazincbarcika (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot: KEMENCZET 1984, 118, Taf. XLVIII.18.
Kemecse 2 (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 132, Taf. 190.2-3.

Kemecse 3 (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-bereg) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 132-134, Taf. 185.30, Taf. 187.4-9.
Klobuky (Czech Republic, Kladno) — depot: KyTLIcOVA 2007, 269, Taf. 57B.17.

Klostar Ivani¢ (Croatia, Klostar Ivanic) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, 215, Tab. 96.25-26.
Lazy/Lazarpatak 1 (Ukraine, Volovec) — depot: KoBar’ 2000, 84-85, Taf. 49.97.

Lisine (Croatia, Krstinja) — depot: VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, 216, Tab. 97.8

Mackovac-Grunjac (Serbia, Banat) — depot: Jovanovi¢ 2010, Tab. 61.506.

Marok (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 146—149, Taf. 95.8-11.
Medvez’e/Medveze/Medvefalva (Ukraine, Volovec) — depot: KoBAL’ 2000, 87-88, Taf. 60.64-67.

Meszlen (Hungary, Vas) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 149, Taf. 232A.2.

Musov 2 (Czech Republic, Bfeclav) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 357-371; 2005b, Tab. 223.390-395.

Nagydém (Hungary, Veszprém) — depot: HAmPEL 1896, CXCV. tabla.10.

Nagyrabé (Hungary, Hajdu-Bihar) — depot: Mozsorics 2000, 60-61, Taf. 66.27-30.

Nagyhalasz-Palhalom dilé (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatméar-Bereg) — depot: KEMENCZETD 1984, 177, Taf.
CLXXIIIc 4.

Nadudvar 2 (Hungary, Hajdu-Bihar) — depot: Mozsovics 2000, 57-59, Taf. 58.18.

Nyirtura (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatméar-Bereg) — depot: MozsoLrics 1985, 162-163, Taf. 204.13.

Uioara de Sus/Felsémarosjvar (Romania, Alba) — depot: PETREscu-DimBovITA 1978, 132-135, Taf.
208.1464.1456-1458.1468-1470.1472-1477.

Palotabozsok (Hungary, Baranya) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, Taf. 74.24-25.

Piispokhatvan (Hungary, Pest) — depot: Mozsotrics 1985, 178-179, Taf. 140.13-14.

Poloske (Hungary, Zala) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 177-178, Taf. 128.21.

Plesivec 7 (Czech Republic, P¥ibram) — depot: KyTricova 2007, 290-291, Taf. 36B.7.

Plesivec 8 (Czech Republic, Ptibram) — depot: KyTricovA 2007, 291, Taf. 38C.2.
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55.
56.
57.
58.
59.

60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.

66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.

Podgorjany/Pidhorjany/Podhering 2 (Ukraine, Munkacevo) — depot: KoBAL’ 2000, 93, Taf. 3.67-69.
Praha-Suchdol 2 (Czech Republic, Praha) - depot: KyTLIcOVA 2007, 296-297, Taf. 52C.28.

Pravcice 2 (Czech Republic, Kromériz) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 378—-379; 2005b, Tab. 250.8.

Piestavlky (Czech Republic, Pferov) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 380—-387; 2005b, Tab. 263.133.
Prosimérice-Bohunice (Czech Republic, Znojmo) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 379-380; SALAS 2005b, Tab.
252.60-61.

Rohod (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: KEMENCZET 1984, 182, Taf. CCXVIIL.22.

Sarazsadany (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot: KEMENCZEI 1984, 182-183, Taf. CLXXVIIb.1.
Slavonski Brod (Croatia, Slavonski Brod) — depot: CLAUSING 2003, Abb. 42.202-203.

Suskovo/Szuszké 1 (Ukraine, Svaljava) — depot: KoBaL’ 2000, 95-96, Taf. 74.31.

Spalnaca/Ispanlaka 1 (Romania, Alba) — depot: PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 145, Taf. 247A.76-81.
Spalnaca/Ispanlaka 2 (Romania, Alba) — depot: PETREscu-DimBovITA 1978, 127-131, Taf. 157.609-611,
Taf. 158.629.636.

Tallya (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot: Mozsorics 1985, 185-186, Taf. 162.13.16.

Tiszaeszlar (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg) — depot: Josa — KEMENCZEI 1963 - 1964, Taf. LVIIL7.
Trencianske Bohuslavice/Bogoszl6 (Slovakia, Trenéin) — depot: NovoTNA 2000, Obr. 1.1-3.

Velem (Hungary, Vas) - settlement: Miske 1907, Taf. XX.9-15.

Zérovice-Hamry 2 (Czech Republic, Prostéjov) — depot: SALAS 2005a, 397-399; 2005b, Tab. 289.40.49.
Zvolen-Pusty A (Slovakia, Banskobystricky) — depot: NovoTNA 1970a, 124, Taf. VIL

List 20. Tube with widened rim
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region of Bonyhad (Hungary, Tolna) — depot: HAmPEL 1892, CLIIL tabla 51.
Briick (Germany, Bavaria): PARE 2004, Abb. 6.2.

Egemose (Sydals, Denmark): PARE 2004, Abb. 6.8.

Gyongyossolymos 1 (Hungary, Heves) — depot: SZANTO 1947, 4. kép 7.

Hart a. d. Alz (Germany, Bavaria) — grave: PARE 2004, Abb. 6.3.

Haider (Germany, Bavaria): PARE 2004, Abb. 6.1.

Janiky/Janyok (Slovakia, Trnava) — depot: NovoTNA 2000, Obr. 5.
Lazy/Lazarpatak 1 (Ukraine, Volovec) — depot: KoBAaL’ 2000, 85, Taf. 47.36.
Lengyeltéti 2 (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: WANZEK 1992, 263, Taf. 1.16, Taf. 10.14.

. Mackovac-Grunjac (Serbia, Banat) — depot: Jovanovi¢ 2010, Tab. 60.503.

. Mackovac (Croatia) — depot: KARAVANIC — MIHALJEVIC 2001, Tab 6.4.

. Musov 2 (Czech Republic, Bfeclav) — depot: SaLas 2005a, 357-371; 2005b, Tab. 220.314.

. Nagydém (Hungary, Veszprém) — depot: HAMPEL 1896, CXCV.15-16.

. Ehingen (Germany, Swabia) — depot: MULLER-KARPE 1959a, 380-387; 1959b, Taf. 168.4.

. Oberottmarshausen (Germany, Augsburg) — depot: BUTTNER ET AL. 2006, Abb. 66.11.

. Prestavlky (Czech Republic, Pierov) — depot: Saras 2005a, 3800-387; 2005b, Tab. 265.160-166; Tab.

266.167-168.

Rinyaszentkiraly (Hungary, Somogy) — depot: MozsoLics 1985, 182-183, Taf. 97.16.
Schiltern (Austria, Seebenstein) — depot: HANSEN 1994, Abb. 80.5.

Sluzin-Zabrusky (Czech Republic, Prostéjov) — depot: SALAS — SMID 1999, 32, Abb. 10.22.
Tallya (Hungary, Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén) — depot: KEmENCZEI 1966, XII. tabla 3.

Velem 1 (Hungary, Vas) — depot: Mozsotrics 1985, 211-213, Taf. 231A.30.
Zurich-Wollishofen (Schweiz, Ziirich): PARE 2004, Abb. 6.7.
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Catalogue

(Abbreviations: 1 — length; w1 - width; w2 - weight; th - thickness; d1 - diameter; h - height; o. 1. — outstretched length;
d2 - depth)

1. Spear: Due to the blades fragmented state, the original form is hard to reconstruct. The analyzed spear-

head has a short, cylindrical-sectioned conical socket and a sub-triangular blade with angular base. Two
rivet holes are visible along its socket. The twisted form of the object can be a result of heat damage. No
traces of casting faults are visible on its surfaces, however it is intensively corroded. The polishing of the
casting seams on the narrow sides is superficial (Fig. 45.1).

L: 8.5 cm, wl.: 29.4 cm, L of the socket: 2.3 cm, d. of the socket: 1.4 cm, w2.: 34.7 g

Spear fragment: Narrow edge fragment of a spear. An oval damage mark is visible along the central rib
which might be connected with peri-depositional bending and breaking of the object (possible by the aid
of a socketed chisel). Traces of sharpening and nicks could be observed along the edges. It is uncertain
that the previous one can be interpreted as the result of using (Fig. 45.2).

L:3.6 cm, wl: 2.38 cm, w2.: 10.39 g

Spear fragment: Small fragment of a spear. Sharpening can be well-observed along the edges (Fig. 45.3).
L:2.2 cm, wl.: 22.2 cm, w2.:5.40 g

Socketed axe: A socketed axes with thickened mouth and straight, oval-sectioned body. The object is
composed of six smaller and one greater fragment. A rivet hole is visible along the narrow side. Its pattern
composed of three horizontal, two broken and one Y and V ribs. Porosity and traces of casting faults can
be observed along its external- and breakage surfaces. Its body parts are horizontally shifted due to the
imprecise contact of the bivalve mould. As a result of the edges fragmented state, no traces of sharpening or
usage can be observed. The polishing of the casting seams on the narrow sides is superficial (Fig. 46.4.1-4.6).
Overall dimensions: l.: 12.3 cm (estimated overall L: 14.1 cm), wl.: 4.9 cm, 4.2 cm, w2.: 284 g + 55 g (frag-
ments), d. of the socket: 3.4 cm x 2.3 cm, d2. of the socket: 7.9 cm

4.1.3.6 cm x 2.6 cm, w2.: 14 g, th.: 0.7 cm, 0.2 cm

4.2.3.8 cm x 3 cm, w2.: 12 g, th.: 1 cm, 0.3 cm

4.3.3.1 cm x 3.2 cm, w2.: 15 g, th.: 0.7 cm, 0.3 cm

4.4.29cm x 2cm, th.: 0.3 cm, w2.:5 g

4.5.2.2cm x 2.1 cm, th.: 0.5 cm, w2.:6 g

4.6.13x19cm,th:05cm, w2.:1g

Fragment of a socketed axe: Broad side fragment of a socketed axe. Its breakage surfaces are porous.
Six diagonal damage marks are visible along the external surface. The patterns compose of one vertical-
and four V ribs (Fig. 46.5).

L:3 cm, wl.: 2.3 cm, w2.: 10.81 g, th.: 0.3 cm

Socketed axe: Undecorated oval-sectioned socketed axe with thickened mouth and straight body. The
body parts are slightly shifted due to the imprecise contact of the bivalve mould. The external surfaces are
mostly smooth but porosity can be observed in certain parts. Depressions are visible on one of the broad
sides, and overflow can be detected on the mouth. No traces of hammering or sharpening are visible on its
edge (Fig. 47.6).

L: 14 cm, wl.: 5.3 cm, 5.6 cm, w2.: 442.63 g, d. of the socket.: 3.2 cm x 2.6 cm, d. of the socket.: 7.1 cm
Socketed axe: Undecorated, oval-sectioned socketed axe with straight body and thickened mouth. Corro-
sion damage can be observed along the external surfaces of the object (Fig. 47.7).

1: 9.8 cm, wl.: 4.2 cm, 4.7 cm, w2.: 289.78 g, d1. of the socket.: 3 cm x 2.5 cm, d2. of the socket: 6.3 cm

Socketed axe: Undecorated, oval-sectioned socketed axe with narrow body and thickened mouth. The
surfaces are basically smooth although traces of corrosion are visible. The body parts are shifted and over-
flow can be observed on the mouth. The casting seams are not polished entirely. Traces of hammering
cannot be detected along the edges (Fig. 48.8).

1.:12.6 cm, wl.: 3.7 cm, 4.2 cm, w2.: 233, 45 g, d1. of the socket: 2.8 cm x 2.3 cm, d2 of the socket: 4.7 cm

Socketed axe: Undecorated, oval-sectioned socketed axe with slightly thickened mouth. Its surface is
smooth although traces of corrosion, cracks and even porosity are visible on it. The body parts are shifted
due to the imprecise contact of the bivalve mould. Further casting faults can be seen like the overflow of
the mouth, unpolished casting seams and asymmetry. In addition, the socket is dysfunctional as a result of
the imprecise positioning of the core (Fig. 48.9).

L: 12 cm, wl.: 3.5 cm, 3.9 cm, w2.: 240,09 g, d1. of the socket.: 2.1 cm x 1.8 cm, d2. of the socket.: 2.9 cm
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18.

19.
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22.

Socketed axe: Undecorated, oval-sectioned socketed axe with narrow body. The breakage is probably the
result of the body parts asymmetry. The surface of the object is smooth although a greater impression can
be detected along the broad side near to the mouth (Fig. 49.10).

1.:10.9 cm, wl.: 2.8 cm, 3.5 cm, w2.: 142.36 g

Fragment of a socketed axe: Upper part of a socketed axe with narrow, curve body and slightly thickened
mouth. Its casting is asymmetrical and its body parts are shifted. The fragments surface is basically smooth,
although porosity can be detected on the mouth. A greater hiatus is visible on the broad side (Fig. 49.11).

L: 2.1 cm, wl.: 4 cm, th.: 0.8 cm, 0.3 cm, w2.: 4.87 g

Fragment of a socketed axe: Lower body fragment of a socketed axe. The casting seams are well-pol-
ished and the whole surface of the object is smooth. Traces of hammering and sharpening are visible
along the blade. Minor casting fault (asymmetry) and porosity can be detected along the breakage surface.
On the narrow body part, oval damage marks are visible. The object was probable bended to break which
traces can be visible on the breakage surface (Fig. 50.12).

1.: 6.9 cm, wl.: 5.6 cm, th.: 0.7 cm, 0.3 cm, w2.: 265.78 g

Fragment of a socketed axe: Lower body fragment of a socketed axe. Remains of the original rib deco-
ration and a rivet hole are visible on its frontal and narrow body parts. Minor asymmetry can be detected
on the break surface. The casting seams are well-polished and the surface of the object is smooth. Trace of
hammering and polishing can be observed along the blade (Fig. 50.13).

L: 9 cm, wl.: 5 cm, w2.: 172.81 g, d2. of the socket: 5.3 cm

Fragment of a socketed axe: Lower fragment of a socketed axe. Its body parts are shifted. Intensive
porosity can be detected on the external surfaces and on the breakage surfaces as well (Fig. 51.14).
1: 6.2 cm, wl.: 4.6 cm, w2.: 164.07 g

Fragment of a socketed axe: Upper part of a socketed axe with ribbed decoration (horizontal rib, V rib,
Y rib, broken rib). Porosity can be observed along the breakage surfaces (Fig. 51.15).
l:22cm,wl:1.7cm, w2.:7¢g

Fragment of a socketed axe: Fragment of a smaller socketed axe. Its body parts are slightly shifted and its
casting seams were not polished completely. The surface is porous and it was damaged by corrosion (Fig. 51.16).
L:3.1 cm, wl: 1.8 cm, th.: 1 cm, 0.7 cm, w2.: 24 g

Fragment of a socketed axe: Narrow body fragment of a socketed axe. Porosity is visible along the
break surface (Fig. 51.17).
1:1.7 cm, wil.: 1.5 cm, th.: 0.6 cm, w2.:3 g

Socketed chisel: Round-sectioned chisel with thickened mouth and conical short socket. Its blade is
straight. The artefact is intact and no traces of casting fault can be observed along its surfaces. However,
traces of corrosion damage occur on the section of the blade (Fig. 52.18).

L:12.1 cm, wl.: 3.6 cm, w2.: 141,47 g, wl. of the blade.: 1 cm

Fragment of a flange-handled sickle: Small fragment of a flange-handled sickle with ribs. Its broken
edges are bent. No trace of casting fault can be observed along its breakage surfaces (Fig. 52.19).
L:3.7 cm, wl.: 3.1 cm, th.: 0.6 cm, w2.: 25 g

Fragment of a flange-handled sickle: Flange-handle fragment of a sickle. No traces of casting fault can
be observed along its breakage surfaces (Fig. 52.20).
l: 4.6 cm, wl.: 3 cm, th: 0.3 cm, w2.: 23 g

Passementerie fibulae (A3a-Type): Fragmented A3a-Type passementerie fibulae. Its pin, lead-spiral and
four side-spirals are missing. The object is composed of circle-sectioned wires which are fastened by tree,
casted oval hinges. The central wire is eight-shaped before the spring. Traces of casting faults and ham-
mering are visible on the surface of the hinges (Fig. 53.21).

l.: 11.8 cm, w1.: 5.5 cm, d. of the side-spirals.: 2.3 cm, l. of the hinges.: 1.6 cm — 1.8 cm — 1.5 cm, th. of the
wire: 0.2 cm, w2: 42.67 g

Passementerie fibulae (Group C, Uzsavolgy-Type): Fragment of an Uzsavolgy-Type passementerie
fibulae in three parts. The current state of the object is probable the result of post-depositional damages. It
composes of circle-sectioned wires which are fastened by a bended sheet hinge. The central wire is eight
shaped before the spring. The remains of the typical wire frame are also visible (Fig. 53.22a-b).

L: 7.3 cm, wl.: 5.7 cm, d. of the 22b side spiral: 3.4 cm, 1. of the hinge.: 1.7 cm, d. of the wire.: 0.2 cm, w2.:
21.97 g, d. of the side spiral.: 3.4 cm, th. of the wire.: 0.2 cm, w2.: 12.45 g
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Undecorated sheet belt

23.1: End fragment of an undecorated belt. The horizontal cracks on the edges were repaired by small
metal sheet wires which were pulled over holes. Both the inner and the external surface of the object is
intensively corroded (Fig. 54, Fig. 55.23.1).

L:16 cm, wl.: 3.9 cm, th.: 1 mm, w2.: 27.32 g

23.2: Slightly bended belt fragment. Traces of corrosion damage can be observed on its surfaces. A small,
perforated hole is visible on the middle of the fragment (Fig. 54, Fig. 55.23.2).
1.:13.2 cm, wl.: 4 cm, th.: 1 mm, w2: 15.62 g

23.3: Slightly bended belt fragment. Traces of intensive corrosion damage can be observed on its surfaces
(Fig. 56.23.3).
1:11.8 cm, wl.: 4 cm, th.: 1 mm, w2.: 1232 g

23.4: Slightly bended belt fragment. Traces of intensive corrosion damage can be observed on its surfaces
(Fig. 56.23.4).
L:14.1 cm, wl.: 3.9; th.: 1 mm, w2.: 11.77g

Fragment of a torques: Thin fragment of a circular-sectioned torques with rolled-terminals. The object
was bent into circle and its pattern is composed of 16 bundles of lines (Fig. 57.24).
L: 6 cm, wl.: 5.9 cm, th.: 0.3 cm, w2.: 13 g

Fragment of a torques: Fragment of a circular-sectioned torques with rolled-terminals. The object was
bent into circle and it is decorated with pseudo-torsion (Fig. 57.25).
L:5cm, wl.: 45cm, th: 0.3 cm, w2.:22 g

Fragment of a torques: Fragment of a circular-sectioned torques with rolled-terminals. The object was
bent into circle and it is decorated with torsion (Fig. 57.26).

L:55cm, wl.:5cm, th: 04 cm,S.:20 g

Ring: Circular-sectioned, opened ring with rounded terminals. Due to the corrosion damage the original
patterns cannot be observed fully, however fine bundles of lines (6-12-4-3-8-6-3-12-11-6) can be seen
on its external surface. The object is slightly bended (Fig. 58.27).

th.: 0.4 cm, 0.l.: 37 cm, d.: 12.7 cm, w2.: 31.13 g

Ring: Opened semicircle-sectioned ring with pointed-terminals (Fig.59.28).
th.: 0.3 cm, 0.1.: 32.3 cm, d.: 9.8 cm, w2.: 26.22 g

Ring: Opened semicircle-sectioned ring with pointed-terminals (Fig. 59.29). One of its terminals is unfolded.
th.: 0.3-0.4 cm, 0.1.: 30.2 cm, d.: 9.7 cm, w2.: 18.81 g

Ring: Opened quadratic-sectioned ring with pointed-terminals (Fig. 59.30).
th.: 0.4 cm, 0.1.: 26.9 cm, d.: 9.7 cm, w2.: 25.28 g

Ring: Opened semicircle-sectioned ring with overlapping pointed-terminals (Fig. 59.31).
th.: 0.4 cm, 0.1.: 33.1 cm, d.: 9.2 cm, w2.: 41.81 g

Ring: Opened quadratic-sectioned ring with pointed-terminals. The objects terminals are twisted (Fig. 59.32).
th.: 0.5cm, 0.1.: 32.3 cm, d.: 9.5 cm, w2.: 38.94 g

Ring: Opened triangle-sectioned ring with overlapping pointed-terminals (Fig. 60.33).
th: 04 cm,0.1:27.8 cm, d.: 9 cm, w2.: 1415 g

Ring: Opened oval-sectioned ring with pointed-terminals (Fig. 60.34).
th: 0.3 cm, 0.1:24.8 cm, d.: 8 cm, w2.: 1391 g

Ring: Opened oval-sectioned ring with pointed-terminals (Fig. 60.35).
th: 0.4 cm, 0.1:21.9 cm, d.: 7.5 cm, w2.: 21.23 g

Ring: Opened quadratic-sectioned ring with overlapping pointed-terminals (Fig. 60.36).
th: 0.4 cm,0.1:23.7 cm, d.: 7 cm, w2.: 2234 g

Ring: Opened semicircle-sectioned ring with pointed- and flattened-terminals (Fig. 60.37).
th.: 0.5 cm, 0.1: 8.2 cm, d.: 6.5 cm, w2.: 16.24 g

Ring: Opened oval-sectioned ring with overlapping pointed-terminals (Fig. 60.38).
th: 0.4 cm, 0.1:19.5cm, d.: 6 cm, w2.: 1354 g

Ring: Opened quadratic-sectioned ring with overlapping pointed-terminals (Fig. 61.39).
th: 0.4 cm, 0.1: 20 cm, d.: 5.9 cm, w2.: 11.69 g

Ring: Opened semicircle-sectioned ring with overlapping pointed-terminals (Fig. 61.40).
th:0.3cm,0.1:17 cm, d.: 4.9 cm, w2.:7.20 g
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Ring: Opened oval-sectioned ring with overlapping pointed-terminals (Fig. 61.41).
th: 0.4 cm, 0.1:16.4 cm, d.: 4.3 cm, w2.: 17.83 g

Ring: Opened oval-sectioned ring with overlapping pointed-terminals (Fig. 61.42).
th.: 0.3 - 0.4 cm, 0. 1.: 21 cm, d.: 4.5 cm, w2.: 19.37 g

Ring: Opened oval-sectioned ring with overlapping pointed-terminals (Fig. 61.43).
th:04cm,0.1:22cm, d.: 4.7 cm, w2.: 1795 g

Ring: Opened quadratic-sectioned ring with overlapping pointed-terminals (Fig. 61.44).
th.: 0.4 cm, 0.1.: 15.8 m, d.: 3.9 cm, w2.: 10.03 g

Ring: Opened oval-sectioned ring with pointed-terminals in two fragments (Fig. 61.45).
th:0.3cm,0.1:18 cm, d.: 7.9 cm, w2.: 6.16 g

Fragmented ring: Opened oval-sectioned ring with overlapping pointed-terminals. One of its terminals
is broken (Fig. 62.46).
th.: 0.5 cm, 0.1.: 26.5 cm, d.: 7.5 cm, w2.: 22.11 g

Fragmented ring: Semicircle-sectioned ring with pointed-terminals. One of its terminals is broken the
other is fragmented (Fig. 62.47).
th: 0.3 cm, 0.1:17.4 cm, d.: 6.9 cm, w2.: 9.62 g

Fragmented ring: Oval-sectioned ring with pointed-terminals. One of its terminals is broken (Fig. 62.48).
th:0.5cm, 0.1: 19 cm, d.: 7 cm, w2.: 20.11 g

Fragmented ring: Circle-sectioned ring with pointed-terminals. One of its terminals is broken (Fig. 62.49).
th: 0.4 cm,0.1: 18 cm, d.: 8.4 cm, w2.: 16.01 g

Fragmented ring: Semicircle-sectioned ring with pointed-terminals. One of its terminals is broken (Fig. 62.50).
th: 0.6 cm, 0.1: 21 cm, d.: 8 cm, w2.: 3431 g

Fragmented ring: Quadratic-sectioned ring with pointed-terminals. One of its terminals is broken (Fig. 62.51).
th: 0.4 cm,0.1:185cm, d.: 6 cm, w2.: 11.64 g

Fragmented ring: Oval-sectioned ring with pointed terminals. One of its terminals is broken (Fig. 63.52).
th: 0.4 cm, 0.1:21.2 cm, d.: 6.7 cm, w2.: 27.74 g

Fragmented ring: Circle-sectioned ring with pointed terminals. One of its terminals is broken (Fig. 63.53).
th: 0.4 cm,0.1:193 cm, d.: 7.3 cm, w2.: 21.13 g

Fragmented ring: Trapezoid-sectioned ring with pointed-terminals. One of its terminals is bended and
broken (Fig. 63.54).
th.: 0.4 cm, o.1.: 20.5 cm, d.: 6.3 cm, w2.: 26.17 g

Fragmented ring: Oval-sectioned ring with overlapping pointed-terminals. One of its terminals is bro-
ken (Fig. 63.55).
th.: 0.4 cm, 0.1.: 24.8 cm, d.: 7.8 cm, w2.: 28.95 g

Fragmented ring: Semicircle-sectioned ring with pointed terminals. One of its terminals is broken (Fig. 63.56).
th.: 0.5 cm, 0.1: 185 cm, d.: 6.7 cm, w2.: 12.71 g

Fragment of a ring: Quadratic-sectioned ring with pointed terminals. One of its terminals is broken (Fig. 63.57).
th.: 0.5 cm, 0. 1.: 15.7 cm, d.: 8.4 cm, w2.: 16.29 g

Fragment of a ring: Fragment of a circle-sectioned ring with pointed terminals. One of its terminals is
broken (Fig. 63.58).
th: 0.6 cm, 0.1:14.2 cm, d.: 8 cm, w2.: 20.94 g

Fragment of a ring: Fragment of a semicircle-sectioned ring with pointed terminals. One of its terminals
is broken (Fig. 64.59).
th.: 0.6 cm, 0.1.: 17.2 cm, d.: 9.5 cm, w2.: 36.68 g

Fragment of a ring: Fragment of an oval-sectioned ring with pointed terminals. One of its terminals is
broken (Fig. 64.60).
th.: 0.4 cm, 0.1:10.6 cm, d.: 5.5 cm, w2.: 11.59 g

Fragment of a ring: Fragment of an oval-sectioned ring with pointed terminals (Fig. 64.61).
th: 0.6 cm, 0.1:14.4 cm, d.: 9.7 cm, w2.: 224 g

Fragment of a ring: Small fragment of an oval-sectioned ring with pointed terminals. One of its termi-
nals is broken (Fig. 64.62).
th: 0.3 cm,0.1:83 cm,d.:5cm, w2.:54 g
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64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

Fragment of a ring: Fragment of a circle-sectioned ring with pointed terminals. Its bended state might
be the result of a deliberate bending (Fig. 64.63).
th: 0.5cm, 0.1.: 9.3 cm, d.: 8 cm, w2.: 8.86 g

Fragment of a ring: Fragment of a semi-circle sectioned ring (Fig. 64.64).
th:0.5cm, 0.1:85cm, d.: 7 cm, w2.: 12.71 g

Fragment of a ring: Fragment of an oval-sectioned ring (Fig. 64.65).
th.: 0.5cm, 0.1.: 5.5 cm, w2.: 833 g

Fagment of a ring: Fragment of a rhomboid-sectioned ring with pointed-terminals. Its surface is smooth,
however porosity is visible along its breakage surface. In addition, its casted parts are shifted due to the
imprecise positioning of the bivalve mould (Fig. 64.66).

L:5cm, wl.: 4.5 cm, th.: 0.8 cm, w2.: 10 g

Fragment of a ring: Fragment of a flattened rhomboid-sectioned ring (Fig. 64.67).
l:5.4 cm, wl.: 1.8 cm, th.: 0.4 cm, w2.: 10 g

“Chained-objects”: The artefacts composed of seven different objects. A closed ring is situated in its cen-
ter, on which the other five opened rings and a wire are bent (Fig. 64.68).

l:92cm, wl:4cm, w2:601g

Metal sheet tube: Thin metal sheet folded into a tube. The object is decorated with incised bundles of
lines (5-7-5). Its surface is slightly corroded (Fig. 65.69).

L:4.6 cm, wl.: 1.1 cm, 0. 1: 2.4 cm x 4.6 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.:3 g

Metal sheet tube: Thin metal sheet folded into a tube. The object is decorated with incised bundles of
lines (5-6-6). Its surface is slightly corroded (Fig. 65.70).

l: 4.7 cm, wl.: 1.1 cm, 0. 1: 23 cm x 4.7 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.:3 g

Metal sheet tube: Thin metal sheet folded into a tube. The object is decorated with incised bundles of
lines (5-7-7). Its surface is slightly corroded (Fig. 65.71).

l: 47 cm, wl:1cm,o0.l:24 cm, th: 0.1 cm, w2.::2 g

Metal sheet tube: Thin metal sheet folded into a tube. The object is decorated with incised bundles of
lines (5-5-5). Its surface is slightly corroded (Fig. 65.72).

l: 43 cm, wl.: 1.6 cm, 0. 1: 3.4 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 4 g

Metal sheet tube: Thin metal sheet folded into a tube. The object is decorated with incised bundles of
lines (6). Its surface is slightly corroded (Fig. 65.73).

1:2.2 cm, wl.: 0.8 cm, 0. 1: 2.3 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2:.0.5 g

Metal sheet tube: Thin metal sheet folded into a tube. The object is decorated with incised bundles of
lines (4-6-6). Its surface is slightly corroded. Its surface is slightly corroded (Fig. 65.74).

l:3.9cm, wl: 1.5cm, 0.1: 2.5 cm x 3.9 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 2 g

Metal sheet tube: Thin metal sheet folded into a tube. It decorated with bundles of lines (6) (Fig. 65.75).
l:3.2cm, wl:1l4cm,0.1:3.2cm, th:01cm w2:1g

Metal sheet tube: Thin metal sheet folded into a tube. The object is decorated with lines of dots (5). Due
to the corrosion damage only small parts of the decoration can be observed (Fig. 65.76).

l:23 cm, wl: 1.9 cm, 0. L: 3.6 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 2 g

Fragments of a Zatec-Type bucket: Seventeen fragments of a metal sheet object, probable Zatec-Type

bucket. Its decoration composed of embossed parallel ribs and dots. The edge of the fragment is wavy.
Based on its parallels, the objects can be reconstructed in two different ways (Fig. 66.77.1-77.17).

77.1.1.: 4.7 cm, wl.: 44 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 1.84 g
77.2.1.:3.2 cm, wl.: 2.7 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 1.04 g
77.3.1.:3.2 cm, wl.: 2.7 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 1.79 g
77.4.1.:55 cm, wl.: 2.9 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 0.79 g
77.5.1.: 4 cm, wl.: 2.6cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 1.05 g
77.6.1.:7.1 cm, wl.: 6 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 3.12 g
77.7.1: 4 cm, wl.: 2.4 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 1.17 g
77.8.1.:3.7 cm, wl.: 2.6 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 1.16 g
77.9.1.: 2.4 cm, wl.: 1.6 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 0.38 g
77.10. L: 2.3 cm, wl.: 2.1 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 0.66 g
77.11.1: 3.2 cm, wl.: 1.6 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 0.58 g
77.12.1: 3 cm, wl.: 1.3 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 0.58 g
77.13.L: 1.7 cm, w1.: 0.9 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 0.26 g
77.14.1: 2.1 cm, wl.: 0.4 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 0.25 g
77.15.1: 1 cm, wl.: 0.5 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 0.8 g
77.16.1.: 0.6 cm, wl.: 0.6 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 0.1 g
77.17.1: 0.5 cm, wl.: 0.5 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 0.1 g
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Fragment of an axe-half form: Fragment of an axe half-form with thickened mouth. Intensive corro-
sion can be detected on its surface. The upper part of the object is slightly porous (Fig. 67.78).
1: 153 cm, wl.: 4.3 cm, th.: 1.7 cm, w2.: 308 g

Fragment of a rod ingot: Semi-circle sectioned rod ingot. Its breakage surface is porous in one spot (Fig. 67.79).
L:52cm, wl:1cm, th:1cm w2.:26g

Fragment of a plano-convex ingot: Half fragment of a larger plano-convex ingot. Porosity is intensive
on its both flat and convex sides. Crater like traces of gas bubble are visible on its breakage surface. A re-
casted wire ring can be detected on its convex side (Fig. 68.80).

1.: 20.3 cm, wl.: 15.8 cm, h.: 3.5 cm, w2.: 3077 g

Fragment of a plano-convex ingot: Quarter fragment of a larger plano-convex ingot. Trace of slight
porosity visible on its external surface (Fig. 69.81).
1:13.5 cm, wl.: 12.5 cm, h.: 6.3 cm, w2.: 2231 g

Fragment of a plano-convex ingot: Quarter fragment of a plano-convex ingot. Its external surface is
slightly- but its breakage surface is intensively porous. Layered casting also can be detected along its
breakage surface (Fig. 70.82).

1:10.2 cm, wl.: 9 cm, h.: 3.7 cm, w2.: 594 g

Fragment of a plano-convex ingot: Greater fragment of a plano-convex ingot with traces of porosity
on its surfaces. Layered casting can also be detected on its breakage surface (Fig. 70.83).
L:7.6 cm, wl.: 6.6 cm, h.: 4.2 cm, w2.: 595 g

Fragment of a plano-convex ingot: Small, flat fragment of a plano-convex ingot without traces of
porosity (Fig. 71.84).
1:11.6 cm, wl.: 10.3 cm, h.: 1.2 cm, w2.:390 g

Fragments of a plano-convex ingot: Great fragment of a flat plano-convex ingot. Porosity can be ob-
served on its surface. The central part of the ingot is missing however No. 85.1 could have originally be a
part of this section. Based on its breakage surface the object might be casted layered (Fig. 72.85).

Overall dimensions: L.: 15.1, wl.: 8.8 cm, h.: 0.6 cm (2.3 cm with the 85.1. fragment), w2.: 880 g

85.1.1.: 8.6 cm, wl.: 4.7 cm, h.: 2.3 cm, w2.: 172 g

Fragment of a plano-convex ingot: Edge fragment of a greater plano-convex ingot with minor porosity
(Fig. 73.86).

L:7 cm, wl.: 4.5 cm, h.: 2.5 cm, w2.: 236 g

Fragment of a plano-convex ingot: Fragment of a greater plano-convex ingot with minor porosity (Fig. 73.87).
L:5.2 cm, wil.: 4.2 cm, he: 3cm, w2.: 134 g

Fragment of a plano-convex ingot: Small edge fragment of a plano-convex ingot. Its breakage- and ex-
ternal surface is porous. In addition, traces of layered casting are also visible along the breakage surface
(Fig. 73.88).

L: 5.5 cm, wl.: 4.5 cm, h.: 1.8 cm, w2.: 95 g

Fragment of a plano-convex ingot: Small fragment of a plano-convex ingot (Fig. 74.89).

L:2.8 cm, wl.: 3 cm, h.: 1.3 cm, w2.:3.9 g

Fragment of a plano-convex ingot: Small fragment of a plano-convex ingot. Its breakage- and external
surfaces are porous. Layered casting can be observed along its breakage surface (Fig.74.90).
l:4.5cm, wl.: 3.2 cm, h.: 1.7 cm, w2: 58 g

Fragment of a plano-convex ingot: Amorphous fragment of a plano-convex ingot (Fig. 74.91).
L:3.6 cm, wl.: 2.8 cm, h.: 2.2 cm, w2.: 69 g

Fragment of a plano-convex ingot: Fragment of a flat plano-convex ingot (Fig. 74.92).
L:3.2 cm, wl.: 3.6 cm, h.: 0.7 cm, w2.: 20 g

Fragment of a plano-convex ingot: Small fragment of a flat plano-convex ingot. Layered casting is visi-
ble on its breakage surface (Fig. 74.93).

l:3.2cm, wl:2.1cm, h:0.8cm, w2.:14 g

Fragment of a plano-convex ingot: Small fragment of a plano-convex ingot. The structure of its break-
age surface is porous (Fig.74.94).

l.: 3 cm, wl.: 2 cm, h.: 0.7 cm, w2.: 0.6

Tube with widened rim: Round-sectioned tube with widened rim. Slight asymmetry can be observed on
its upper part. The surface of the object is smooth, however a long vertical hole are visible on the shaft
which could be associated with fault casting (Fig. 75.95).

L:6 cm, wl.: 3.3 cm, w2.:37 g
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Casting jet: Broken casting jet with the remains of the casted object. Its casting seams are unpolished
(Fig. 75.96).

L:7.6 cm, wl.: 4.6 cm, th.: 0.9 cm, w2.: 36 g

Casting jet: Small conical-shaped casting jet (Fig. 76.97).

l: 4.5 cm, wl.: 2.3 cm, th.: 0.9-0.2 cm, w2.: 18 g

Wire fragment: Thin, folded fragment of a quadratic-sectioned wire (Fig. 76.98).

0.1:93cm, w2.:05¢g

Wire fragment: Thin, folded fragment of a quadratic-sectioned wire (Fig. 76.99).

0.1:13.3 cm, w2.:0.8 g

Wire fragment: Thin, folded fragment of a quadratic-sectioned wire (Fig. 76.100).

0.l:62cm, w2.:04g

Fragment of a socketed utensil: Side fragment of a socketed utensil. Its surface is well-polished (Fig. 76.101).
L:3.6 cm, wl.: 1.5 cm, th.: 0.1 cm, w2.: 7 g

Fragment of a socketed utensil: Edge fragment of a socketed utensil. Its surface is polished, no traces of
casting faults can be observed along its breakage surfaces (Fig. 76.102).

l:2.5 cm, wl.: 1.9 cm, th.: 0.2 cm, w2.: 6 g

Mouth fragment of a socketed utensil: Fragment of a large utensil, possible socketed axe. Its surface is
well-polished and no traces of casting fault can be observed on them (Fig. 76.103).

L:3 cm, wl.: 2.2 cm, th: 0.3 cm, w2.: 11 g

Fragment of a socketed utensil (Fig. 76.104).

L:1.5cm, wl.: 1.1 cm, th.: 0.2 cm, w2.: 1.5 g

Fragment of a socketed utensil (Fig. 76.105).

L:1.5cm, wl.: 1.7 cm, th.: 0.2 cm, w2.: 1 g

Fragment of a socketed utensil (Fig. 76.106).

1.: 0.7 cm, wi.: 0.4 cm, th.: 0.2 cm, w2.: 0.5 g

Unclassifiable object (belt hook or button): Small casted object with hook. Casting faults are visible

on its external surface (Fig. 76.107).
L:2.2 cm, wl: 1.8 cm, w2.: 12 g

Stray find from Kesztolc

Crescent-shaped objects: Small, crescent-shaped object broken into two parts. Its body is pierced in
three sections (Fig. 2).
L: 8 cm, wl.: 2.5 cm, th.: 0.5 cm, w2.: 33 g
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Fig. 45. 1-3. Spear and spear fragments.
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Fig. 46. 4-5. Socketed axes.
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Fig. 47. 6-7. Socketed axes.
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Fig. 48. 8-9. Socketed axes.
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Fig. 49. 10-11. Socketed axes.
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Fig. 50. 12-13. Socketed axes.
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Fig. 51. 14-17. Socketed axes.
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Fig. 52. 18. Socketed chisel 19-20. Flange-handled sickle fragments.
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Fig. 53. 21-22a. Passementerie fibulae.
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Fig. 54. 23. The reconstructed belt.
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Fig. 55. 23.1-23.2. Fragments of the belt.
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Fig. 56. 23.3-23.4 Fragments of the belt.
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Fig. 57. 24-26. Torques fragments.
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Fig. 58. Round-sectioned ring with line decoration.
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Fig. 59. 28-32. Rings with pointed-terminals.
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Fig. 60. 33-38 Rings with pointed-terminals.
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Fig. 61. 39-45. Rings with pointed-terminals.
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Fig. 62. 46-51. Rings with pointed-terminals.
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Fig. 63. 53-58. Rings with pointed-terminals.
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Fig. 64. 59-64. Rings with pointed-terminals 66—67. fragments of rhomboid-sectioned rings 68. chained objects.
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Fig. 65. 69-76. Metal sheet tubes with line decoration.
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Fig. 66. 77.1-77.17. Fragments of a Zatec-Type bucket.
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Fig. 67. 78. Axe half-form 79. Rod ingot.
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Fig. 68. 80. Fragment of a plano-convex ingot.
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Fig. 69. 81. Fragment of a plano-convex ingot.
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Fig. 70. 82-83. Fragments of plano-convex ingots.
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Fig. 71. 84. Plano-convex ingot.
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Fig. 72. 85. Fragments of a plano-convex ingot.
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Fig. 73. 86—88. Fragments of plano-convex ingots.
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Fig. 74. 89-94. Fragments of plano-convex ingots.
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Fig. 75. 95. Tube with widened rim 96. Casting jet.
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Fig. 76. 97-99. Wire fragments. 100. Casting jet. 101-106. Fragments of socketed utensils. 107. Uncassifiable object
(belt hook?).
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