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Abstract
Ceramic depositions occur frequently in the Bronze Age throughout the Carpathian Basin, however, their 
characteristics and composition can vary between periods, cultures and regions. Thus there could be many 
theories and interpretations offered for the reasons behind hiding these depots. At the site of Budajenő, Hegyi-
szántók a structured deposition dating to the final phase of the Middle Bronze Age came to light, which is not 
only unique in terms of the quantity of the vessels but also of their quality, both on an intra-site level and 
from the perspective of the Hungarian Middle Bronze Age. The aim of this paper is to present a complex and 
multi-faceted analysis, which helps not only to understand the possible reasons behind the concealment of the 
vessels, but also to offer an interpretation for the chain of events in which they could have played a central 
role. Besides the examination of the quantity and the cultural characteristics of the vessels, traces of use-wear, 
along with the phenomena of secondary burning and deliberate fragmentations are also discussed.

Introduction

The single-layer site of Budajenő, Hegyi-szántók, situated in the eastern regions of the 
Zsámbék Basin at the foot of the Buda Hills (Fig. 1), was already assigned to the Middle Bronze 
Age by the Hungarian Archaeological Topography survey.1 The dating was further supported 
by excavations carried out in 2002–2003, prior to the construction of the Hilltop II housing 
estate within the administrative boundaries of Budajenő.2 The rescue work was conducted in 
eight trenches within which 862 domestic features associated with the Vatya III – Koszider 
period were unearthed in an area of 220×140 meters.3 Beside a number of refuse pits, a ditch 
was also identified in the northern section of the excavation area (which was investigated in 
slots), presumably dating to the Middle Bronze Age as well, and could have surrounded the 
central part of the settlement (Fig. 2).4

The site, considering its size and location, could have played an important role in the Middle 
Bronze Age. The settlement was established on a hilltop overlooking the gently undulating 
landscape of the Zsámbék Basin, affording it a strategically advantageous position.5 Further-

1	 Dinnyés et al. 1986, 40. Site number: 2/9.
2	 Repiszky 2004a, 184; Repiszky 2004b, 168. 
3	 Some of the domestic material discovered from the settlement was written up by Nóra Szabó in her MA 

dissertation (Szabó 2018).
4	 The area of excavation did not include this highest part of the hilltop. 
5	 Previously, the site has been classified as a fortified settlement (Dinnyés et al. 1986, 40; Repiszky 2004a, 184; 

Szeverényi – Kulcsár 2012, 295, Tab. 1; Jaeger et al. 2018, Fig. 1), and given its hilltop position it could be 
compared to sites situated west of the Danube (Szeverényi – Kulcsár 2012, 293–320; Kiss 2012, 211–215).
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more, the hilltop was (and still is to a certain extent) surrounded by the marshy wetlands of 
the Budajenő Stream’s water-catchment area.6

Feature 80 was discovered in the mid-section of Trench II, located in the outer, horizontal area 
of the settlement, a little farther away from the rest of the features. The amount of ceramics 
unearthed from the feature,7 both in terms of quantity (the number and weight of sherds) and 
quality (the number of sherds displaying signs of secondary burning, diagnostic pieces or 
complete vessels) was unusually high not only on an intra-site level, but also from the per-
spective of the Hungarian Middle Bronze Age.8

Feature 80 and its contents

Following the removal of the upper humus layer, but prior to the excavation of the feature it-
self, a large amount of ceramic fragments were observed on the surface of which the majority 
was red in colour, showing signs of secondary burning. The round feature measured approx-
imately 120 cms in diameter and about 60 cms in depth (presumably).9 Besides the numerous 
fragmented pieces, the documentation described unusually large-sized sherds, complete stor-
age vessels in an upright position and other smaller ceramics.10

Initially, the documentation listed 1192 pieces of ceramic fragments, weighing 68.5 kgs. How-
ever, following the restoration of the material,11 out of the 1192 fragments, 72 complete vessels 

6	 Based on the Second Military Survey of the Habsburg Empire (1819–1869).
7	 Apart from sherds of ceramic vessels, a small number of other artefacts was also documented from the 

feature such as a fragment of a loomweight, a piece of stone and a shell.
8	 Szabó 2018, 66–68.
9	 Unfortunately, the original drawing of the feature was lost, and measurements were approximated based on 

the photographic record.
10	 Regrettably, neither the complete vessels’ exact position, nor the distribution of other fragments were re-

corded during the excavation.
11	 The restoration of the material found in Feature 80 was carried out by László Gucsi.

Fig. 1. The location of the single-layer site of Budajenő.
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Fig. 2. The map of the settlement and the location of Feature 80.

50 m
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(or partial vessels with diagnostic features) could be reconstructed from 954 fragments.12 The 
examination of the 72 complete or partially complete but diagnostic vessels, together with the 
rest of the ceramic fragments (238 pieces), altogether 310 ceramic units, concluded that in 233 
cases signs of secondary burning were present.13

The distribution of vessel types

Comparing the distribution of vessel types recorded in Feature 80 with all the vessel types re-
covered from the settlement as a whole, the following observations can be made (Fig. 3). In both 
cases, storage vessels were the most numerous, but in Feature 80 their number was slightly 
higher. The ratio of cooking pots was nearly equal, while the ratio of deep bowls and ferment-
ing vessels was three times, and jugs four times higher in Feature 80 than recorded in the entire 
settlement. Cups and bowls occurred in lower numbers in the feature. The relative amounts 
suggest that the low representation of certain vessel types (cups and bowls) could be associated 
with personal consumption, while over-represented types (such as jugs, deep bowls, storage 
vessels and fermenting vessels) could relate to communal consumption practices (Fig. 4).

Ceramic types influenced by the Transdanubian Encrusted Pottery 
complex

It is intriguing that while ceramics of the Transdanubian Encrusted Pottery Culture were dis-
covered in a number of features at the site,14 these artefacts were lacking among the contents 
of Feature 80. This is interesting, since import ceramic pieces produced by the Transdanubian 
Encrusted Pottery complex are normally among the highest represented vessels, suggesting 
intense trading relationships between the two communities,15 which also implies that these 

12	 The occurrence of large amount of diagnostic ceramic fragments was not unusual within the context of this 
particular settlement; one or two pits contained as much as 50-60 pieces of diagnostic sherds, however, such 
an outstandingly large number of complete or partially complete vessels was only recorded in Feature 80.

13	 Szabó 2018, 126.
14	 Szabó 2018, 1. Tábla 13, 2. Tábla 5, 17. Tábla 1.
15	 P. Fischl et al. 1999, 118. Footnote 106; P. Fischl – Kiss 2015, 50–51; Fekete 2005, 45.

Fig. 3. Comparative diagram of the distribution of the vessel types between Feature 80 and other areas 
of the settlement.
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imports could have been associated with high prestige-values in the Vatya context.16 Their 
absence in Feature 80 could perhaps be the result of deliberate selection.17 However, there 
were three vessels in the assemblage which demand slightly more attention: these artefacts 
display characteristics typical of the Transdanubian Encrusted Pottery complex such as the 
particular decoration technique, the proportions of vessels, or the thinness of vessel-walls.18 
We would suggest that these elements represent close links between the two pottery-making 
traditions.19 Similarly, a design resembling a moustache on a fermenting vessel (Vessel 72 –  
Fig. 38.1) could be interpreted as the representation of analogous bronze ornaments of the 
Transdanubian Encrusted Pottery Culture.20 Vessels recovered from sites of the Vatya Culture 
are generally decorated with a plastic crescent symbol that is likely to be the depiction of a 
characteristic Vatya bronze pendant.21

Vessels occurring in pairs

Among the assemblage there were two pairs of ‘twin’ vessels – the shape and design of these 
ceramics suggests that they were produced by the same potter: Vessel 5 – Fig. 11.b, 20.1, Vessel 6 –  
Fig. 20.2, Fig. 39.2 and Vessel 42 – Fig. 18.1, Fig. 41, Vessel 43 – Fig. 19.2. Further eight vessels 
could also be considered in this category,22 but in these cases the vessels were either too frag-
mented or had fewer diagnostic features in order to be clearly identified as vessels made by 
the same potter.23

16	 Kiss 2011, 212–214.
17	 Since most Vatya sites that yielded large amounts of ceramic material had also had a significant number of 

import vessels present, it is intriguing why import pieces from the neighbouring Middle Bronze Age groups 
are lacking or occur only in very small numbers among the material of Budajenő, Hegyi-szántók.

18	 Vessel 4 – Fig. 17.6, Vessel 7 – Fig. 11.a, 21.1, Vessel 70 – Fig. 36.1.
19	 Kovács 1978, 220; P. Fischl et al. 1999, 117–118; Kreiter 2006, 158–159.
20	 Further two similar pieces are known from other features of the settlement (Szabó 2018, 6. Tábla 3, 15. 

Tábla 4.)
21	 Poroszlai 1988, Fig. 7; P. Fischl et al. 1999, Fig. 23. 3–5, Fig. 34. 4; Vicze 2011, Pl. 103. 5, Pl. 104. 2, Pl. 186. 2.
22	 Vessel 17 – Fig. 17.4, Vessel 18 – Fig. 17.5; Vessel 54 – Fig. 23.1, Vessel 55 – Fig. 25.1; Vessel 33 – Fig. 29.2, 

Vessel 34 – Fig. 29.1; Vessel 38 – Fig. 36.2, Vessel 39 – Fig. 30.1.
23	 The identification of such vessels was straight forward in cases when the vessel was complete (or nearly 

complete), had a rich and unique design, or a complex shape.

Fig. 4. Distribution of vessel types in Feature 80.
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The examination of ‘twin’ vessels from Feature 80 revealed that one member of the ‘twin’ had 
a more spherical, while the other, a more angular shape. Among the jugs, Vessel no. 6 was 
slightly more spherical, while among the storage vessels, Vessel 42 (Fig 18.1) had more round-
ed characteristics based on the belly-curve, and – in the case of the jug – the lack of definition 
between the shoulder and the neck.

This kind of formal duplication fits in with recent theories advocating that ceramic vessels 
in Bronze Age cemeteries (mainly urns) resemble the individual buried in them.24 There are 
several anthropomorphic vessels known from Vatya territories clearly depicting recognisable 
features of gender.25

Chronology of vessel types

According to the typo-chronological assessment of the ceramic material the Budajenő settle-
ment dates to the later period of the Middle Bronze Age, to the Vatya III – Koszider phase. 
The formal characteristics and decoration of the vessels recovered from Feature 80 place the 
contents clearly to the Koszider period.26 Large storage vessels (urn-type vessels) demonstrate 
the typical characteristics of this later chronological phase: the vessels are divided into three 
equal parts (neck, upper body, lower body), with strongly funnelled, cylindrical or evert-
ed rims.27 Apart from simple, incised motifs on the external surfaces, plastic ornamentation, 
channelling and complex panel-designs also occur which, typically to the Koszider period, are 
placed below the shoulder or above the belly-curve.28 Another group of storage vessels, deep 
bowls can also be associated with this later period based on the small-sized knobs applied 
onto the shoulder.29

The decoration of cooking pots indicates a later chronological phase as well, such as pointed 
knobs attached to the rim or diagonal ribs placed right below the mouth.30 In some cases, it 
could be observed that the neck and shoulder of cooking pots were not joined in the usual ‘S’ 
shape, but formed an angle with the cylindrical or funnelled neck. This characteristic occurs 
on a pot Vessel 31 (Fig. 35.4) and on another pot, Vessel 30 (Fig. 35.1), with an additional wide, 
vertically notched rib running under the rim.

Bowls with rims that form a ‘T’ in cross-section and bowls with small knobs on the rims fur-
ther support the dating of the assemblage to the Koszider period.31 The bowls of Vessel 17 (Fig. 
17.4) and Vessel 18 (Fig. 17.5) represent a different type which can be found both in the ceme-
tery of Dunaújváros-Duna-dűlő and at the settlement of Alpár during the Koszider phase.32 

24	 Szabó – Hajdu 2011, 97–104; Szeverényi 2013, 224–225; Wieszner 2016, 21.
25	 Kovács 1988, Fig. 5. 2–3; Poroszlai 1992, 153, 155. Abb. 109–110; Poroszlai 2000a, 52, Pl. XII; Kreiter 

2005, Pl. 4–5; Szeverényi 2013, 224–225.
26	 Repiszky 2004a, 184; Repiszky 2004b, 168; Szabó 2018, 134.
27	 Bóna – Nováki 1982, 67; Vicze 2011, 121, 125, 132.
28	 Bóna 1975, Taf. 39. 6, Taf. 42. 1, Taf. 50. 5, Taf. 62. 6; Vicze 2011, Pl. 163. 6, Pl. 171. 9, Pl. 184. 8, Pl. 187. 11, 

Pl. 188. 6.
29	 Bóna – Nováki 1982, 67, 70–71; P. Fischl et al. 1999, 108.
30	 Marosi 1930, 71. kép 1; Bóna – Nováki 1982, 67, 69–70, T. VI. 4, T. XVII. 7–10; Lőrinczy – Trogmayer 

1995, 22. kép 16; P. Fischl et al. 1999, 107, 21. kép 1, 36. kép 2, 41. kép 5, 46. kép 3; Poroszlai 2000a, Pl. X. 1;  
Jaeger – Kulcsár 2013, Fig. 7. 3.

31	 Bóna 1975, Taf. 49. 2, Taf. 50. 2–3, Taf. 51. 6, Taf. 65. 3; Bóna – Nováki 1982, T. VI. 3, T. VIII. 8; P. Fischl et 
al. 1999, 4; Vicze 2011, 129, 135, Pl. 170. 4, Pl. 171. 2, Pl. 182. 11.

32	 Bóna – Nováki 1982, 210, X. 7; Vicze 2011, Pl. 221. 1.
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Although these pieces are different in their decoration, the design was applied to a short and 
curved shoulder that is absent on bowls of the previous period.33

The ansa lunata handles are also typical characteristics of the Koszider phase. The highly bur-
nished and richly decorated jugs represent the high-end of fine wares thus it is rarely possible 
to find their direct analogues in other assemblages.34 However, direct formal examples of the 
two fine jugs from Feature 80 are known from Lovasberény-Jánoshegy, Cegléd-Öreghegy and 
Kakucs-Balla-domb.35 Impressed lenticular and smoothed garland motifs appear frequently on 
many vessel types, which also suggests the dating of the assemblage to the latest period of the 
Middle Bronze Age.36

Apart from the eclectic ‘mix’ of decoration styles originating from the ceramic traditions of 
neighbouring groups (this on its own represents a new element in the Vatya design reper-
toire), the variation on reflectional and rotational symmetries is also characteristic in this 
phase. Vessel forms that were based on quarters, were divided even further (into eights in 
most cases) in the Koszider period. Symmetrical variations are often being represented on 
a single vessel: while the placement of knobs follow the traditional quarterly division, the 
handle(s) were applied in different angles, not aligned with, but placed in between two knobs. 
(Vessel 42 – Fig. 18.1, Vessel 39 – Fig. 30.1).37 There are also vessels where their attachments 
were divided into axes of eights while the ornamentation around the handles were strongly 
emphasized (Vessel 7 – Fig. 11.a, Fig. 21.1).38 

It should be noted, that based on their formal characteristics, two fragments can be assigned 
to the Early Bronze Age (Vessel 22 – Fig. 38.2, Vessel 23 – Fig. 38.3).39

Levels of potters’ skill

The vessels not only represent a variety of typological categories but also reflect their makers’ 
skill, according to which the vessels could be further classified.40 In this study, the following 
categories were drawn up based on the craftsperson’s skill:41

Level 1 – beginner I

The vessels in this category come in simple forms and small sizes with thick walls and often 
uneven surfaces. They do not seem to fit into the ceramic repertoire of any particular culture. 
The vessels suggest that their producers encountered significant difficulty when handling the 
clay and shaping the objects. It is highly likely that in prehistoric societies the producers of 
such vessels were young children up until the age of seven (Infans I–II).42

33	 Vicze 2011, Pl. 194. 1, 10, Pl. 196. 1, Pl. 199. 8.
34	 Bóna – Nováki 1982, 76.
35	 Bóna 1975, Taf. 49. 8, Taf. 44. 5; Jaeger – Kulcsár 2013, Fig. 6. 1.
36	 Bóna – Nováki 1982, T. II. 23; Endrődi – Gyulai 1999, Fig. 8. 5; Poroszlai 2000a, Pl. IX. 1, Pl. XI. 23; Váczi 

2003, 6. kép. 4; Váczi 2004, 9. kép. 1.
37	 Vicze 2011, Pl. 180. 4, Pl. 193. 2.
38	 Vicze 2011, Pl. 189. 8.
39	 Kulcsár 2009, 109, Fig. 21.
40	 Budden – Sofaer 2009, 7–8; Gucsi 2009, 454; Fülöp 2016, 124–126.
41	 The definition of these five categories is based on the observations of László Gucsi.
42	 Kreiter 2007a, 154.
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Level 2 – beginner II

Vessel surfaces are generally uneven, rims are undulating, handles are often irregular and 
their curve is unbalanced. The walls are either too thick or too thin, or, in some cases, both. 
The decoration is irregular, outlines are variable, the positioning is unusual. However, these 
vessels do resemble some widely used examples, or at least, the prototype is recognisable. 
Asymmetric, uneven shapes also occur. It is possible that these vessels were also produced by 
children, or young adolescents (Infans II – Juvenis).

Level 3 – intermediate

Vessels are similar to the ones in the beginner II category, but reflect slightly better potting 
skills. Some pieces do conform to particular typological categories. However, the proportions 
of vessel parts can still be irregular, resulting in – especially among larger storage vessels – in 
slumped, warped shapes (Juvenis – Adultus).

Level 4 – advanced

Vessels classified in this category are well-proportioned, with neat but not always well-struc-
tured decoration. The rims are slightly undulating in some cases, but not noticeably. Vessel 
walls are even and functional.

Level 5 – master

The rims, walls, decoration are all neatly and symmetrically carried out, on a well-propor-
tioned vessel. 

From Feature 80 two vessels can be categorised into the beginner II group, representing 3% of 
the 58 vessels that could be considered for the examination of skill (Fig 5). One of them is an 
oval bowl (Vessel 21 – Fig. 17.2) while the other is a jug (Vessel 13 – Fig. 24.3). 27% of the ves-
sels are assumed to be the products of potters of intermediate skill. 44% of the artefacts were 
presumably produced by advanced potters, while 25% of the vessels were the work of mas-
ter craftspeople (Fig. 5). Considering the execution of vessel types as a whole, cooking pots, 
deep bowls and storage vessels appear to reflect similar distributions of potters’ skill. (Fig. 6).  
In the case of jugs, the products of Level 3 – intermediate potters seem to be represented in 

Fig. 5. Distribution of levels of potters’ skills in Feature 80.
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a higher than average number, while the products of Level 4 – advanced potters were lower. 
Works of Level 5 – master potters, however, appear to correlate to the average number of pots 
produced by master potters in the assemblage as a whole. It is notable that the fermenting 
vessel was the work of a master craftsperson.

Such categorization of potters’ skill is not yet a well-established approach,43 therefore a com-
parable analysis can only be carried out within a limited framework. Similar examinations 
conducted on the ceramic material of the Copper Age Budakalász cemetery show that 4% of 
the vessels were produced by Level 1 potters, and 5% by Level 2 potters – thus 9% of the ves-
sels were the works of low-skilled craftspeople.44 It is intriguing that from Feature 80 only 3% 
of vessels were produced by Level 2 potters and none of them by Level 1 potters. 

It is interesting that the formal characteristics of a storage vessel (Vessel 49 – Fig. 24.4) im-
ply a highly-skilled craftsperson, while its slightly negligent ornamentation suggests that 
the decoration of the vessel was done by a less-experienced potter. The fact that multiple 
craftspeople worked on a single vessel is not without example.45 These cases imply that a 
highly-skilled potter was not concerned about the decoration being carried out by someone 
less-experienced; an attitude that has been described by numerous ethnographic accounts.46 
Especially, considering that the building and shaping of the large storage vessel could have 

43	 Kristóf Fülöp is working on developing such methodology for his PhD thesis.
44	 Gucsi 2009, 455. Since these examples represent different time periods, they are not suitable for a more 

detailed comparison, standing here only as think-pieces.
45	 Budden – Sofaer 2012, 123, Fig. 12. 8.
46	 Michelaki 2008, 373–374; Gosselain – Livingstone Smith 2005, 40, 44–45.

Fig. 6.  Distribution of levels of potters’ skill according to vessel types.
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taken at least four hours, while the rather simplistic design could have been done in about 
ten minutes (even by a low-skilled person). Additionally, towards the base of the vessel an 
impression of some kind of textile was documented in a small patch, which is quite rare in 
this cultural context (Fig. 9).

It is notable that three vessels had impressions left by grains on their surfaces;47 a phenom-
enon that has been recorded at a number of other sites of different time periods.48 The exact 
explanation of this occurrence is unknown, but the distribution of grain impressions and the 
fact that some of them were partially embedded in the vessel surface prior to firing indicates 
that their presence was not accidental. This is further supported by two grain impressions 
documented on the fermenting vessel recovered from Feature 80.

47	 Vessel 42 – Fig. 18.1, Vessel 72 – Fig. 38.1,16, Vessel 16 – Fig. 12.b, Fig. 19.4.
48	 Bondár – Raczky 2009, Pl. CXXVIII, 335/2; Gherdán et al. 2010, 94, 5. ábra; Sánta in print. Gabriella Kulcsár 

and László Gucsi also observed a number of grain impressions on Early Bronze Age vessels from Pécs-Nagy- 
árpád-Dióstető site, excavated by Gábor Bándi.

Fig. 7. Use-wear traces on vessels from Feature 80. a – worn surface on Vessel 7, b – abraded fracture 
surface on Vessel 57, c – chipped rim on Vessel 70, d – intact and broken knobs on Vessel 24.

a b

c

d
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Use-wear and the ‘value’ of vessels 

The examinations carried out on the material concerning both the level of potters’ skill and 
use-wear imply that the majority of the ceramics recovered from Feature 80 were the works 
of advanced or master craftspeople. Also, there was very little use-wear detected on the pieces 
suggesting that the assemblage might have represented high prestige value. This, however, 
did not mean that only intact and unscathed vessels produced by master potters were selected 
for the assemblage. For example, for contemporary urn burials, items held in less esteem were 
a preferred choice.49

In the cases of two deep bowls, the badly eroded internal surfaces suggest acidic content at 
some stage.50 A jug (Vessel 7 – Fig. 7.a, 8.a, 11.a, 21.1) was continued to be used even after 
breakage. A fragment of a storage vessel (Vessel 60 – Fig. 25.3) – based on the structure of 
fragmentation – is likely to have already been broken before the deposition took place. Two 
body sherds51 belonged to vessels used intensely before breakage and prior to being deposited 
in the pit. Furthermore, there were also examples of use-wear recorded on the rims of several 
vessels (Vessel 70 – Fig. 7.c).

The applicability of potters’ skills examinations decreases with the increase of ceramic frag-
mentation, therefore it is most effective on burial assemblages and object depots given the 
higher ratio of complete vessels. The relative ‘value’ of artefacts can also be assessed by the 
method. In our approach this relative value had three components: the first two are measur-
able characteristics while the last is a sentimental or symbolic factor. One of the measurable 
components is derived from the skill of the potter and is reflected by the vessel’s stability (i.e. 
it is not wobbly when placed on a flat surface), and durability (i.e. ideal wall-thickness). The 
other measurable component lies in its usability or functionality (Fig. 10). The third compo-
nent, however, is more difficult to evaluate. A broken or damaged object can be held in equally 
high esteem given its sentimental (e.g. gifted by an important person) or symbolic (e.g. in-
volvement in a ritual) value beyond simple functionality.

The fact that this ceramic equipment was taken out of use was a result of a conscious decision. 
At the moment, there is no available information on the average number of ceramics utilised 
by a Bronze Age household, therefore the assemblage of Feature 80 can only be compared with 

49	 Kalicz-Schreiber 1995, 6, 8–9, 27–29; Zalotay 1957, 59, 61, 75–78.
50	 Vessel 35 – Fig. 30.2, Vessel 36 – Fig. 31.1.
51	 Vessel 53 – Fig. 28.6, Vessel 67 – Fig. 32.4.

a b

Fig. 8. Traces of blows on a – Vessel 7, and b – Vessel 16.
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contemporary urn burials. Storage ves-
sels and cooking pots alone were includ-
ed in this comparison as these ceramic 
types were also used as burial urns, and 
given their low ratio of fragmentation, it 
is almost certain that they were selected 
for the assemblage as complete vessels. 
Based on the storage vessels52 and cook-
ing pots53 included in the comparison, 
the pieces could have served as burial 
urns for altogether 15 individuals.

Since its special function, the fermenta-
tion vessel was not included in the com-
parison, although there are examples for 
burials in which such vessels were uti-
lised as urns.54 An unusually large cook-

ing pot was also excluded from the comparison. These two vessels were among the complete 
or almost complete ceramics of the assemblage (altogether 23 pieces). It is notable however, 
that the ceramic equipment of Feature 80 can not be compared to vessels in burial assem-
blages given the differences in the distribution of vessel types.55 Cups and bowls of Feature 
80 were under-represented compared to the average numbers occurring at settlements and in 
cemeteries. The jugs, on the other hand, were over-represented in the assemblage; this ceram-
ic type is quite rare to be included in burials, and as Magdolna Vicze suggested, they could be 
interpreted as prestige objects.56

52	 Vessel 42 – Fig. 18.1, Vessel 43 – Fig. 19.2, Vessel 44 – Fig. 26.4, Vessel 45 – Fig. 18.2, Vessel 46 – Fig. 20.3, Ves-
sel 47 – Fig. 21.3, Vessel 48 – Fig. 22.3, Vessel 49 – Fig. 24.4, Vessel 50 – Fig. 23.2, Vessel 51 – Fig. 27.2, Vessel 
54 – Fig. 23.1, Vessel 70 – Fig. 36.1.

53	 Vessel 24 – Fig. 33.1, Vessel 25 – Fig. 34.1, Vessel 26 – Fig. 35.3.
54	 Vicze 2011, Pl. 186. 2.
55	 Generally, burials consisted of an urn, with a small bowl placed in the mouth (the right way up) then co-

vered with a larger bowl (in upside-down position). Usually a small cup is included with the burial. Kada 
1909, 128; Bóna 1975, 41–44; Vicze 1992, 92; Kalicz-Schreiber 1995, 36.

56	 Poroszlai – Vicze 2004, 69, 77.

Fig. 9. Impression of a piece of textile on Vessel 49.

Fig. 10. Distribution of traces of use-wear on complete and probably complete vessels. 
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The phenomena of secondary burning and deliberate breakage of ce-
ramics

The phenomenon of secondary burning has long been known by ceramic specialists, but only 
a few years ago came to be explored in detail.57 The examination of secondarily burnt ceramics 
can shed more light on the life-cycles of objects, which could aid in reconstructing the usage 
and events impacting the vessel before and after the secondary burning took place. Based on 
the exposure to heat, ceramic fragments can be classified into three categories: 

•	 superficially burnt pieces (Fig. 11.b, 11.c) where the brief exposure to heat, induced a 
slight (sometimes patchy) colour change on the fragments 

•	 moderately burnt pieces (Fig. 12.a 12.b) show signs of oxidation

•	 severely exposed fragments (Fig. 13.a–d) are distorted, blistered or even vitrified – for 
this last category the ceramics were needed to be exposed to temperatures around 
1100–1200 °C degrees.58

57	 Fülöp – Váczi 2016, 3–4; Gucsi in print.
58	 Gucsi in print.

Fig. 11. a – Vessel 7 without traces of secondary burning, b–c – vessels with slight secondary burning 
(Vessel 5 and Vessel 19).

a b

c

Fig. 12. Examples for vessels with traces of moderate secondary burning. a – Vessel 3, b – Vessel 16.

a

b



230

László Gucsi – Nóra Szabó

Examinations carried on the assemblage revealed that 79% of the entire assemblage recovered 
from Feature 80 was secondarily burnt (Fig. 14).59 11% of ceramics which could be typolog-
ically identified showed signs of slight, 51% moderate and 39% severe secondary burning. 
There was only one instance where fragments of the same vessel exhibited diverse levels of 
oxidation suggesting that the sherds could have been scattered widely (thus were exposed to 
different levels of heat)(Vessel 35 – Fig. 30.2, 39.3). This observation also makes it highly likely 
that the majority of vessels were complete prior to secondary burning, or if they were not 
fully intact (such as Vessel 57 – Fig. 7.b, 25.2 and Vessel 58 – Fig. 26.1) a large segment of them 
were present during the burning event. Despite their fragmentary and incomplete condition, 
these latter, partial vessels could have been exposed to secondary heat in a more intact form.60

59	 Taking all 238 body sherds and 72 diagnostic pieces into consideration, it could be concluded that 75% of the 
assemblage showed signs of secondary burning.

60	 This assumption is based on the vessels’ fragmentation structure, but whether the missing pieces were lin-
ked to processes of deposition or are missing due to more recent causes, it still unclear.

Fig. 13. Examples for vessels with severe secondary burning. a – heavily deformed (Vessel 36), b – distor-
ted (Vessel 28), and c–d – vitrified (Vessel 30 and Vessel 70).

a

b

c

d
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The total lack of patchy oxidation on the assemblage implies that the vessels were neither placed 
high above the ground, nor were stacked in a pile; following the possible collapse of a supporting 
structure the vessels could have fallen, broken and their pieces scattered in different directions 
resulting in patchy exposure to heat. It is most likely that the vessels stood in one or maybe two 
rows on top of each other. This latter scenario is further supported by the fact that the majority 
of secondarily burnt pieces were also distorted implying exposure to pressure as well as heat.

Intriguingly, the majority of secondarily burnt vessels or fragmented pieces showed signs of 
breakage after the secondary burning event (Fig 39.1). Although some of these breakages could 
have occurred during the secondary burning event itself, but not in the initial phase, as the 
cross-section of ceramics did not oxidize. It is important to note here, that these breakages were 
not recent; they took place after the secondary burning episode but before they were excavated.

It is noteworthy that the fragmentation structure of the fermenting vessel is slightly differ-
ent from the rest of the assemblage (Vessel 72 – Fig. 38.1). Despite its more robust, thicker 
walls the vessel broke into smaller, more rugged pieces than expected. Similar structures of 
fragmentation occurred on a small number of other vessels which could indicate that these 
objects were deliberately trodden on.

Seven vessels displayed traces of being hit or smashed (Fig. 8.b), these were all secondarily burnt 
pieces, representing 12% of the 52 secondarily burnt vessels. This suggests that vessels that have 
been cracked due to heat exposure were later deliberately broken into smaller pieces.61

Based on the breakages on its rim, the storage vessel of (Vessel 46 – Fig. 20.3) suffered two ver-
tical blows by a sharp implement while standing in an upright position. In the case of another 
storage vessel (Vessel 47 – Fig. 21.3) multiple blows could be detected, one of them – indicated 
by a puncture mark on the interior – impacted the vessel horizontally from the inside.62

61	 Unfortunately, due to the lack of archaeological documentation, the exact position of the vessels in the pit 
is unknown, however according to record shots and context descriptions, at least two relatively complete 
storage vessels stood in an upright position leaning against the walls of the pit, while the majority of vessels 
were already broken when placed into the centre of the feature.

62	 Given the earlier blow, it is possible that the vessel fell on its side (in a roughly 45 degree angle) when it 
was punctured from the inside with a sharp implement. A larger rim fragment of this vessel has different 
colour than the rest of the pot. This suggests that the breakage of these two storage vessels happened when 
the fire was burning on a high enough temperature to be able to oxidize a number of fragments nearby.

Fig. 14. Distribution of fragments showing signs of secondary burning.
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Taking secondarily burnt ceramics into consideration by vessel type, a couple of interest-
ing details emerge (Fig. 15). The majority of cooking pots showed signs of severe secondary 
burning (in seven cases out of nine = 78%). This is three times higher than the ratio detect-
ed among the three other vessel types: 24% of storage vessels (7 pieces), 33% of deep bowls  
(3 pieces), and 25% of jugs (3 pieces) were severely secondarily burnt. Therefore, while a 
quarter or a third of storage vessels, bowls and jugs were severely burnt, three-quarters of 
the cooking pots could be reconstructed to have stood near the hottest sector of the fire. The 
fermenting vessels can also be included here, since they statistically represent two ceramic 
units within this category: one of them was represented by a single sherd, while the other was 
an almost complete vessel, 40% of which was discovered in Feature 80.

The distribution of secondarily burnt artefacts suggests that the fermenting vessel (Vessel 
72 – Fig. 38.1), a large storage vessel (Vessel 70 – Fig. 36.1) and the large-sized cooking pot 
(Vessel 27 – Fig. 37.1), moreover the rest of the cooking pots could have been closest to the 
hottest part of the fire, which also indicates that these vessels could also have been in the 
focal point of the (deliberate) burning event. Moderate secondary burning occurred domi-
nantly among storage vessels and deep bowls. Vessels with slight secondary burning were 
storage vessels (10%) and jugs (25%). Ceramics on which traces of secondary burning were 
not detected – apart from vessel types of minimal statistical quantity (such as cups, mugs, 
fermenting vessels) – represented all typological categories. The examination of distribution 

Fig. 15. Distribution of ceramics with secondary burning by vessel type.
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implies that the burning of large quantities of ceramics were part of a deliberate and con-
sciously planned act. However, as the rest of the (unburnt) assemblage suggests, this event 
(or a related activity) had a component which did not involve the burning of ceramics.

The curved right side of an Early Bronze Age fragment (Vessel 22 – Fig. 38.2) from the rim all 
the way to the horizontal break surface was badly worn with traces of moderate secondary 
burning. The vertical left break surface occurred after the secondary burning event. This im-
plies that a relatively large vessel fragment, which by then was a couple of hundred years old, 
had a secondary use-life in the Vatya–Koszider period.63 Therefore, it is probable that the pres-
ence of this Early Bronze Age sherd in the assemblage is not accidental, but could have played 
an important role (such as representing a tangible link with the ancestors) during the series 
actions that brought about the structured deposition.64 We would suggest that the inclusion of 
vessels in the assemblage which did not show signs of secondary burning was most possibly 
deliberate, however, it needs to be pointed out here that occasional unburnt fragments could 
have made it into the contents during the backfilling process.

A possible reconstruction of the pyre

In order to examine ceramic fragments with traces of severe secondary burning, both the size 
and location of vessels need to be taken into account. Our assessment is based on the smallest 
possible floor area along with the minimal amount of fuel necessary for secondary burning to 
have taken place. Therefore considering the (almost) complete vessels’ widest circumferences 
two possible scenarios can be outlined (given the pots were standing close together on the 
smallest possible floor space) (Fig. 16).

63	 Chapman – Gaydarska 2007, 75–76.
64	 Kreiter 2007a, 160–162; Kreiter 2007b, 130. The pit contained a further Early Bronze Age fragment that 

showed no trace of secondary burning (Vessel 23 – Fig. 38.3).

Fig. 16.  Possible reconstructions of a pyre with vessels covering the smallest possible floor area. 
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In both reconstructions the vessels that suffered severe secondary burning stood in the cen-
tre surrounded by pieces with moderate secondary burning. The first scenario imagined the 
larger vessels lined up and the rest of the ceramics grouped around them as close as possible. 
The minimum floor space required for this was an area of 170×200 cms. The second scenario 
assumed that the three largest vessels were placed on the ground forming a triangle, and 
the pots with severe secondary burning stood next to and/or on top of them. The stack was 
then surrounded by vessels showing signs of moderate secondary burning. In this case, the 
required floor space was an area of 180×190 cms. For both scenarios a minimum of 3.4 m2 was 
the smallest area necessary, given the number and the widest circumference of the vessels.

The amount of firewood required for the secondary burning event was also considered. Since 
patchy secondary burning is almost completely lacking on the pieces, the pyre could not have 
been very high. If an approximately 50 cm tall pyre erected of slats of wood built in a grid 
structure (the net volume of firewood, without gaps, could be estimated to around 25 cms in 
height) in an area of 3.4 m2 the construction would have required firewood of 0.85 m3.

Since there was no evidence for either a burnt-down building or remains of a pyre, the lo-
cation and spread of the fire, or the burning process cannot be reconstructed at this point. 
Nevertheless, the effects of heat detected on the vessels imply

•	 that they could have been packed tightly together in a small space or room,65 and

•	 even a small pyre could have been sufficient to inflict the level of secondary burning 
documented on the ceramics.66

Vessel capacity and the reconstruction of a possible feasting event

Ceramic depositions – particularly if they contain large amounts of drinking vessels – can be 
regarded as the remains of ritual feasts.67 The most recent studies show that feasting events 
had an outstandingly important role in the lives of prehistoric societies.68 The number of peo-
ple being present at such events can shed some light on whether the feast was a ritual event 
or it was carried out within a social – family/wider family or a regional/interregional – frame-
work. In order to estimate the number of participants, the capacity of the vessels had to be cal-
culated.69 In case of the fermenting vessel, the calculation only considered the volume below 
the holes puncturing the shoulders (which acted as overflows during the fermentation). The 
(functional) capacity of storage vessels was measured up to the point where the neck joined 
the shoulder. For deep bowls and cooking pots the interior curve of the neck/rim represented 
the limit of volume held by the vessels.

Taking the capacity of the more complete or restorable vessels into account, there is a strong 
correlation between the volumes of vessels that belonged to the same typological category.70 

65	 For examples on the dimensions of buildings, see Poroszlai 2000b, 118–122; Vicze 2013a, 183.
66	 Gherdán et al. 93; Fülöp 2018.
67	 Kalla et al. 2013, 26–27.
68	 Recently several case studies and summaries have been published in this topic: Dietler – Hayden 2001; 

Dietrich – Heun 2012; Kalla et al. 2013; Hayden 2014; Pollock 2015.
69	 Similar measurements were carried out by Ildikó Szathmári (Szathmári 2009, 298–300).
70	 In order to measure the capacity of the vessels, pots were divided into smaller units for which the appro- 

priate formulas were used to calculate the volume, before the sums were added together.
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The total capacity of the four cooking pots71 was 120 litres, while the deep bowls72 measured 
111.2 litres, and the storage vessels73 110.7 litres. It has to be mentioned here that the largest 
of storage vessels was not considered within its own typological category, but – given its 
distinct size, shape and position during the burning event – was examined and interpreted 
together with the fermenting vessel and the large cooking pot.74 The functional capacity of 
the fermenting vessel was 60 litres, the same as the volume of the above mentioned largest 
storage vessel, thus their joint capacity could have been around 120 litres. It is perhaps not a 
coincidence that the overall volume of vessels distributing among the four other typological 
categories (storage, cooking, consumption and unusual sized) was also around 110–120 litres. 
Thus the overlaps between vessel capacities could imply a link between the preparation and 
consumption of foodstuffs at this particular event. To be more precise, in this case it appears 
that the fermenting vessel along with the large storage vessel was used to brew some kind of 
alcoholic berverage which then was served in smaller storage pots.75 Furthermore food was 
prepared in cooking pots and served in deep bowls. If the average-sized stomach capacity 
(800 ml/person, considered by medical research) is taken into account,76 the feast could have 
involved 110–120 litres of foodstuffs providing for about 130–150 persons.

The possible interpretations of the assemblage

Before discussing the possible interpretations of the assemblage, attention needs to be drawn 
to two key aspects. Firstly, the deposition of the assemblage in the pit was the outcome of a 
conscious and deliberate series of actions, therefore it cannot be treated as regular household 
waste.77 Secondly, the vessels were deliberately broken and damaged before being deposited 
in the pit altogether at the same time.78 In order to offer an interpretation for the assemblage, 
both quantitative and qualitative factors need to be taken into consideration. The quantitative 
data could shed light on the reasons behind the deposition, while the qualitative information 
could illuminate the process of deposition.

The practice of ceramic deposition was documented in all periods throughout the Bronze 
Age,79 their composition, physical deposition and reasons behind the depositions are varied 
depending on the time period and the cultural context.80 The largest number of depositions 

71	 Vessel 24 – Fig. 33.1, Vessel 25 – Fig. 34.1, Vessel 26 – Fig. 35.3, Vessel 27 – Fig. 37.1.
72	 Vessel 33 – Fig. 29.2, Vessel 34 – Fig. 29.1, Vessel 35 – Fig. 30.2, Vessel 36 – Fig. 31.1, Vessel 37 – Fig. 31.2, 

Vessel 38 – Fig. 36.2, Vessel 39 – Fig. 30.1, Vessel 40 – Fig. 32.1.
73	 Vessel 42 – Fig. 18.1, Vessel 43 – Fig. 19.2, Vessel 44 – Fig. 26.4, Vessel 45 – Fig. 18.2, Vessel 46 – Fig. 20.3, 

Vessel 47 – Fig. 21.3, Vessel 48 – Fig. 22.3, Vessel 49 – Fig. 24.4, Vessel 50 – Fig. 23.2.
74	 Ildikó Szathmári (Szathmári 2009) in the same publication considered the topic of large cooking pots whi-

ch she suggests were used for storing solid foodstuffs as it was problematic to cover and/or to move them 
around. However, we would argue that their coverage could have not posed a serious issue since this could 
be done by using large bowls as lids among many other options. We would also propose that large cooking 
pots were suitable for food preparation as they fit the grated hearths with diameters of 40–50 cms such as 
the ones discovered at Százhalombatta (Vicze 2013b, 762, Figs 4–5).

75	 Traditionally, the research connects the fermenting vessel to alcohol or fermented dairy products (Hor-
váth 1974, 57–61; Kulcsár 1997, 34), however there is no scientific evidence which proves this theory.

76	 Geliebter – Hashim 2001, 745–746, Geliebter et al. 2004, 737, Fig. 1.
77	 As implied by complete vessels deposited upside-down. 
78	 Apart from the typo-chronological assessment of the vessels, pots found in pairs and with traces of secon-

dary burning suggest a similar scenario as well.
79	 For example: Kovács 1978, 221; Tóth 1999, 33–35; V. Szabó 2004; Ilon 2012, 19–30; Ilon 2014, 9, Abb. 3.
80	 Stapel 1999; Palátová – Salaš 2002, 145–153.
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were documented from within settlements, placed nearby domestic buildings. In most cases 
the ceramics were found complete and packed on top of each other, consisting of vessel types 
linked to the consumption of food and drink.81

The ceramic assemblage discovered at Budajenő so far stands without example in the Carpathi-
an Basin. The characteristic Vatya ceramic depots consisted of cups exclusively;82 a tradition 
that can be traced back to the Early Bronze Age.83 In this case, however, the characteristics of 
the assemblage were different: considering the distribution of vessels of distinct functions and 
their typochronology, the deposition shows attributes similar to Late Bronze Age traditions. 
As opposed to the Vatya cup depots, Late Bronze Age assemblages sometimes consisted of 
medium and large storage vessels, numerous small drinking vessels, and a few large serving 
vessels.84 Nevertheless, the material of Feature 80 cannot clearly be associated with either, since 
almost all typological categories of the Vatya ceramic repertoire were represented here, while 
the small number of cups, jugs and bowls, and the large number of storage vessels also stand 
without analogues in the Middle Bronze Age. In terms of their contents, a similar assemblage is 
known from the vicinity of Veszprém, where around 70 vessels and additional fragments were 
documented from a pit dated to the Br B1. This assemblage also included numerous storage 
vessels, along with drinking and serving vessels coming to light in similar numbers.85

For the interpretation of the assemblage both profane and ritual explanations can be consid-
ered. In the case of features containing numerous storage vessels, it is difficult to distinguish 
between the two explanations, since the assemblage could have been the outcome of a com-
monplace event such as a house going up in flames.86 However, in the case of ritual depositions, 
the emphasis is on the vessels’ participation in a certain chain of events rather than on the 
vessel itself. The quality and value of the vessel – which in this way was removed from its reg-
ular, domestic context – is ‘wasted’, thus elevates the importance of the ritual performance.87

Given the variety of vessel types and their large quantity, the Budajenő assemblage could be 
interpreted as the ceramic equipment of a domestic household. Although similar assemblages 
in Vatya contexts are still lacking, a comparable formal example is known from the site of 
Túrkeve-Terehalom, from the Koszider phase of the Gyulavarsánd culture, where a complete 
dinner set was discovered. Although the two assemblages are similar in their composition, 
they cannot be genuinely compared as the contexts of their depositions were different.88 In 
terms of the representation of vessel types, the contents of Feature 80 could be best compared 
to an example dating to the Szigetszentmiklós and Kulcs phase of the Early Bronze Age Nagy-
rév complex. At the settlement of Dunaújváros-Rácdomb an in situ ceramic assemblage came 
to light from among the remains of a burnt-down domestic building. Here, storage vessels 
and cooking pots characterised the bulk of the assemblage, while bowls, cups and jugs were 
represented only in small numbers.89

81	 Kalla et al. 2013, 24–25.
82	 Kovács 1978, 221.
83	 P. Fischl et al. 1999, 77, 99.
84	 V. Szabó 2004, 86.
85	 Ilon 2012, 19–30, 38.
86	 V. Szabó 2004, 87.
87	 Stapel 1999, 139–141; V. Szabó 2004, 87; Kalla et al. 2013, 28.
88	 Csányi – Tárnoki 1992, 162, Abb. 118; Csányi – Tárnoki 2013a, 708; Csányi – Tárnoki 2013b, 14.
89	 Nyíri 2013, 165, 2. kép, 171, 5. kép.
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Taking the second aspect, namely the qualitative characteristics of vessels, into account, piec-
es which display traces of secondary burning need to be examined.

It is still not clear whether the operation of full-time ceramics specialists can be considered 
during the Middle Bronze Age, however, a few cases indicate that there could have been in-
dividuals at this time who produced ceramics in large series.90 Since there were not one, but 
two pairs of vessels known from Feature 80 (with further possible cases) which appear to be 
the works of the same craftsperson, it would be feasible to assume that the contents of the 
pit were a failed batch of fired ceramics. In the Middle Bronze Age, ceramics were fired at 
temperatures around 650–850 °C,91 but these temperatures were not high enough to produce 
such changes in the clay structure as it is seen on some pieces of the Budajenő assemblage. 
Blistered, vitrified surfaces and amorphous shapes occur at significantly higher temperatures, 
at approximately 1100–1200 °C, during which the so-called ceramic-slag is produced.92 Since 
the majority of the vessels was the works of a level 4 or 5 craftsperson(s), it is difficult to 
imagine that a skilled potter would have made such a fatal error.93 If temperatures of 1200 °C 
were reached by applying Bronze Age pyrotechnologies,94 then vessels fired in the same batch 
would have not shown such variability (as it is displayed by the Budajenő pieces). The detailed 
examination of individual vessels detected use-wear on the ceramics, which further implies 
that the assemblage was not a result of failed firing.

The above outlined scenario of a burnt-down building in the case of Middle Bronze Age tell 
settlements is generally associated with both profane and ritual events, that appears to be 
deliberately planned.95 Ceramic and daub fragments with blistered, vitrified surfaces, some-
times even transformed into slag suggest that the temperatures reached above 1100 °C im-
plying deliberate human action.96 In this case the assemblage is assumed to have been used 
and stored in the building destroyed by the fire. Given the composition of the assemblage 
and the different degrees of secondary burning detected on the vessels (of which some tes-
tify of temperatures higher than 1100 °C) it is feasible to assume that Feature 80 contained 
the household equipment of a destroyed domestic building. During the burning event, tem-
peratures are presumed to vary in different sectors of the building, which could explain the 
different levels of secondary burning exhibited by the vessels.97 If the building burnt down 
due to profane, commonplace reasons then the vessels would have been discovered random-
ly within the house or in patterns indicating the presence of furniture. However, in this case, 
the burning of the building appears to be a deliberate event, where the vessels were taken 
out of their usual domestic contexts, then placed in the pit implying ritual action. The inten-
tional breakage and damage inflicted on the vessels further supports the ritual nature of the 
events.98 Nevertheless, there is so far no evidence for a charred building structure neither 
around the pit nor from its close surroundings.

90	 Michelaki 2008, Fig. 13; Budden – Sofaer 2009, Fig. 4; Antoni et al. 2010, 148; P. Fischl et al. 2013, 262–263.
91	 Michelaki 2006, 11; Kreiter et al. 2007, 44. 
92	 Stevanović 1997, 366; Daszkiewicz – Schneider 2001, 28; Hoeck et al. 2012, 662; Gheorghiu 2007, 38–39; 

Gheorghiu 2008, 63; Gherdán et al. 2010, 92–93; Gheorghiu 2016, 46.
93	 Sofaer 2015, 125.
94	 Michelaki 2006, 11; Kreiter 2010; Gucsi in print.
95	 Bankoff – Winter 1979, 13; Chapman 1999, 122–123; Gogâltan 2012; Szeverényi 2013, 217–218.
96	 Stevanović 1997, 373; Tringham 2005, 105–106; Akkermans et al. 2012, 312; Gheorghiu 2016, 45–46.
97	 Nyíri 2013, 172; Csányi – Tárnoki 2013a, 714.
98	 Chapman 2000; Chapman – Gaydarska 2007; Spatzier 2017, 384.
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Summary and the description of a possible chain of events

Although the exact reasons for the deposition of ceramics remain nebulous, it is possible how-
ever, to outline a chain of events based on the examination of vessels, which can be described 
as a ritual or symbolic performance. In this way the intentions behind and timeframe of the 
deposition cannot, but the size of the feast, the selection of objects, the place and process of 
secondary burning and the final deposition of vessels can be reconstructed.

In our opinion the most likely scenario is that the event represented a significant episode in 
the life of a community, suggested by the quantity and conscious selection of vessels (works 
of master potters, relatively few traces of use-wear and damage, the selection of ‘twin’ vessels) 
and by subsequent treatment of the pieces (signs of secondary burning, deliberate breakage).99 
However, whether this significant event was related to a single person, or a wider community, 
given the evidence so far it is impossible to say. Nevertheless, the symbolism of ‘twin’ vessels 
occurring in pairs indicates that two persons could have been in the centre of events.

It is possible that a community meal or feast common among prehistoric societies formed part 
of the event, during which the meal (following a prescribed ritual narrative) was prepared, 
served and consumed from the vessels that ended up in the deposition.100 If the event includ-
ed the participation of the wider community, then the guests must have come prepared with 
their own dining sets, which were later excluded from the burning of sacrificial equipment 
that took place either indoors or outdoors.

Following the feast – as suggested by traces of secondary burning – the vessels were exposed 
to direct heat. This could have been carried out in two ways:

•	 the vessels were either placed inside a building which was then set alight,

•	 or taken outdoors and burnt on a pyre. In both instances the vessels were still com-
plete, and installed next to, or stacked on top of each other in two rows.

In the hottest sector of the fire stood the fermenting vessel, the large cooking pot, the largest 
storage vessel, six regular-sized cooking pots, six regular-sized storage vessels, three deep bowls 
and three jugs. These were surrounded by further vessels, which later showed signs of moderate 
secondary burning. In the gaps in between the vessels fragmented ceramics were placed which 
were broken prior or during the event. It seems that for the selection of fragmented pieces, it 
was important that the ceramics preserved some of their diagnostic, easily recognisable fea-
tures. A fragment dating to the Early Bronze Age was also included in the assemblage.101

If the burning event was carried out outdoors – depending on the amount of firewood avail-
able – the fire could have burnt for about three to six hours.102 A group of four vessels - two 
of the ‘twin’ pots (Vessel 5 – Fig. 20.1, Vessel 6 – Fig. 20.2) and two storage vessels (Vessel 
46 – Fig. 20.3, Vessel 47 – Fig. 21.3) were among the complete but slightly secondarily burnt 
ceramics (Fig. 16) which could have been placed on the fire towards the last stages of the event 

99	 Gheorghiu 2016, 44.
100	 Kalla et al. 2013, 36–38.
101	 The phenomenon was discussed by scholars before (Chapman 1999, 121; Chapman 2000, 105–106; Chap-

man – Gaydarska 2007, 3–4).
102	 Fülöp 2019.
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but when the embers were still hot.103 Right after the fire died down, the vessels which stood 
near the doorway could have been smashed.

There are two possibilities for the chain of events that could have taken place after all the 
firewood was consumed. If the vessels were burnt with the house, the pieces could have either 
been collected the day after when the wreckage cooled down (the destruction of still standing 
structural parts of the building could have also occurred at this time) or water was thrown 
onto the smouldering remains and on the floor. If the vessels were burnt on a pyre, the collec-
tion of pieces could have also been done next day, but if the pyre was treated with water, the 
ceramic pieces could have been buried straight away.

Following the burning event, the still complete vessels were broken by a series of blows, some 
of them were even trampled upon. Some of the fragments104 were then collected and taken 
to the pit. Since the pit in which the assemblage was placed is similar in its dimensions to 
other regular refuse pits occurring all over the settlement, it is difficult to ascertain whether 
it was dug purposefully for this particular event or a previously dug and emptied refuse pit 
was used. Before burying the vessels and backfilling the pit, pieces of used but diagnostic 
fragments were collected from the settlement, moreover, an Early Bronze Age fragment was 
also added to the deposit. It could be suggested that ceramic fragments associated with dif-
ferent time periods could be understood as the representations of the community’s cultural 
memory during the event. Therefore the presence of Early Bronze Age ceramic pieces, along 
with fragments exhibiting use-wear, and vessels showing signs of severe, moderate and slight 
secondary burning in the pit is not a coincidence.

However, unfortunately, the exact chain of events cannot be reconstructed here since both 
the wider context of the feature remains unknown and similar examples are still lacking. 
Nevertheless the examination of the assemblage indicates that the selection of vessels, their 
treatment, and simultaneous installation in the pit was the result of a deliberate action. Thus 
the assemblage can be described as a structured deposition.105 The aim of this paper was to 
demonstrate that detailed and multi-perspective examinations can bring us closer to deci-
phering the reasons behind structured depositions.
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Catalogue – Description of ceramics

1. Cup (Fig. 18.3)

Its base is flat, the belly is rounded, the neck is slightly narrowing, almost cylindrical. Its rim is straight. 
The interior surface is uneven as the result of pinching.

Showing signs of moderate and slight secondary burning. On the rim, a ‘V’-shaped breakage existed 
before or generated during the secondary burning, with a vertical crack running from the lower tip of 
the ‘V’ to the base of the cup, and slightly opened by deformation at its higher part. The fracture at the 
join of the rim and the upper part of the handle happened after the secondary burning event but before 
the deposition of the cup (Fig. 39.1). The breakage on the lower part of the handle is recent.

Represents 90% of the vessel106; Potter: Level 3; dB.: 3.8 cm; dR.: 6.2 cm; H.: 6.5 cm; tW.: 3–5 mm.107

2. Cup (Fig. 18.4)
Two fragments of a cup. The base has an omphalos, the lower part is rounded. The belly is slightly pro-
filed, angular. The neck is almost cylindrical. The rim diameter is smaller than the belly. The shoulder 
is decorated with a horizontal, thin, incised line.

Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. The breakages happened after the exposure to heat.

Represents 20% of the vessel; Potter: Level 5; dB.: 1 cm; 5.4 cm; H.: 6.6 cm; tW.: 3–5 mm.

3. Mug (Fig. 12.a, Fig. 19.1)
The base is flat, but convex inside. The lower part of the vessel’s body is rounded. The belly is slightly 
profiled in section, 1cm lower at the handle than the opposite side. The shoulder connects with an un-
broken curve to the neck. The rim is everted. The handle arches between the shoulder-neck joint and 
the rim. The rim, right above the handle, is slightly concave, shaped in a manner of ansa lunata. The 
handle is irregular in shape, slightly curved and placed diagonally on the vessel.

Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. 

Represents 70% of the vessel; Potter: Level 3; dB.: 4.5 cm; dR.: 8.5 cm; H.: 9.3 cm; tW.: 7–5 mm.

4. Mug (Fig. 17.6)
Omphalos on the base. The belly is emphasised on the biconical body, located below the midline of the 
body. Shoulder is strongly curved. The shoulder and neck meet in a strongly profiled line. The neck is 
curved, the rim is strongly everted and thickened. There is a small ornament constructed of triple ‘V’-
shaped motifs on the top of the shoulder. The motifs were created by impressions of a pointed tool; a 
characteristic technique associated with the Transdanubian Encrusted Pottery culture. The shape and 
proportions of the vessel differ slightly from the typical Vatya form.

106	 Estimated values.
107	 Abbrevations: dB.: diameter of Base, dR.: diameter of Rim, tW.: thickness of Wall , H.: Height, (r).: recon-

structed.
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Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. The breakages happened after being exposed to heat, 
except two cracks, one running from the rim vertically 2.6 cm deep, the other over the belly running 
horizontally, probably due to secondary burning.

Represents 40% of the vessel; Potter: Level 5; dB.: 4 cm; dR.: 10.7 cm; H.: 9 cm; tW.: 3–5 mm.

5. Jug (Fig. 11.b, Fig. 20.1)

Omphalos on the base. On the lenticular, biconical body, the belly’s profile was emphasized by a 
strong line, slightly below the midline. The shoulder-neck joint is also lightly pronounced. The rim 
is slightly inwards turning, incomplete. The handle sits on the upper third of the shoulder. Above 
the line of the belly the vessel is ornamented with a double line of horizontal channelling. In be-
tween the channels eight groups of three impressed lenticular dots are placed. There are four gar-
land ornaments on the shoulders, made up of three smoothed lines. Above the peaks of the garlands 
there are three impressed lenticular dots arranged horizontally. A cluster of three vertical smoothed 
lines hang from the upper joints of the garlands. It is possible that the lower end of these lines fin-
ished in three lenticular dots based on the design of another fragment (Vessel 6). Also below the 
lowest point of the garlands’ curve three impressed lenticular groups of dots can be seen arranged 
horizontally. The edge of the base is slightly worn.

The exterior shows signs of slight secondary burning, the fractures on the object occurred after its 
exposure to heat.

Represents 50% of the vessel; Potter: Level 5; dB.: 4.6 cm; H(r).: 13.8 cm; tW.: 4–6 mm. 

6. Jug (Fig. 20.2, Fig. 39.2)

The object is essentially the „identical twin” of the former (Vessel 5), although there are a few different 
details. The lenticular body is slightly more pressed. The belly is almost biconical, the midline runs 
exactly halfway between the base and the neck. The shoulder-neck joint in this case is not emphasised 
by line, the transition is smooth. Some elements of the decoration are different: the cluster of three 
lenticular impressed dots below the garland motifs are not completely horizontal.

The exterior shows signs of slight secondary burning, the fractures on the object occurred after its 
exposure to heat. On the lower half of the vessel the exterior is scarred in two places due to ther-
mal-shock. The larger scar is 6 cms in diameter, from the belly to the base.

Represents 40% of the vessel; Potter: Level 5; dB.: 4.7 cm; H.: 9 cm; tW.: 4–6 mm.

7. Jug (Fig. 11.a, Fig. 21.1)

Omphalos on the base. The body of the vessel is pressed, the belly is located at the lower third of the 
body. Neck, rim, and handle are missing. There are four, slightly downward pointing and horizontally 
stretched, oval knobs on the belly. On the shoulder there are four garland ornaments. The garlands 
were made by two smoothed lines and their peak is at the midline of the shoulder. Above the peaks, 
there are downward pointing triangular motifs consisting of lenticular dots. Below the bottom of the 
garlands’ curve, there are three vertical smoothed lines on each side of the four knobs. However, on 
each side of the knob situated under the handle, there are only two such vertical lines. The shoulder 
and neck meets in a horizontally smoothed line. The wall thickness and the proportions of this jug 
revoke the characteristics of the Transdanubian Encrusted Pottery Culture.

The upper part of the body along the neckline is damaged intentionally (Fig. 8.a). The base of the vessel 
shows signs of wear. The tips of all four knobs are strongly worn (Fig. 7.a).
Represents 50% of the vessel, but it was already broken by the time of deposition – the estimate con-
sidered the whole jug. Potter: Level 5; dB.: 3 cm; H(r).: 7.2 cm; tW.: 2–3 mm.

8. Jug (?) (Fig. 22.1)

Omphalos on the base. On the biconical body, the belly is profiled slightly in the line of its upper 
third. The shoulder-neck joint is emphasized by a horizontally smoothed line. The neck and the rim 
are missing.
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The exterior shows signs of moderate secondary burning. On the lower half of the vessel the exterior 
is scarred in several places due to thermal-shock.

Represents 20% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4 or 5; dB.: 5 cm; H(r).: 4.2 cm; tW.: 3–7 mm. 

9. Jug (Fig. 22.2)

Belly and shoulder fragment of a jug. The belly has a slight edge. The shoulder is decorated with a 
garland consisting of four smoothed lines. Underneath the peak of the garland’s curves, there was 
probably a motif consisting of three impressed lenticular dots, but only one of the dots is partially 
visible. The lower parts of the garlands are straight, parallel to the belly’s line.
Potter: Level 4 or 5; tW.: 2–3 mm. 

10. Jug (Fig. 19.5)

A big sherd of a jug with handle. The body was slightly profiled in line at the shoulder- neck joint. The 
belly was probably rounded. The rim is slightly everted. The handle sits on the shoulder and is attached 
to the rim. The clay is richly tempered with fine mica, which is different from the rest of the finds.

Represents 5% of the vessel; Potter: Level 3; tW.: 4–5 mm. 

11. Mug (Fig. 21.2)

A sherd of a jug. Based on its reconstructable dimensions, the belly is biconical and rounded, dec-
orated in its upper half with a garland consisting of three smoothed lines. Below the bottom of the 
garlands’ curve, groups of three lenticular impressed dots were arranged horizontally – only partially 
preserved. The decorations were carelessly executed.
Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. 

Represents 5% of the vessel; Potter: Level 3; tW.: 5–6 mm.

12. Small jug (Fig. 19.3)

Its base is flat, the rounded belly is located on the lower third of the body. The neck and the rim is 
straight. The handle is missing, but it was connected to the rim.
Severely secondarily burnt, distorted object. The jug was in a horizontal position while exposed to 
heat, as the base of the object slightly warped. Just above the edge of the base, there is a large blister 
in one place. Its burnished surface is peeling off in places. The neck-rim fragment is strongly folded. 
Breakages occurred after the exposure to secondary heat, and a deliberate cracking sequence of 4 cm 
is detectable near the base.

Represents 30% of the vessel; Potter: Level 2 or 3; dB.: 5.5 cm; dR.: 9 cm; H.: 10.1 cm; tW.: 5–10 mm.

13. Jug (Fig. 24.3)

Fragment of neck-rim of a jug. Its entire exterior surface is uneven.

Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. The fractures occured after the exposure to secondary 
heat.

Represents 10% of the vessel; Potter: Level 2; dR.: 10.5 cm; tW.: 5 mm.

14. Jug (Fig. 24.2)

A neck-rim fragment of a jug, with the beginning of an ansa lunata at the edge of the rim.

Showing signs of severe secondary burning. The handle-side became blistered due to exposure to heat, 
its walls swelled to twice of their original thickness. 

Represents 5% of the vessel; Potter: Level min. 3; dR.:13 cm; tW.: 3–5 mm.

15. Jug (Fig. 24.1)

Fragment of a jug of neck-rim. An ansa lunata design can be observed on the handle where it joins 
the rim.
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Showing signs of slight secondary burning. The breakages occurred after being exposed to heat. 
Both of the top corners of the ansa lunata were damaged, but before the secondary burning took 
place.

Represents 5% of the vessel; Potter: at least Level 3; dR.: 10 cm; tW.: 3–4 mm.

16. Jug (Fig. 12.b, Fig. 19.4)

The rounded belly is located in the lower third of the body. The shoulder-neck transition is profiled at 
a slight edge. There are three horizontally stretched knobs on this profiled line. The knobs are notched 
vertically. One of the three knobs is vis-à-vis with the handle, while the other two are close to the han-
dle, so that the knobs are placed in a 120 degree to each other. An ansa lunata-type handle sits in the 
shoulder-neck joint. On the interior surface of the belly there is an inprint of a grain.

Almost all of the vessel showed signs of moderate secondary burning. On the left side of the handle, 
however, it is burnt severely – here, the ceramic structure expanded. The smoothed surface flaked 
off in several places. Some of the fractures could have been occurred before it was fired originally or 
during the secondary burning event, but others occurred definitely after being exposed to secondary 
heat. At the height of the belly, there is a breakage which shows traces left by at least two intention-
al blows. The breakage suggests that the blows came from the direction of the vessel’s interior after 
the secondary burning event, resulting in a flaked fan-like surface (Fig. 8.b).
Represents 70% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dB.: 10 cm; H(r).: 21.6 cm; tW.: 5–8 mm.

17. Bowl (Fig. 17.4)

Fragments of the rim and the belly of a bowl. The outer side of the strongly thickening rim is curved 
while the upper part has a strongly profiled edge. The shoulder-neck joint is divided by a horizontal 
line. Right under the line, runs a row of small lenticular dots. Below this further lenticular impressed 
dots are arranged in downward-facing triangular motifs.

Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. The break-surface, which runs vertically 3.5 cm down 
from the rim occurred due to exposure to secondary heat, while the other fractures afterwards.

Represents 20% of the vessel; Potter: Level 5; dR.: 19.4 cm; tW.: 5 mm.

18. Bowl (Fig. 17.5)

Fragment of the rim and belly of a bowl, with a handle. Similar to the previous object. The outer side 
of the strongly thickening rim is curved while the upper part has a strongly profiled edge. The hour-
glass-shaped handle is decorated by an ansa lunata motif. Under the handle, there is a wide, horizontal 
channelled line.

Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. The break-surface, which runs vertically 3.5 cm down 
from the rim occurred due to exposure to secondary heat, while the other fractures afterwards.

Represents 5% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4 or 5; dR.: 19.6 cm; tW.: 5 mm.

19. Bowl (Fig. 11.c, Fig. 17.3)

Oval bowl with a flat base, everted wall, and straight rim. The outer side of the rim is decorated with 
a slightly upward standing, pointed set of three knobs.

The interior surface is moderately worn. The exterior is yellow, with possible traces of secondary 
burning.

Prepresents 50% of the vessel; Potter: Level 3; dB.: 9×11 cm; dR.: 13.5×16.5 cm; H.: 4.5 cm; tW.: 5–11 mm.

20. Bowl (Fig. 17.1)

Fragment of a conical bowl. Its rim is thickened on the inside. On the outside of the rim there are a pair 
of knobs. Both surfaces are black, nicely burnished.

Represents 10% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dR.: 27.5 cm; tW.: 8 mm.
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21. Bowl (Fig. 17.2)

Oval bowl with a flat base, everted wall, and straight rim. It is characterized mainly by the irregularity 
of its exterior surface, due to areas left unsmoothened. It is black on the outside with a yellow patch.

Possibly slightly secondarily burnt.

Represents 20% of the vessel; Potter: Level 2; dB.: 4.5×7 cm; dR.: 10×12.5 cm; H.: 3 cm; tW.: 5–10 mm.

22. Bowl (Fig. 38.2)

Fragment of a conical bowl. The rim has a thickened lip, forming a ‘T’ in cross-section.

Showing traces of moderate secondary burning. The right side of the fragment, which is curved and 
extends from the rim to the lower horizontal fracture, is strongly worn (abraded?). The left vertical 
breakage was created after the secondary burning. Its entire surface is strongly worn. The fragment 
belongs to an Early Bronze Age bowl.

dR.: 27 cm; tW: 5 mm.

23. Pot? (Fig. 38.3)

Shoulder fragment of an unidentifiable ceramic vessel with a pair of round double knobs. The right-
hand vertical breakage is visibly rounded, worn out (abraded?). It originates from an earlier period 
than the rest of the assemblage, probably associated with the Early Bronze Age.

tW.: 6–8 mm. 

24. Pot (Fig. 33.1)

The pot has an elongated, ovoid shape, the belly is below the midline of the body. Its rim is strongly 
thickened, with four large, triangular knobs facing downwards. Its outer surface is untreated.

Shows signs of severe secondary burning, slightly distorted in one place. Its surface is cracked in a 
web-like pattern at many places. One knob is broken off before the exposure to secondary heat, this 
fracture surface is rounded, worn (Fig. 7.d). Some of its fractures occurred after the secondary burning, 
while others during or before the event.

Represents 20% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dR.: 22 cm; tW.: 9–13 mm.

25. Pot (Fig. 34.1)

Squat vessel, the belly is slightly below the midline. The rim is thickened, and there is a large, horizon-
tally stretched knob applied to it. (Originally there were four, according to similar vessels of this type.) 
The outer surface is untreated, moderately rough. In the base on the interior, some kind of a charred 
organic residue can be detected.

Represents 30% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dB.: 14 cm; dR.: 34 cm; tW.: 8–12 mm.

26. Pot (Fig. 35.3)

The pot has an elongated, ovoid shape, the belly is below the midline of the body at the lower third of 
the pot. Its rim is strongly thickened, with four large triangular knobs facing downwards. Attached to 
the lower half of the knobs, there are diagonal, downwardly tapering ribs with notched on the neck. 
Untreated exterior.

Shows signs of severe secondary burning, several sherds were slightly distorted. The vessel surface is 
cracked in a web-like patterns at some places (Fig. 40.1). Some fractures occurred before or during the 
secondary burning event, but most of them afterwards. In the middle of the neck, 3.5 cm below the 
rim, a blow carried out with a pointed implement on the exterior resulted in a fan-shaped chip on the 
interior. The tip of one of the knobs was slightly chipped, and its damaged surface was worn before its 
secondary exposure to heat.

Represents 30% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dB.: 11 cm; dR.: 21.5 cm; H.: 32.5 cm; tW.: 6–8 mm.
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27. Large pot (Fig. 37.1)

The rim fragment of an unusually large pot. The rim is thick and strongly profiled. On the lower edge 
of the rim there is a downward facing triangular knob. The interior surface of the rim is faceted.

Many of its sherds show signs of severe secondary burning and are distorted, vitrified or slag-like.

Represents 10% of the vessel; Potter: Level 5; dB.: 15 cm; dR.: 39 cm; tW.: 7–15 mm.

28. Large pot (Fig. 35.2)

Rim fragment of a very large pot. At the lower edge of the thickened, profiled rim, a slightly protrud-
ing knob sits. Under that, a short rib placed left of the knob, is arranged diagonally and decorated with 
finger-impressions.

Showing signs of severe secondary burning (Fig. 13.b). On the left edge of the fragment the clay began 
to blister due to exposure to secondary heat. The two vertical fractures occurred before or during the 
secondary burning event, but the lower breakage, parallel to the rim happened later.

Represents 5% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dR.: 32 cm; Fv.: 10–15 mm.

29. Large pot (?) (Fig. 32.3)

Slightly everted rim fragment of a large pot.

Shows signs of moderate secondary burning, which can be observed on all fracture surfaces. None of 
the breakages occurred after the secondary burning event.

Represents 5% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dB.: 34 cm; tW.: 14–15 mm.

30. Pot (Fig. 35.1)

Rim and shoulder fragment of a pot. The neck is almost cylindrical. The neck and shoulder transition 
is not shaped like an ‘S’ form as usual to similar types of vessels, but instead it forms an angle. The rim 
is slightly everted, with a wide, vertically notched rib running beneath it.

Showing signs of severe secondary burning. At top right side of the fragment, the clay began to blister, 
turned into a vitrified, slag-like consistency with swollen vessel-walls (Fig. 13.c).
Represents 5% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dR.: 22 cm; tW.: 5–6 mm.

31. Pot (Fig. 35.4)

Rim and shoulder fragment of a pot. The neck and shoulder transition is not shaped like an ‘S’ form as 
usual to similar types of vessels, but instead it forms an angle. The rim is slightly everted, funnelled. 
The neck is almost cylindrical. The rim is profiled and a very wide knob sits on it.

Shows signs of severe secondary burning. All fracture surfaces came about as a result of the exposure 
to secondary heat. 

Represents 5% of the vessel; Potter: Level 3; dR.: 15 cm; tW.: 7–9 mm.

32. Pot (Fig. 35.5)

Base fragment of a pot with vertical traces of smoothing.

Showing signs of severe secondary burning, distorted, partially covered by web-like cracks. The frac-
tures occurred both before and after the exposure to secondary heat.

Represents 10% of the vessel; Potter: Level 3; dB.: 10 cm; tW.: 7–9 mm.

33. Large, deep bowl (Fig. 29.2)

The belly-line is in the upper third of the body. The neck is connected to the shoulder by a curved 
transition. The rim is slightly thickened. The two handles sit on the shoulder and join the rim from 
below. There are six large, round but pointed knobs on the shoulder. Two are perpendicular to the 
handles’ axis, the other four are close to the handles. The exterior surface is left untreated under the 
belly, slightly coarse. Above the belly it is smoothed, burnished. At the height of the shoulder-neck 
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junction, it is profiled inside with a slight edge.

Showing signs of slight/moderate secondary burning. Its fractures occurred after the exposure to sec-
ondary heat. The tip of the middle knob is worn. On the interior between in a 10 cm wide band from 
the base the surface is eroded.

Represents 60% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dB.: 12 cm; dR.: 39 cm; H.:33 cm; tW.: 8–10 mm. 

34. Large, deep bowl. (Fig. 29.1, Fig. 40.2)

The belly-line is in the upper third of the body. The neck is connected to the shoulder by a curved tran-
sition. The rim is slightly thickened. Originally, two handles rest on the shoulder-neck joint and join 
the rim from below. There are six large, round but pointed pairs of knobs on the shoulder. Two pairs in 
the position perpendicular to the handles’ axis and four pairs close to the handles. The exterior surface 
is left untreated under the belly, slightly coarse. Above the belly it is smoothed, burnished.

Shows signs of moderate secondary burning. The handle was broken off before the exposure to sec-
ondary heat. The break-surfaces of the restored part of the bowl were also burnt secondarily. Other 
breakage lines occurred after the secondary burning event. The handles were attached to the vessel 
body with the dowel-joint technique at both ends.

Represents 20% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dR.: 41 cm; tW.: 8–10 mm.

35. Deep bowl (Fig. 30.2, Fig 39.3)

The belly-line is in the upper third of the body. The neck is connected to the shoulder by a curved 
transition. The rim is thickened and profiled. Originally, two handles rested on the shoulder and 
joined the rim from below. At the belly-shoulder joint an edge was formed by it being horizontally 
smoothened. The exterior of the object under this line is left untreated, slightly rough, above it is 
smooth and burnished. A row of small lenticular dots are running right below the shoulder-belly 
joint. Criss-crossing combed bundles of lines motifs cover the lower third of the body made by a 
four-toothed comb-like implement. 

Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. The fractures occurred before and during the exposure 
to secondary heat. The handle and a larger fragment during this event were separated from the rest of 
the object, thus these oxidized in different ways, resulting in different colours of matching sherds. The 
interior surface peeled off in a scale-like manner, probably as the result of an interaction with some 
kind of acidic material. This eroded surface later became worn at some parts.

Represents 30% of the vessel; Potter: Level 5; dR.: 33 cm; tW.: 6–8 mm.

36. Deep bowl108 (Fig. 13.a, Fig. 31.1)

The belly-line is in the upper third of the body. Compared to the other deep bowls, it is slightly more 
profiled. The rim is slightly thickened and profiled. Two handles rest on the shoulder-neck joint and 
join the rim from below. At the belly-shoulder joint an edge was formed by a horizontally smoothed 
line. The exterior surface under this line is left untreated, slightly rough, with marks of smoothening 
applied during the shaping of the vessel. Above that edge, the neck and the rim is smoothed and bur-
nished on the interior as well. On the shoulder, under the smoothed line, a horizontally elongated, 
oval-shaped knob sits perpendicular to the axis of the handles. On the opposite side of the object, how-
ever there are two knobs close to each other instead of one. Between the handles and the knobs, right 
under the smoothed edge, horizontal line bundles decorate the shoulder created by a three-toothed 
comb-like implement. Besides the handles and the knobs, the bundles of lines turn in a 90 degree 
angle, before running all the way down to the base. In this way the bundles of lines form a ‘frame’ 
between the knobs within which located two more vertical line bundles. 

The entire object show signs of severe secondary burning and is strongly deformed. It is strongly 
warped in some parts while opened along the cracks in others. The interior surface from the base up 
to the height of 8 cms is strongly eroded, which is particularly visible in the area of the base where 

108	 The drawn shape of the vessel is a reconstruction, based on an undestorted part of the cross-section.
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a layer of 1–2 mms had been eroded away. Up to the neck, the interior surface peeled off in a scale-
like pattern in patches. On the rim, a large chipped area existed prior to the secondary heat exposure, 
other fractures mostly happened after it, except for the cracks. The eroded surface on the interior also 
occurred before the secondary burning event; all cases described here related to use-wear.

Represents 60% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dB.: 10–10.5 cm; dR.: 33 cm; H.: 26.5 cm; tW.: 6–10 mm. 

37. Deep bowl (Fig. 31.2)
A slightly elongated vessel with the belly-line in the upper third section. The rim is thickened and 
profiled strongly. Two handles rest on the shoulder and connect to the rim from below. At the shoul-
der-neck joint it is divided by a horizontally smoothed edge. Underneath this line the surface of the 
object is slightly rough, but close to the base, smoothed to a height of 5 cms. Above the smoothed edge 
the surface is smoothened and burnished. On the shoulder, under that smoothened line, a horizontally 
elongated, oval-shaped knob sits perpendicular to the axis of the handles. Small lenticular impressed 
dots are running right under the smoothed edge on the shoulder between the handles and the knobs. 

The vessel shows signs of moderate secondary burning, which is more severe on the handle and belly. 
At these places the clay body began to blister, turned into a vitrified, slag-like texture and with swol-
len vessel-walls. Its fractures occurred before, during and after the fire. Marks of several blows can be 
noticed on the object. One in the lower section of the vessel, where the object was clearly hit from the 
outside with considerable force. 

Represents 20% of the vessel; Potter: Level 5; dB.: 10.3 cm; dR.: 31 cm; H.: 30 cm; tW.: 7–10 mm. 

38. Large deep bowl (Fig. 36.2)
The neck is slightly elongated. The rim is thickened and profiled. Originally, two handles rested on the 
shoulder-neck joint and were attached to the rim from below. At the shoulder-neck joint the vessel is 
divided horizontally by a smoothed edge. A series of large impressed, lenticular dots are placed exactly 
on the edge of the smoothed line.

Shows signs of moderate secondary burning, one small fragment is severely burnt. The large segment 
of the vessel - now consisting of several pieces, including the handle - came into contact with the fire 
in this form, suggested by the oxidized outer breakage surfaces. Other fractures, including the inner 
breakages of that large fragment, occurred after the secondary burning event.

Represents 10% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dR.: 41 cm; tW.: 8–10 mm. 

39. Deep bowl (Fig. 30.1)

Spherical bowl. It has a rounded, slightly profiled belly, with a mid-line about half way up the object. 
The neck is connected to the shoulder by a curved transition. The rim is thickened and profiled. Orig-
inally two handles rested on the shoulder-neck joint and were attached to the rim from below. At the 
neck-shoulder joint the vessel is divided horizontally by a smoothed edge. On this edge sits a horizon-
tally elongated, oval-shaped but upwards pointing knob. Based on the existing fragments, the bowl 
could originally have had four such knobs, their position was 90 degrees relative to each other, but 
with the handles they sat in a 45 degree angle. A series of large impressed lenticular dots are running 
right under the smoothened edge, between the knobs and the handles. The surface of the vessel under 
the belly is left untreated, slightly coarse, but smoothed above the belly.

Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. Next to the handle, around the midline of the neck 
there is a trace of a blow that impacted the vessel from the outside. The vertical break-surface on the 
left, from the rim to the base was exposed to secondary heat (a large piece glued together from several 
fragments), but other fractures occurred after the secondary burning event, including the blow at the 
neck on the right of the handle.

Represents 40% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dR.: 33 cm; tW.: 5–7 mm.

40. Deep bowl (Fig. 32.1)

The belly-line is in the upper third of the object. The vessel is strongly profiled including the shoulder. 
The rim is thickened slightly. Originally two handles rested on the shoulder and were attached to the 
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rim from below. At the shoulder-belly joint, an upwardly protruding horizontally elongated, oval knob 
sits next to the handle. There were probably six such knobs on the object, two of them could have been 
perpendicular to the handles’ axis, and another four close to the handles. Between the knobs and the 
handles, the shoulder is decorated with a row of short vertically positioned lines. The exterior surface 
is left untreated under the belly, with a slightly rough surface but it is smoothed above the belly.

Showing signs of severe secondary burning, distorted and blistered in a large area. 10 cms of its ver-
tical edge became vitrified, the walls swelled to two or three times of their original thickness. Other 
fractures occurred after secondary burning.

Represents 10% of the vessel; Potter: Level 3; dR.: 24.4 cm; tW.: 5–8 mm.

41. Large deep bowl (Fig. 32.2)

Fragment of neck, rim and handle. The rim is slightly thickened and profiled. Originally, two handles 
rested on the shoulder and were attached to the rim from below.

dR.: 40 cm; tW.: 8–10 mm.

42. Storage vessel (Fig. 18.1, Fig. 41)

Biconical body, the rounded belly is located in the midline of the body. The neck is funnelled, the rim 
is everted, thickened and profiled. At the shoulder-belly joint, a horizontal, 4 mm wide smoothed line 
can be found. Under the line, the surface is left untreated, slightly coarse, with traces of energetic 
curved smoothing left during the building process. Above the line the surface is smoothened and 
burnished. Directly below the line, a series of lenticular impressed dots were placed. Below the dots, 
incised triangular motifs with their tips pointing downwards from which vertical lines run towards 
the base. By looking at the patterns closely it becomes obvious that the right-hand side of the triangles 
were made by a shorter line with a shorter movement. The vertical lines (which form the left side of 
the triangle) were created by a single continuous motion. The upper third of the shoulder had four 
knobs, now all missing. Their broken surfaces were intentionally filed down, two of them were surely 
in an already abraded condition before the secondarily burning took place. The knobs are set at a 90 
degree angle to each other, but with the handle the angle between the two closest knobs is 45 degrees. 
The knobs and the handle are connected together by five garland ornaments, which are made of three 
smoothed lines. On the shoulder below the knobs, a bundle of three short vertically incised lines hang, 
each finishing in an impressed lenticular dot. The shoulder-neck transition is emphasised by a smooth-
ened horizontal edge. Below and alongside this edge, two horizontally smoothened lines can be seen. 
Below these lines, horizontally arranged, triple lenticular dots were placed between the knobs. How-
ever, a more sophisticated ornament is placed at the same height, opposite the handle. Here, a similar 
ornament is placed under the knobs, made from three smoothed, short, vertical lines each finishing in 
an impressed lenticular dot, with an additional two dots placed on each side of the meeting point of 
horizontal and vertical incised lines.

Shows signs of moderate secondary burning, the fractures occurring after the exposure to secondary 
heat. A rim/neck sherd has an imprint of a piece of grain embedded in its exterior, at the height of its 
centre line. 90% of the grain was pressed in to the vessel wall.

Represents 80% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dB.: 10 cm; dR.: 24 cm; H.: 37 cm; tW.: 6–12 mm.

43. Storage vessel (Fig. 19.2)

The „identical twin” of Vessel 42. The only distinguishing detail is its slightly more angular body and 
the three horizontal lines that run under the profiled line on the neck. Unfortunately, due to most 
of the shoulder missing, the rich decoration can only be partially reconstructed. Only the end of the 
garland ornament, which runs from the base of the handle and the group of three horizontal, lentic-
ular dots are preserved. The other decorations on the belly and below are exactly the same as on the 
previous vessel.

Shows signs of moderate secondary burning. The fractures occurred after the secondary burning 
event. Close to the base, imprints of the edge of a flat (smoothing) tool could be observed.

Represents 40% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dR.: 24 cm; tW.: 5–10 mm.
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44. Storage vessel (Fig. 26.4)

On its elongated, ovoid body, the curved, flat belly is located in the upper third of the body. The shoul-
der meets the neck at a slight angle. The neck is slightly curved, almost cylindrical. The handle sits on 
the shoulder and joins the middle of the neck. The surface was smoothened only in the leather-dry 
stage, carelessly worked. Its wall thickness is quite thin considering the size of the object. Its handle is 
thick but at the top, from the side-view it appears thinner. The shape of the vessel is atypical.

Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. The neck is burnished, but the shine mostly rubbed off. 

Represents 70% of the vessel; Potter: Level 3; dB.: 11.5 cm; H(r).: 24.5 cm; tW.: 4–8 mm.

45. Small storage vessel (Fig. 18.2)

Its belly is located at the lower third of the body. The shoulder-neck transition is profiled at a slight 
edge. The neck is funnelled. The rim is strongly thickened, profiled and everted. The handle rests on 
the shoulder and connects to the upper third of the neck. A horizontal band of combed decoration is 
placed on the shoulder-belly joint. From the lower edge of this band, the same combed decorations 
hang downwards, almost to the base of the vessel. Below the horizontal band, the surface is left un-
treated, slightly coarse, but smoothened and burnished above it. At the angle of the shoulder-neck 
joint, there are groups of three impressed lenticular dots arranged horizontally. One group of dots is 
opposite of the handle, one on each side of the perpendicular axis and one group is located next to the 
handle. Above the latter, a few centimetres higher the same design is repeated again.

Showing signs of severe secondary burning, distorted at several places. Underneath the belly, an oval 
area of 4×5 cm peeled off (exploded) in a typical oval-shaped pattern, caused by thermal-shock on the 
exterior surface. The base of the vessel is cracked in a web-like pattern due to the secondariy exposure 
to heat. Some of the fractures, occurred during the secondary burning event, while others after. There 
is also a large chip on the edge of the rim, which was caused by a blow impacting it from a vertical 
direction. This typical use-wear damage occurred before the secondary burning event.

Represents 50% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; Fa.: 8.8 cm; dR.: 17 cm; H.: 25.8 cm; tW.: 2–10 mm.

46. Storage vessel (Fig. 20.3)

The belly located in the upper third of the elongated, ovoid body. The neck is funnelled. The rim is 
moderately everted. The handle rests on the upper part of the shoulder, and connects to the upper 
third of the neck. On the top of the shoulder, there are three round, middle-sized knobs, positioned 
in an angle of 90 degrees to each other and with the handle. At the transition between the belly and 
the shoulder, two horizontal incised lines are visible. Under these lines, the surface is left untreated, 
slightly rough, exhibiting traces of energetic movements of smoothing. Above the horizontal lines, 
the shoulder is smoothened and the neck is burnished vertically. Below the horizontal double line, the 
design is created by the combination of three lines. The lines in the centre are vertical, while the ones 
on the side are the sidelines of the ornaments form a ‘V’-shape opening towards the base. The three 
lines join together and hang from the horizontal double lines. 

Showing signs of slight secondary burning. The rim and the neck cracked vertically (in a length of 11 
cm at two places, 5.5 cm apart from each other) due to the secondary heat exposure. These fracture 
surfaces were oxidized. Another part of the rim, there are two traces of very strong blows next to each 
other, which impacted the edge at a depth of 1.5 cms and a width of 5cms. Both blows came from a ver-
tical direction from above. The patterns of these cracks suggest, that the tool causing the damage was 
flat and sharp. These damages occurred after the secondary burning event but before the deposition 
of the pot. Based on the photograph taken during the excavation, this object was one of the relatively 
intact pieces at the top of the pit.

Represents 90% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dB.: 9.5 cm; dR.: 22 cm; H.: 42 cm; tW.: 6–10 mm.

47. Storage vessel (Fig. 21.3)

Biconical vessel, with pressed body. The belly is at the height of the midline of the body. The neck is 
funnelled. The rim is everted and thickens increasingly. The handle rests on the upper part of the shoul-
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der, and connects to the upper third of the neck. The neck and shoulder meet in a slight rib-like edge. 
At the shoulder-belly joint, there were four horizontally elongated, oval, large, flat knobs, but due to the 
fragmentation of the object, the only one that still remains is below the handle which was decorated 
with vertical, short lines. Another knob, applied 90 degrees from the previous, flaked off, a typical injury 
caused by thermal-shock. The knobs are connected horizontally with a double line. Under the lines, the 
surface is left untreated but relatively smooth. Above the double line, the shoulder, neck, rim, and the 
interior surface are well burnished. The lower part of the vessel is decorated with a web-like pattern.

Shows signs of slight secondary burning. Half of the neck and rim were broken before it came into con-
tact with secondary heat. The vertical fracture surfaces of the remaining parts were oxidized. However, 
other fractures occurred after the secondarily burning event. Underneath the belly, the exterior surface 
broke off in oval-shaped patches at several areas, typically caused by thermal-shock. A chip on the edge 
of the rim could may be due to use, but another, above the handle certainly occured after the secondary 
heat exposure. At the height of the belly, a trace of a major blow can be detected, carried out by great 
force, resulting in a scale-like fracture pattern (with a diameter of 5 cms). The blow happened after the 
secondary burning event. A small vertically-sketched line visible under the broken knob, is a mark by the 
potter, to indicate the position of the knob before it was attached. Based on the photograph taken during 
the excavation, this object was one of the relatively complete pieces at the top of the pit.

Represents 40% of the vessel; Potter: Level 5; dR.: 26 cm; tW.: 8–14 mm. 

48. Storage vessel (Fig. 22.3)

Its belly is located on the upper third of the elongated body. The neck is funnelled. The rim is strongly 
everted, thickened and profiled. The interior surface of the rim is channelled right under the edge. On 
the upper part of the shoulder there are two triangular handles, their tips channelled creating an ansa 
lunata-like effect. The neck and shoulder join in a slight rib-like edge. At the shoulder-belly transition 
a horizontal, 4 mm wide, deep smoothed line can be found, which is strongly wavy at some places. 
The surface below the line is left untreated, but above it the vessel is burnished. The lower part of the 
vessel is decorated in a web-like pattern, which has been created by bundles of lines each containing 
three incised strands. The line bundles are similar to a combed ornament, but instead of a comb, the 
lines are made individually by a pointed implement. 

Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. Most of the fractures occured after the secondary 
burning event.

Represents 40% of the vessel; Potter: Level 5; dR.: 25 cm; tW.: 6–10 mm.

49. Storage vessel (Fig. 24.4)

Slightly pressed, spherical vessel. The curved belly is located at the midline of the body. Neck is fun-
nelled, the rim is slightly everted. Its handle and the upper part of the shoulder are missing. There is a 
horizontally incised line at the shoulder-belly transition. The surface below the line is left untreated, 
but smoothened above it. Underneath the line, there are open, baseless triangles, carelessly incised. 
The largest triangle is twice as big as the smallest, and the position of their angles are irregular. The 
decorator had a lower level of skill than the potter of the vessel. 

Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. At the edge of the rim, it is chipped in three places. 
These damaged surfaces were later worn, but occurred prior to the secondary exposure to heat. The 
majority of other fractures were caused by the secondary burning event. Near to the base, an imprint 
of a piece of textile can be seen on the exterior surface in an area of 3×3 cms (Fig. 9.). The composition 
of the ceramic paste of the vessel differs from the other vessels of this assemblage.

Represents 30% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4 (Level 2 for decoration); dB.: 11 cm; dR.: 22.6 cm; tW.: 
7–10 mm.

50. Storage vessel (Fig. 23.2)

The vessel has a slightly elongated, biconical body. Its rounded belly is located in the upper third of 
the body. There is a wide, deeply smoothened, horizontal line at the transition between the belly and 
the shoulder. The surface below the line is left untreated, but the vessel is burnished above it. Below 
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the line, the vessel is decorated with vertical bundles of lines which are created by a six-toothed comb. 
Between the line bundles, under the horizontal line, the tip of the comb was pressed into the clay to 
create an ornament consisting of six dots.

Showing signs of slight-moderate secondary burning. Some of the fracture surfaces were exposed to 
secondary heat, but most of them occurred after the fire. Under the belly, a horizontal joint surface can 
be observed at a length of 4 cms, evidence for the slab-building technique. 

Represents 20% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dB.: 10.5 cm; H(r).: 27.4 cm; tW.: 7–13 mm.

51. Storage vessel (Fig. 27.2)

Belly-shoulder fragments of a biconical vessel with a slightly pressed body. At the transition between 
the belly and the shoulder, a horizontal, incised line is visible. The surface below this line is left un-
treated, but the vessel is burnished above it. Below the line, large ‘X’ motifs are decorating the belly.

Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. The majority of fractures occurred after the secondary 
burning event. Under the belly, a horizontal joint surface can be observed.

Represents10% of the vessel; Potter: Level 5; tW.: 7–10 mm.

52. Storage vessel (Fig. 27.3)

Belly-shoulder fragments of a biconical vessel. There is a large, round knob at the transition between 
the belly and the shoulder. Originally there could have been four of them, based on well-known paral-
lels. The knobs are connected with a horizontal incised line. Below this line the surface is left untreat-
ed, but the vessel is burnished above it. Below the line is a web-like pattern, created by single lines.

Represents 5% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; tW.: 6–11 mm.

53. Storage vessel (?) (Fig. 28.6)

A large fragment either of a storage vessel’s or a deep bowl’s lower section. The external surface is 
decorated with a web-like pattern carried out by a three-toothed comb. Its interior surface is corroded 
in tiny dots, but the burnished surface is still visible.

tW.: 8 mm.

54. Storage vessel (Fig. 23.1)

A shoulder-neck-rim fragment of a storage vessel. The neck is slightly funnelled and the rim thick-
ened. The handle rests on the upper part of the shoulder and attached to the upper third part of the 
neck. At the shoulder-neck joint, a slight edge is created. At the height of the shoulder centerline, the 
shoulder’s curve is unusually broken, decorated with a horizontal, line bundle created by a comb-like 
implement. On the shoulder, one of these combed bundles is running downwards. The wall and the 
handle of the object are uneven, irregular.

Showing signs of severe secondary burning, a bit distorted, its surface is crackled in a few places. The 
majority of fractures occurred after the secondary burning event.

Represents 10% of the vessel; Potter: Level 3; dR.: 22 cm; tW.: 5–13 mm.

55. Storage vessel (Fig. 25.1)

A shoulder-neck-rim fragment of a storage vessel. The neck is slightly funnelled but almost cylindri-
cal. The profiled rim is thickened. The handle rests on the upper part of the shoulder and attached to 
the upper third of the neck.

Shows signs of moderate secondary burning. At the centre of the neck, a horizontal joint surface is 
visible in a length of 4 cms. The wall thickness is uneven and the surface is irregular.

Represents 5% of the vessel; Potter: Level 3; dR.: 18.5 cm; tW.: 5–10 mm.

56. Storage vessel (Fig. 25.4)

A shoulder-neck-rim fragment of a storage vessel. The neck is funnelled, the rim is everted and slightly  
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thickened. The upper part of the handle is attached to the upper third of the neck similar to the dow-
el-joint technique. At the shoulder-neck joint, a slight edge is created.

Showing signs of severe secondary burning. Above the handle, the edge of the rim is chipped in a 4 cm 
wide and 1.8 cm deep area in a scale-like pattern. The edges of this scar are rounded and worn prior 
to the secondary exposure to heat. 

Represents 20% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dR.: 19 cm; tW.: 7–10 mm.

57. Storage vessel (Fig. 25.2)

A shoulder-neck-rim fragment of a storage vessel. The neck is funnelled, the rim is everted and thick-
ened. The handle rests on the upper part of the shoulder and attached to the centre of the neck. The 
shoulder and neck meet at a slight edge.

Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. The base of the handle and the break-surfaces around 
it are strongly rounded. These surfaces have also been oxidized, indicating intentional abrasion, prior 
to the secondary heat exposure (Fig. 7.b).
Represents 10% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dR.: 26 cm; tW.: 8–12 mm.

58. Storage vessel (Fig. 26.1)

A shoulder-neck-rim fragment of a storage vessel with two handles. The neck is funnelled, the rim is 
strongly everted and thickened. The handles rest on the upper part of the shoulder and attached to the 
centre of the neck. The shoulder-neck joint is profiled with a slight edge. The profiled edge is accom-
panied by two distinctly incised lines from below, under these, a row of dots are visible, carried out by 
a vertically pressed tip of a blunt tool.

Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. The fracture surfaces on the right of the intact handle 
are strongly abraded in a length of 5 cms into a spherical shape. These surfaces have also been oxi-
dized, i.e., they were worn before the exposure to secondary heat. The fracture surfaces of the triangu-
lar scars on the rim were formed after the secondary burning event.

Represents 10% of the vessel; Potter: Level 3; dR.: 26 cm; tW.: 6–10 mm.

59. Storage vessel (Fig. 26.3)

Neck-rim fragment of a storage vessel. The neck is slightly funnelled, the rim is slightly everted. 

Represents 5% of the vessel; Potter: Level 4; dR.: 18.4 cm; tW.: 5–7 mm.

60. Storage vessel (Fig. 25.3)

Shoulder-neck fragment of a storage vessel with handle. The neck is funnel-shaped. The handle rests 
on the upper part of the shoulder and attached to the upper third of the neck. At the shoulder-neck 
joint, the surface is profiled creating a strong edge. In the middle of the hourglass-shaped handle runs 
a slight edge, making it appear in cross-section as a triangle with rounded corners.

Its internal surface is slightly eroded. It probably represents the previous chronological phase than the 
rest of the assemblage.

tW.: 4–9 mm.

61. Storage vessel (Fig. 28.1)

Shoulder and neck fragment. The shoulder and neck joint at a strong edge. On the shoulder, there are 
garland ornaments, which are created by three smoothed line bundles. The ornaments are not entirely 
regular. One garland has a smaller curve than the others and the adjacent garland does not meet at 
the peak, but joins at its side. Probably this part represents the area right next to the handle. Above 
the peaks of the garlands, there were three large impressed lenticular dots, arranged horizontally, just 
below the profiled edge. There are a group of a further three impressed lenticular dots arranged hori-
zontally below and above the lowest part of the garlands’ curves (in one case four such dots form a 
group). Below the meeting point of the garlands vertically smoothed three short bundles of lines were 
placed, finishing in a horizontally arranged, group of three lenticular dots.
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Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. The majority of fractures occurred during or before 
the secondary burning event, but two breakages happened after the exposure to secondary heat.

Represents 10% of the vessel; Potter: Level 3; tW.: 6–9 mm.

62. Storage vessel (Fig. 28.3)

A shoulder fragment of a storage vessel, with two pieces of garland ornaments created by three 
smoothened lines. Below the point where the two garland meet, horizontally arranged, three im-
pressed lenticular dots are placed.

Shows signs of severe secondary burning. It became strongly blistered at one part of the surface. 

tW.: 6–7 mm.

63. Storage vessel (Fig. 28.2)

A shoulder fragment of a storage vessel. The shoulder and neck join in a sharply profiled edge. Imme-
diately below that line, there are two large impressed lenticular dots (there were originally probably 
three).

Showing signs of moderate secondary burning. The fractures of the lower part occurred after the 
secondary burning event. The upper, horizontal fracture surface is slightly worn, and burnt sec-
ondarily.

tW.: 6–8 mm.

64. Storage vessel (Fig. 27.1)

A neck-rim fragment of a storage vessel. The neck is funnel-shaped, the rim is strongly everted and 
strongly thickened, with a rounded profile.

Showing signs of severe secondary burning. The fragment began to melt and it is vitrified in one place. 
The left vertical break-surface occurred after the secondary burning event while the right vertical 
breakage happened before or during the exposure to secondary heat.

Represents 5% of the vessel; Potter: Level 5; dR.: 28 cm; tW.: 7–10 mm.

65. Storage vessel (Fig. 26.2)

A rim fragment of a storage vessel. The neck is funnel-shaped, the rim is strongly everted, slightly 
thickened and profiled.

dR.: 23 cm; tW.: 7–10 mm.

66. Storage vessel (Fig. 28.5)

A shoulder fragment of a storage vessel. On the transition between the belly and the shoulder, a rib 
runs horizontally, its top side flattened, decorated with dense lenticular dots.

Showing signs of serere secondary burning. Two fracture surfaces occurred before, two after the ex-
posure to secondary heat.

tW.: 8–9 mm.

67. Storage vessel (Fig. 32.4)

Fragment of belly and shoulder of a storage vessel. At the transition between the belly and the 
shoulder, a wide, smoothed line runs horizontally. Below this line, the surface is left untreated, but 
the vessel is smoothened above it. Below the line there are traces of a decoration carried out by a 
three-toothed comb.

Slightly secondarily burnt in small patches. The sherd was already in this fragmented state when it 
came in contact with the fire. Its internal surface is strongly eroded and strongly worn. It represents 
an earlier phase than the rest of the assemblage.

tW.: 8 mm.
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68. Storage vessel (Fig. 33.2)

A belly fragment of a storage vessel. A little bit above the widest circumference of the belly, is hori-
zontal rib decorated with finger-impressions.

tW.: 10–11 mm.

69. Storage vessel (Fig. 34.2)

A belly fragment of a storage vessel. A little bit above the widest circumference of the belly, is hori-
zontal rib decorated with finger-impressions.

tW.: 11–12 mm.

70. Storage vessel (Fig. 36.1)

Large biconical storage vessel. The belly is strongly profiled and its midline located at the upper part 
of the body. The funnel-shaped neck is wide and short. The rim is slightly thickened, everted and 
profiled. At the shoulder-neck joint, a wide, deeply smoothened line emphasize this angle. Slightly 
above the belly, a rib runs horizontally, densely decorated with diagonal impressions created by an 
edge of a tool. The surface under the rib is left untreated, but the vessel is smoothened and burnished 
above it. Considering the size of the object, the wall is surprisingly thin. The unique design features, 
proportions and the wall thickness may indicate the ceramic tradition of Transdanubian Encrusted 
Pottery Culture.

Fragments of the lower part show signs of severe secondary burning, sherds are distorted and blis-
tered on their surface (Fig.13.d). Shoulder-to-neck sherds showed traces of moderate secondary burn-
ing. The vessel broke before or during the exposure to secondary heat but most of the breakages 
occurred afterwards. There are eight chips at the edge of the existing rim, all of which occurred before 
the secondary burning event (Fig. 7.c). Some of the chips were relatively old, with rounded corners 
(Fig. 7.c, on the right), but some of them occurred relatively closer in time to the secondary burning 
event (Fig. 7.c, on the left).
Represents 10% of the vessel; Potter: Level 5; dR.: 46 cm; tW.: 5–8 mm.

71. Fermenting vessel (?) (Fig. 28.4)

Fragment of a shoulder. On the upper part of the shoulder has a large flattened rib running horizontal-
ly, with dual or triangular, tool-impressed decorations. There are curved bundles of lines created by a 
comb-like implement under the rib. Although the sherd has no clear attributes, such as a hole on the 
shoulder, it is most likely belongs to the class of fermenting vessels, based on our observation. Accord-
ing to our experience, large ribs on the top of the shoulder and combed decorations on the shoulder 
occurring together are typical characteristics of fermenting vessels and only a few other exceptions 
are known. 

Shows signs of moderate secondary burning. All break-surfaces occurred after the exposure to sec-
ondary heat. tW.: 8–10 mm.

72. Fermenting vessel (Fig. 38.1)

Slightly pressed, spherical vessel with a rounded belly with a midline at the centre of the body. The 
neck is funnel-shaped, the rim is strongly thickened. The inner side of the rim has a convex profiled 
part. Robust handles rest on the upper part of the shoulder and connect to the centre of the neck. (Even 
though only one handle of the object remained, the well-known examples of this type all have two 
handles.) At the transition between the belly and the shoulder, a rib runs horizontally, decorated with 
finger-impressions. Under the rib, the surface is left untreated, but the vessel is smoothened above 
it. At the shoulder-neck joint, an other rib runs horizontally, also decorated with finger-impressions 
and connecting to the bases of the handles. Underneath the handles and perpendicular to their axes, 
mustache-shaped ornaments were formed by finger-impressed plastic ribs. Immediately below the 
ornament the wall is perforated with a hole (1 cm in diameter). Below the mustache-ornaments three 
bundles of lines (consisting of three thin, finely combed lines) hang in a triangular form. The bundle 
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in the middle is straight, vertical, while the two lateral, are curved and slightly diagonal. The belly is 
decorated with vertical line bundles, which are also made with a comb, but not with the same tool 
as the one used on the shoulder. There are several large, round, pointed knobs on the interior of the 
base. Based on the existing fragments, there were at least four knobs originally. The pattern of their 
arrangement is unknown because only one of them fitted together with other fragments. The base of 
the vessel is missing, but it was most likely rounded, given the well known examples.

Showing signs of severe secondary burning, its surface cracked in a web-like pattern at several places. 
Above the handle, a 14 cm wide, 6 cm long fragment broke out of the rim. This occurred before the 
vessel came into contact with secondary heat as the break-surface is fully oxidized. Some fractures 
occurred during the secondary burning event, with slightly oxidized break-surfaces. However, most 
of the fractures occurred after the exposure to secondary heat, they are not oxidized at all. On the 
outside of the neck, below its centreline, on the right of the handle, an impression of a grain is visible 
(about 90% of the grain was pressed into the clay), while there is another grain-impression located 
somewhere below the belly.

Represents 40% of the vessel; Potter: Level 5; dR.: 29 cm, tW.: 8–17 mm.
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Fig. 17. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 20, 2 – Vessel 21, 3 – Vessel 19, 4 – Vessel 17, 5 – Vessel 18, 
6 – Vessel 4 (Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 18. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 42, 2 – Vessel 45, 3 – Vessel 1, 4 – Vessel 2 (Drawings: 
László Gucsi).
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Fig. 19. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 3, 2 – Vessel 43, 3 – Vessel 12, 4 – Vessel 16, 5 – Vessel 10 
(Drawings: László Gucsi).

1

2

3

4

5

10 cm



264

László Gucsi – Nóra Szabó

1 2

3
10 cm

Fig. 20. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 5, 2 – Vessel 6, 3 – Vessel 46 (Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 21. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 7, 2 – Vessel 11, 3 – Vessel 47 (Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 22. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 8, 2 – Vessel 9, 3 – Vessel 48 (Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 23. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 54, 2 – Vessel 50 (Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 24. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 15, 2 – Vessel 14, 3 – Vessel 13, 4 – Vessel 49 (Drawings: 
László Gucsi).
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Fig. 25. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 55, 2 – Vessel 57, 3 – Vessel 60, 4 – Vessel 56 (Drawings: 
László Gucsi).
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Fig. 26. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 58, 2 – Vessel 65, 3 – Vessel 59, 4 – Vessel 44 (Drawings: 
László Gucsi).
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Fig. 27. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 64, 2 – Vessel 51, 3 – Vessel 52 (Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 28. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 61, 2 – Vessel 63, 3 – Vessel 62, 4 – Vessel 71, 5 – Vessel 66, 
6 – Vessel 53 (Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 29. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 34, 2 – Vessel 33 (Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 30. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 39, 2 – Vessel 35 (Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 31. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 36, 2 – Vessel 37 (Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 32. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 40, 2 – Vessel 41, 3 – Vessel 29, 4 – Vessel 67 (Drawings: 
László Gucsi).
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Fig. 33. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 24, 2 – Vessel 68 (Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 34. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 25, 2 – Vessel 69 (Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 35. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 30, 2 – Vessel 28, 3 – Vessel 26, 4 – Vessel 31, 5 – Vessel 32 
(Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 36. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 70, 2 – Vessel 38 (Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 37. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 27 (Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 38. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 72, 2 – Vessel 22, 3 – Vessel 23 (Drawings: László Gucsi).
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Fig. 39. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 1, 2 – Vessel 6, 3 – Vessel 35 (Photos: Nóra Szilágyi).
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Fig. 40. Vessels from Feature 80. 1 – Vessel 26, 2 – Vessel 34 (Photos: Nóra Szilágyi).
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Fig. 41. 1–2 – Details of Vessel 42 from Feature 80 (Photos: Nóra Szilágyi).
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