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“Looted Warriors” from Eastern Europe

János Gábor Tarbay
Hungarian National Museum  

Department of Archaeology, Prehistoric Collection 

tarbay.gabor@mnm.hu

Abstract 
The study discusses and calls attention to assemblages that are recent victims of illicit metal detectoring in 
Eastern Europe. The first one is a Ha B1 sword hoard, allegedly from Mátészalka (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szat-
már-Bereg County). The assemblage was looted in 2017. In less than a year, two of the finds have entered the 
British antiquities market and they were sold under fake provenance. The second find could have been a late 
Period V (Ha B3) elite burial. The looted assemblage has appeared on the domongol.org metal detectorist blog, 
and it is allegedly originating from “Ternopil Oblast” (Ukraine). It contains a bell helmet with solar barge 
decoration and a fragment of a unique Hajdúböszörmény-type situla, the parallels of which relate this find 
to the Rivoli (Italy) burial and the metallurgical sphere of the Eary Iron Age. 

Introduction

At the end of the Late Bronze Age (LBA) and the beginning of the Early Iron Age (EIA), East-
ern Europe had a significant cultural heritage. At this time, the mobility and interactions of 
the local elite resulted in the supra-regional distribution of technologies, ideologies, styles, 
the best manifestations of which are prestige goods like metal vessels and weapons. It is not 
surprising that an “Eastern object” like a conical-shaped strainer has appeared on the oth-
er side of the continent (Kostræde1), or that an “Italian object” like the crested helmet from  
Zavadynsti2 was found in Ukraine. Within the territory of Eastern Europe, the elite network 
is even more connected. Therefore, it is almost impossible to tell of which modern country 
an illegally found object can be originated from. Site names provided by informers and metal 
detectorists could be imprecise or deliberately falsified. The possibility should not be ruled out 
that metal detectorist teams cross the borders of Eastern European countries.3 Thus an object 
allegedly found in one country may actually originate from another. For instance, it is not hard 
to “prove”, based on its close parallels,4 that the situla found in “Obišovce” could have been 
found in Northeastern Hungary. In fact, the blunt typological analysis will not help here be-
cause in most cases these artefacts have parallels in several modern countries. The situla with 
spoke-wheel shaped solar-barge, which was sold on the Christie’s some years ago5 could have 
been found in Poland6 but in Denmark7 as well. Considering the lack of context and the arte-
facts’ supra-regional distribution, these are obviously no more than antiquarian speculations.  

1 Lindgren 1938, 80–82, Fig. 6; Thrane 1966, 198–200, Fig. 24a.
2 Hencken 1971, 122–123, Fig. 93.
3 V. Szabó 2013, 395.
4 Hajdúböszörmény and Nyírlugos (Patay 1990, Taf. 30.57, Taf. 32.61).
5 Tarbay 2014, Fig. 43.4a–e.
6 Gedl 2001, Taf. 11.37.
7 Thrane 1966, Fig. 19.
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The original find spot and context of the objects remain a mystery forever. Over the past dec-
ades, there has been an increase in the number of studies dealing with looted LBA and EIA 
Eastern European artefacts. No wonder, as each year thousands of objects are sold illicitly 
within the borders of the European Union, especially in wealthy western countries like Aus-
tria, Germany, Great Britain, Switzerland and the Netherlands etc. Not much can be done as 
long as there is a demand for these valuable objects. Several Slovakian studies called attention 
to the complete looting of the Obišovce settlement.8 Recently Vojislav M. Filipović and Rastko 
Vasić reported the desperate situation in Serbia, calling it rightly as “illicit antiquities plague”.9 
Prominent are Gábor V. Szabó’s works, thanks to which researchers have learned about nu-
merous illegally found LBA artefacts and assemblages from Hungary, Serbia and Slovakia.10 
Examples could be further listed, but perhaps the situation is best illustrated by looking at 
Marianne Mödlinger’s recent monograph and see how many Eastern European helmets have 
no provenance.11 

I believe that calling attention to looted artefacts is an essential task, especially when it is 
possible to acquire information on their context. This could lead to success like in the case 

8 Bartík 2007; Bartík 2009; Veliačik 2015.
9 Filipović – Vasić 2017.
10 V. Szabó 2009a; V. Szabó 2013. 
11 Mödlinger 2017. 

Fig. 1. Alleged provenance of the findings: “Mátészalka” (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg County) 
and “Ternopil Oblast” (Ukraine).
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of the 2nd situla from Hajdúböszörmény. In 2009, Gábor V. Szabó called attention to a unique 
bronze vessel from Hungary (“Mikepércs”), which has showed up in a metal detectorist fo-
rum.12 In 2013, colleagues of the Hajdúsági Museum located the real provenance of the find: 
Hajdúböszörmény-Csege-halom. As a result, the Hungarian National Bureau of Investigation 
has finally started to investigate. The valuable object has been seized and the metal detectorist 
who intended to sell it to Germany was arrested. After years of investigation, finally, the 2nd 
situla from Hajdúböszörmény-Csege-halom is where it belongs, in a public collection.13 

In this study, two assemblages will be discussed, one from “Mátészalka” (Hungary, Sza-
bolcs-Szatmár-Bereg County) and another from “Ternopil Oblast” (Ukraine) (Fig. 1). Both are 
“lost treasures”,14 about the provenance of which I could only obtain indirect information. 
What is certain is that they were found and most likely sold by illegal metal detectorists 
operating in Eastern Europe. My aim is to call attention to the possible provenace and his-
torical significance of these assemblages; in hope that in the near future, similarly to the 2nd 
Hajdúböszörmény situla, this analysis will provide strong arguments for claiming them back 
from the illicit antiquities market. 

The sword hoard from “Mátészalka”

In April 2017, several pictures of a LBA sword hoard came to my possession from a source 
requesting anonymity (Fig. 2, Fig. 13–14). I could only learn from my informer that the ob-
jects were found together by a metal detectorist, in the vicinity of “Mátészalka” (Hungary, 
Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg County).15 At that time, the detectorist was selling these valuable 
artefacts on the illicit antiquities market for private collectors. Being afraid of the metal detec-
torist’s retaliation, the informer did not dare to testify in court or provide detailed information 
about the find. As a consequence, it was not possible to take an appropriate legal action. The 
swords were sold, and not long after, some appeared in British auctions. 

The hoard consists of six intact artefacts, three metal hilted swords (Fig. 2.1–3), one solid-hilted 
short sword (Fig. 2.4) and two flange-hilted swords (Fig. 2.5–6). Weapon hoards like “Mátészal-
ka” are parts of a deposition pattern called “reine Schwerthorte”, a phenomenon characteristic 
between the Br D and Ha B1 periods in the Northeastern Carpathian Basin.16 The appearance 
of these assemblages concentrate in the territory of Slovakia, Eastern Hungary, Transylva-
nia and Transcarpathia.17 The deposition of these hoards show clear patterns regarding the 
selection of types, fragmentation and placing of the objects. It is a hoarding practice, related 
primarily to local warriors or a warrior band, which has existed for a long time, regardless of 
the cultural changes in this region.18 The Carpathian sword hoards have their counterparts in 
other territories of Europe, and as Tudor Soroceanu has pointed out, they are part of a chrono- 
logically and geographically widespread ritual practice primarily related to swords.19 

12 V. Szabó 2009a.
13 V. Szabó – Bálint 2013.
14 V. Szabó 2013, 798. 
15 So far a Br D ring hoard (Mozsolics 1973, 156; Kemenczei 1984, 125, 268, Taf. LVIIId.1–8) and a Prejmer- 

type sword is known from this area (Kemenczei 1991, 15, Taf. 5.22).
16 Mozsolics 1985, 11–17; Vachta 2008, 48–64, Abb. 30.
17 Mozsolics 1985, 11–17; Vachta 2008, 48–64.
18 Vachta 2008, 48–64, Abb. 36–38; Soroceanu 2011b, 244–258, Figs 5–6, Fig. 10, Figs 12–13, Fig. 15.
19 Vachta 2008, 50–51, Abb. 30; Soroceanu 2011a; Soroceanu 2011b, 244–248, Fig. 10.
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Fig. 2. Reconstruction of the sword hoard originating allegedly form “Mátészalka” (Hungary, Sza-
bolcs-Szatmár-Bereg County) (Drawings: A. M. Tarbay 2018).
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In case of the “Mátészalka” hoard, the scientific loss is great. Even if the objects were ever 
recovered from the illicit antiquities market, several key information would be already lost. 
The find’s exact topographical position in the prehistoric landscape and its relations to settle-
ments as well as the placing of the finds are completely unknown. The typological analysis 
may also be incomplete, as only three swords can be evaluated securely due to the quality of 
the available images. The artefact called here No. 1 is a metal-hilted sword with a cup-shaped 
pommel (Schalenknaufschwert) (Fig. 2.1).20 Its hilt is covered with incised bundles of lines, dots, 
cross-hatched triangles and a stylized solar-barge. The leaf-shaped blade has an emphasized 
midrib, which is decorated with incised grooves (Fig. 2.1, Fig. 3.2). This object belong to a rare 
sword type that has appeared in the literature under different names.21 In Hungary, similar 
weapons are known from Tibor Kemenczei’s V-type.22 Best parallels for the No. 1 sword are 
the stray find from Herencsény (Nógrád County) (Fig. 3.4)23 and a sword from the eponymous 
Hajdúböszörmény-Csege-halom hoard (Hajdú-Bihar County) (Fig. 3.3).24 A Marvila-type 
sword’s hilt from Ştoboru (Romania, Sălaj County) can also be linked to the discussed artefact 
(Fig. 3.2). This small weapon hoard from Transylvania was dated to the Ha A2–B1 by Tibor 
Bader.25 A sword from Spišska Belá (Slovakia, Prešov Region), classified as Königsdorf-type 
Spišska Belá-variant, has similar hilt and decorations (Fig. 3.5).26 Mária Novotná outlined two 
options for the chronological position of this marshland hoard: 1. The Spišska Belá find can 
be dated to the “beginning of the Ha A2”, based on the two additional swords in the hoard 
(Illertissen-type: Ha A1/A2, sword with three-ribbed hilt: Ha A1–Ha B1). 2. It was deposited 
in the Ha B1, according to the chronological position of the sword with cup-shaped pommel 
and other assemblages from this area.27 Regarding the time of the deposition, I have to agree 
with the latter. Bronze Age swords are high-quality weapons that are likely to be held in high 
esteem by their owners. The reason for the deposition of old-style swords in a Ha B1 hoard 
like Spišska Belá may stem from the fact that these weapons were inherited or some have 
been used until the very end of their biography. 

The No. 2 sword can be associated with the Liptov-type that is frequent between the Ha A1 
and Ha B1 periods in the Northeastern Carpathian Basin. Most of these swords were found 
in the territory of Slovakia and Northeastern Hungary. Some are known from Romania, 
Ukraine, the north of the Balkans, and also in the territory of the Czech Republic, Southern 
Germany, Austria, Italy, Denmark and Poland.28 The No. 2 sword’s hilt has three ribs, covered 

20 According to the description of the auction house that sold the object, the length of No. 1 sword is 22 
inch (55.88 cm). Retrieved from https://www.1stdibs.com/furniture/decorative-objects/sculptures/mount-
ed-objects/european-bronze-age-sword-1200-bc/id-f_8667883/?modal=contact-dealer&userComesFro-
mAmp=true (28. 12. 2018, 08:30).

21 A fine summary of this type has been provided recently by Bence Soós (Soós 2015, 127–129, Appendix 1).
22 See Kemenczei 1991, Taf. 54.237–238, Taf. 56; Soós 2015, 127–129, Appendix 1.
23 Kubinyi 1861, 88–89, IV. tábla 10; Hampel 1886a, XXV. tábla 3; Kemenczei 1991, 57, Taf. 56.243, Taf. 57.243; 

Stockhammer 2004, 307.
24 Kemenczei 1991, 57, Taf. 56.242, Taf. 57.242; Stockhammer 2004, 307.
25 Petrescu-Dîmboviţa 1977, 124, Pl. 292.11; Rusu et al. 1977, R64.1–1a; Bader 1991, 130, 148–149, Taf. 44.351, 

Taf. 45.351; Stockhammer 2004, 265. Philipp W. Stockhammer dated the find to the Ha B1 (Stockhammer 
2004, 263). 

26 Kovalčík 1966, Obr. 193; Novotná 1970, Abb. 15.3a; Stockhammer 2004, 280; Novotná 2014, 80, Taf. 
27.124.

27 Kovalčík 1966, 186–187; Stockhammer 2004, 280; Novotná 2014, 44, 72, 82, Taf. 8.39, Taf. 24.111. 
28 Hrala 1954; Müller-Karpe 1961, 25–27, Taf. 94; Krämer 1985, 29; Bader 1991, 133, Taf. 68a; Harding 

1995, 77; von Quillfeldt 1995, 173–181, Taf. 125B–126A; Stockhammer 2004, 180–183, Karte 28–29;  
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with dense incised lines. Between the hilt’s shoulders a pattern is visible, which consists of 
cross-hatched triangles and bundles of lines (Fig. 2.2). The triangles were incised superficially 
and in a position uncharacteristic of the Liptov-type. To my best knowledge, there is only 
one sword, which has comparable decoration. This specimen has four-ribbed hilt and it was 
found in Martinček (Slovakia, Žilina Region).29 This weapon hoard consists of at least 13 
swords,30 and based on the chronological position of the Ragály- and Illertissen-types it was 
dated to the Ha A1 (Fig. 3.6).31

The last well-identifiable sword (No. 4)32 is a short, solid-hilted weapon (Fig. 2.4). It belongs 
to Tibor Bader’s Prejmer-type. This group consists of morphologically diverse, solid-hilted 
short swords, which were found mostly in weapon hoards in Hajdú-Bihar and Szabolcs-Szat-
már-Bereg Counties. A handful of specimens are also known from the territory of Slovakia, 
Romania and even from Germany. The oldest specimens belong to Ha A1 hoards. The young-
est ones tend to combine with swords with cup-shaped pommels in Ha B1 assemblages.33 The 
hilt of the No. 4 sword has one emphasized rib and two less visible ones. The blade ends in 
a disc-shaped pommel, and the shoulders are strongly arched. The blade has a midrib, and 
its edges are parallel, only its lower third has a leaf-shaped form. Among the Prejmer-type 

Novotná 2014, 62–63; Winiker 2015, 56.
29 Müller-Karpe 1961; Stockhammer 2004, 279–280; Novotná 2014, 53, Taf. 10.47. 
30 See Kubinyi 1890; Novotná 2014, 34.
31 Novotná 2014, 34, 36, 44–45, 51, 53, 55, 58–59, 63, 89, Taf 5.25, Taf. 6.29, Taf. 7.36–38, Taf. 8.40, Taf. 10.47, 

Taf. 12.57–58, Taf. 16.73, Taf. 20.92, Taf. 32.142–143. Other datings have been discussed by Philipp Stock-
hammer (See Stockhammer 2004, 279). 

32 According to the description of the auction house that sold the object, the length of the No. 4 sword is 
56 cm and its weight is 647 g. Retrieved from https://www.sixbid.com/browse.html?auction=5089&catego-
ry=157344&lot=4239138 (28. 12. 2018, 09:49)

33 Mozsolics 1972, 198; Bader 1991, 137, List 1, Fig. 3; Kemenczei 1991, 14–16, 18–19, 43–44; Stockhammer 
2004, 86, 183, Liste 43–44, Karte 30, Fig. 3; Novotná 2014, 115–116; Tarbay 2016a, Fig. 2, List 1.

Fig. 3. Close parallels of the typologically identifiable swords from the “Mátészalka” hoard (sketches 
after: Novotná 1970, Abb. 15.3b; Novotná 2014, Taf. 10.47; Kemenczei 1991, Taf. 57.242–243; Bader 
1991, Taf. 44.351).
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swords, this object has no exact parallel. In terms of its form, this sword is similar to the sword 
found in the Ha A1 hoard from Recsk-Andezitbánya (Hungary, Heves County) (Fig. 3.7). Its 
shoulders, terminals and the shape of the blade are similar. The two objects differ only in their 
size and the number of the hilt ribs.34 

The exact type of the No. 3 sword cannot be determined due to the low quality of the avail-
able photographs (Fig. 2.3). It is a metal-hilted sword with a short leaf-shaped blade. The hilt 
is wide, its pommel is disc-shaped. No decoration can be observed on the photographs, and 
the two ribs that we can see on the reconstruction are also blurred (Fig. 2.3). The possibility 
should not be excluded that the patterns and ribs are blurred due to abrasion.35 The last two 
swords (Nos. 5–6) are flange-hilted ones, but the details of their hilts and blades are bare-
ly visible (Fig. 2.5–6). I believe their analysis would be misleading in the absence of these  
details. Therefore, the reconstruction given here should be revised in the future. 

It seems that the Liptov-type sword (No. 2) has Ha A relations and the Prejmer-type (No. 
4) also share similarities with an older find. However, the parallels of the sword with cup-
shaped pommel (No. 1) relate the deposition of this find to the Ha B1. This chronological 
position is not at all surprising if we consider that this hoard is part of a long-term hoarding 
practice. In sum, the “Mátészalka” find is the seventeenth sword hoard36 from the territory of 
Hungary, which is, unfortunately, lost for the research. Based on the relative chronological 
position of the three identifiable specimens, the assemblage could have been deposited in the 
Hajdúböszörmény horizon (Ha B1). The typological character of these finds also refer to the 
possibility that this hoard may have contained archaic weapons from the former period. 

Situla and helmet from “Ternopil Oblast”

In 28 October 2016, several pictures of a situla and a unique helmet were uploaded to the 
Russian-speaking domongol.org metal detectorist blog by a user called “UFO” (Fig. 15–22).  
According to the blog entry, the two objects were found together in “Ternopil Oblast”, Western 
Ukraine (Fig. 1, Fig. 22).37 No additional information were given about the context of these finds. 
On the uploaded images a small human rib-like object is also visible (Fig. 19.1, Fig. 20.1), which 
raise the possibility that these objects might have been part of a burial. The looted find from 
“Ternopil Oblast” consists of two unique objects: a Hajdúböszörmény-type situla (Fig. 4–5) and 
a helmet with solar barge motif (Fig. 9). The alleged provenance of these objects is puzzling. 
Although metal vessels and a few helmets are known from the territory of Ukraine,38 they are 
more characteristic of the Carpathian Basin. If such finds appeared on the Western auction 
markets without exact provenance, one might associate them with the Eastern Carpathians or 
with Central Italy. It is also quite interesting that “Ternopil Oblast” has become a “source” 
of significant metal finds. Marianne Mödlinger has recently published an illegally found  

34 Mozsolics 1972, 195–196, 4. kép 1; Mozsolics 1985, 180; Kemenczei 1991, 15, Taf. 6.23; Stockhammer 2004, 
296. 

35 von Quillfeldt 1995, 21; Kristiansen 2002, 330, Fig. 7; Tarbay 2016b, 8–10. kép.
36 Vachta 2008, 55, Abb. 36.
37 Retrieved from http://domongol.org/viewtopic.php?f=10&t=26981 (15. 04. 2017, 09:51). In 2018, the link 

became inactive. See screenshots of the blog entry on Fig 22.
38 See Hencken 1971, 122–123, Fig. 93; Gedl 2001, 63–64; Kobal’ 2000, 27–28; Кобаль 2006; бандрівсьКий  

et al. 2014; КлочКо – КозыменКо 2017, 234–235; Mödlinger 2017, 56, 128, 136. 
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helmet from this area, which has been sold at the Violity.39 Sevaral metal fi nds were published 
as “Ternopil Oblast” in the catalogue of Viktor Ivanovich Klochko and Anatoliy Vasil’yevich 
Kozymenko.40 Th erefore, the alleged provenance seem to be uncertain. If these objects indeed 
have been found in Western Ukraine, it could mean that they are one of the most outstanding 
fi nds of similar character from this region. At the same time, it cannot be ruled out that these 
artefacts were looted in the Carpathian Basin, perhaps in Transcarpathia or in its adjacent 
territories like Eastern Slovakia, South-Eastern Poland, Northeastern Hungary or Transylva-
nia. As I have already mentioned, this is a question that might never be answered precisely 
because of the lack of context and the supra-regional character of vessels and armours. 

Both objects are signifi cant, because they belong to the transitional era of the Eastern Euro-
pean LBA and EIA. Undoubtedly, the Hajdúböszörmény-type situla is the most important fi nd 
that deserves a special att ention here (Fig. 4–5). A detailed analysis of these vessels has been 
provided by Gero von Merhart, whose fundamental study marked the beginning of a new 
phase in the research of European metal vessels.41 His work was completed by seminal stud-
ies, in which the current typo-chronology of this vessel type was developed.42 It is generally 
accepted that the deposition of Hajdúböszörmény-type situlae is in the Ha B1 (late Period IV) 
in the territory of Eastern Europe.43 Here, they appeared as individual fi nds or as part of 
hoards that oft en combined with weapons and vessels and in some cases also with jewellery 
or tools.44 Th ese situlae seem to be absent in the Northeastern Carpathian Basin during the 

39 Mödlinger 2017, 56, Pl. 5.38.  
40 КлочКо – КозыменКо 2017, 176, 183–184, 186, 188–189, 231, 233–235.
41 von Merhart 1952, 1–3, 33–35, 70. 
42 Thrane 1966, 184–192; Patay 1969b; Patay 1990, 40–43; Jankovits 1996; Gedl 2001, 32–34; Soroceanu 

2005, 176–188; Martin 2009, 99–102; V. Szabó 2009a. 
43 Åberg 1935, 90; Lindgren 1938, 78; Thrane 1966, 191; Patay 1990, 42; Martin 2009, 100–101; V. Szabó 

2009a, 285. 
44 Soroceanu 2008, 182; Martin 2009, 100; V. Szabó – Bálint 2017, 17–19.

Fig. 4. Reconstruction of the situlae from “Ternopil Oblast” aft er the photographs uploaded to the do-
mongol.org metal detectorists’ blog. Retrieved from htt p://domongol.org/viewtopic.php?f=10&t=26981 
(15. 04. 2017, 09:52). (Drawing: A. M. Tarbay 2018).
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EIA, and at that time we can find them in lavish Western European elite burials.45 The distri-
bution of these metal vessels concentrates in the north-eastern part of the Carpathian Basin, 
especially in the Hungarian Hajdúság and Nyírség. They also appear in Western Hungary, and 
specimens are known from Slovakia, Romania, Poland, the Czech Republic, Germany, Den-
mark, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Italy, Switzerland and last but not least in Western Ukraine 
(Appendix, List 1.1–1.2) (Fig. 6).46 The spread of these prestigious vessels did not happen over 
one period. Many scholars have suggested that the manufacturing and deposition of differ-
ent LBA style situlae, including the Hajdúböszörmény-type, have continued in the EIA (Ha 
B2–B3, Ha C–D).47 As we shall see, if the situla from “Ternopil Oblast” had been excavated by 
archaeologist, it would play an important role in this question.

The “North Hungarian origin” of the Hajdúböszörmény-type situlae was proposed by Vere 
Gordon Childe in 192648 and later by Pál Patay,49 which is a concept that has been fol-
lowed by several researchers.50 Pál Patay argued that the first workshops specialized on the 
manufacturing of Hajdúböszörmény-type situlae could have been located in the Northeast-

45 Patay 1990, 42; Jankovits 1996, 308; Mozsolics 2000, 23–25; Martin 2009, 101. 
46 von Merhart 1952, 70, Karte 6; Foltiny 1955, 108; von Merhart 1969, 327–330, Karte 6; Patay 1969a, 

5. ábra; Mendeleţ 1974, Abb. 4; Soroceanu – Lakó 1981, 149, Fig. 12; Patay 1990, 40–43, Taf. 78B;  
Novotná 1991, 58–60, Taf. 11.54; Jacob 1995, 103–104, Taf. 58B; Gedl 2001, 33; Chaume 2004, 80; König 
2004, 120–121, 184–191, Taf. 48.253; Soroceanu 2008, 184–185; Martin 2009, 99–102, Taf. 57B; V. Szabó 
2009a, 286–289, 9. kép; Moldena 2015, Ryc. 1; Mihovilić 2013, Fig. 89; Veliačik 2015; Teržan et al. 2016, 
483–484, Fig. 143; V. Szabó – Bálint 2017, 6. kép. 

47 Lindgren 1938, 78; von Merhart 1952, 33; von Merhart 1969, 329–330; Bietti Sestieri 1976; Prüssing 
1991, 52–54; Jankovits 1996, 308; Jankovits 1999, 112; Borgna 1999, 157; Soroceanu 2005; Soroceanu 
2008, 184; Martin 2009, 101; Egg – Krämer 2016, 87–106. 

48 Childe 1926, 132.
49 Patay 1969a, 21; Patay 1972, 268; Patay 1990, 42–43; Patay 1996, 408–409.
50 Lindgren 1938, 78; Åberg 1935, 86–87; Jacob 1995, 103; Martin 2009, 101; V. Szabó – Bálint 2017, 14.

Fig. 5. Reconstruction of the decoration and details of the situla from “Ternopil Oblast”: 1 – solar barge, 
2 – side view of the vessel, 3 – bird head with circular ribs pattern (Drawings: A. M. Tarbay 2018).
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ern part of the Great Hungarian Plain, more precisely the Nyírség.51 These products were 
distributed from this area via gift-exchange between the elite, resulting their imitation in 
different parts of Europe. According to him, some situlae were made in the Carpathian 
Basin, like Granzin, while certain specimens are products of a workshop outside the Car-
pathians (e.g. Biernacice, Siem, Lúčky).52 Based on the overwhelming quantity of advanced 
Hajdúböszörmény-style metal products in the EIA Central Italy, this area could have been 
one of the regions, which certainly adopted and further developed this unique style.53 In 
any case, this question cannot be decided based on solely stylistic arguments. It is a task for 
the future to identify workshops and identical products by the aid of metallurgical analyses 
and fine comparison of the objects.54 

51 Patay 1969a, 21; Patay 1972, 268; Patay 1990, 42–43; Patay 1996, 408–409. A workhop located in Northeas-
tern Hungary was also theorized by Gunnar Lindgren (Lindgren 1938, 78).

52 Patay 1969a, 21; Patay 1972, 268; Patay 1990, 42–43; Patay 1996, 408–409.
53 Jockenhövel 1974; Jankovits 1996, 308; Jankovits 1999, 112; Iaia 2004, 308, Fig. 1a; Iaia 2005, 220–237. 
54 See Angyal et al. 2017; Szabó 2017.

Fig. 6. Distribution of Hajdúböszörmény-type situlae and their uncertain fragments in Europe.  
1 – Undatable Hajdúböszörmény-type situlae, 2 – Hajdúböszörmény-type situlae deposited in the Ha B1,  
3 – Hajdúböszörmény-type situlae deposited later than the Ha B1, 4 – Uncertain fragments, 5 – Uncer-
tain fragments deposited later than the Ha B1 (Appendix, List 1.1–1.2).
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In the following, Hajdúböszörmény-type situlae are going to be outlined the chronologi-
cal position of which seem to be younger than the Ha B1. Situlae and uncertain fragments 
that have been deposited after the Ha B1 appear in the Balkans, Caput Adriae, Western Al-
pine Region and West Germany. If we accept the late deposition of the Nedilys’ka hoard (see 
below), West Ukraine also belongs to this pattern. From the Eastern Carpathian Basin only 
two uncertain fragments are known: Buza and Biharugra. The distribution of Ha B1 situlae 
concentrate in the Northeastern Carpathian “core area”, and two of them appear in Poland 
and Southern Germany (Fig. 6, Appendix, List 1.1–1.2). There are several scenarios that could 
have caused this distribution pattern. A recently found specimen from Octendung (Germany,  
Rhineland-Palatine State) has a “classic”55 Ha B1 solar barge motif. The other artefacts in 
this hoard (e.g. the Riedlingen-type sword: Ha B3,56 the Ockstadt-type bomb-headed pin:  
Ha B3,57 the Bad Homburg-type winged axes: Ha B2–Ha B358), however, argue for a late Ha B3  
deposition.59 The hoard found in Nedilys’ka (Ukraine, Lviv Oblast’) is long known.60 It is very 
likely that this find has a long chronological interval similar to the Peggau (Austria, Styria State) 
assemblage.61 Its oldest, Periode III (Br D–Ha A1) objects are a crescent-shaped pendant and a cast 
ribbed ring.62 There are a handful of finds in this hoard that are characteristic of the late Period 
IV (ca. Ha B1).63 The youngest, Period V (Ha B2–Ha B3) finds are represented by bronze and iron 
objects.64 A detailed future analysis is required for determining the exact chronological position 
of the Nedilys’ka find. However, the possibility should be raised that the content of the hoard was 
accumulated for a long period of time before it has been finally deposited in the Period V.65 In these 
cases, the situlae are not necessarily younger (Ha B2–Ha B3) products. As ethnographic examples 
suggest, elit-related objects could have very specific and surpisingly long biographies.66 Situlae 
are valuable objects that could have been kept, gifted and used until the very end of their biog-
raphy, when they were finally placed in hoards or graves. The repaired Hajdúböszörmény-type 
situla from the Picugi burial site is another example for this phenomenon. Research raised the 
possibility that this objects was in fact a LBA situla used for a long period of time, and depos-
ited along with grave goods characteristic between the 9th–8th centuries BC.67 Repair marks on 
metal vessels, especially situlae are not unique.68 These marks were observed on the Sényő situla  
(Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg County),69 and also on an Obišovce-type vessel from the  

55 See Iaia 2004, Fig. 2.1.
56 von Quillfeldt 1995, 212–213, Taf. 76.222A; von Berg 2017, Abb. 1.
57 Kubach 1977, 505–508, Taf. 80.1297; von Berg 2017, 151, Abb. 1.
58 Kibbert 1984, 83–114, Tab. 7; Pászthory – Mayer 1998, 137–142; von Berg 2017, Abb. 1.
59 von Berg 2017.
60 Sulimirski 1937; Żurowski 1949, 168–169; Patay 1970; Gedl 2001, 63–64.
61 See Weihs 2004, 94–97, 133–134.
62 Gedl 2001, 63–64, Taf. 79.C38, C41.
63 E.g. Hajdúböszörmény-type situla, Jenišovice-type cup, B1-type cauldron, socketed axes with beaked 

mouth, Vadena-type knives, rings with tapering terminals and rhomboid cross-section, tanged sickle. See 
Patay 1970; Gedl 2001, 62–64, Taf. 74–75, Taf. 76.C3, Taf. 77C6, Taf. 78.C12–14, 17, Taf. 79.C27, C29, C32, 
Taf. 80.C46–56.

64 E.g. Advanced Debrecen-type axes, pseudo-openwork bronze object, iron rings, anvil and axe. See Gedl 
2001, 63–64, Taf. 78.C15–16, Taf. 79.C44, Taf. 80.C60–64. 

65 Metzner-Nebelsick 2002, 72–73, Abb. 17.
66 See Gosden – Marshall 1999, 169–172. 
67 Borgna 1999, 157, Anm. 34; Teržan 2016, 396. 
68 See Gogaltân 1993.
69 Patay 1990, 11, Taf. 33.62.
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antiquities market.70 The most repairs were identified on the northernmost found situ-
lae from Siem (Denmark, Nordjylland). Although it is not possible to determine the exact 
time of deposition of this two situlae due to the lack of additional finds, vessels covered 
with such repairs could have a particularly long biographies.71 A complex life-circle has 
been proposed by Tudor Soroceanu for the Kurd-type situla from Brâncoveneşti (Roma-
nia, Mureș County). The vessel has been repaired and modified several times, and it was 
deposited ca. in the Ha B3–Ha C as a completely changed object.72 The deposition of situ-
lae fragments also provide an interesting data. In case of the handle fragments from Zürich- 
Wollishofen-Haumesser (Switzerland, Zürich), Margarita Primas suggested a pre-monetary 
explanation. According to her, the fragments of metal vessels could have also circulated as 
“primitive money” before their deposition or re-casting.73 The situla in the Nedilys’ka hoard 
is also fragmented, which could argue for a similar treatment of the vessel. This find is not 
the only example for the late deposition of Hajdúböszörmény-style vessel parts in Eastern  
Europe. As first Sándor Gallus, later Emil Vogt and Carola Metzner-Nebelsick have pointed 
out, the metal sheet discs from the Biharugra (Hungary, Békés County) hoard can be identified 
as situla parts, which have been cutted out from a vessel or a semi-finished metal sheet.74 This 
treatement of a valuable metal sheet object has its analogue from the Br D and Ha A1 peri-
ods, when some funnel-shape pendants were made of bronze belts’ parts. These secondarily 
used jewelry were randomly cut out from the original, elaboretaly decorated objects (e.g. Orbán 
Balázs Cave).75 A thick, undecorated, cut-out metal sheet disc is also known from the first Zsáka 
hoard (deposited in Ha A2–Ha B1).76 The Biharugra fragments indeed could represent a symbolic  
breakage with local tradition, as Carola Metzner-Nebelsick has suggested lately.77 However, this 
kind of treatment, let it be its cause ritual or secondary use, has its antecedents in the LBA Car-
pathians hoards.

The last two examples fall into another category, since these Hajdúböszörmény-type sit-
ulae slightly differ from the “standard” pieces.78 The stylised solar barge motives on the  
Rivoli situla, which can be typologically described as circular ribs (Kreisrippenornament), 
were made by patterned punches (Fig. 7.2). This decoration appears on numerous European 
prestigue objects between the Br D–Ha A and Ha B3,79 but its combination with the Hajdú- 
böszörmény-style solar barge is clearly a later development. This raises the possibility that 

70 Wirth 2006a, Fig. 9.
71 Thrane 1966, 184–192, Fig. 16–19.
72 Soroceanu 2005, 458–459, Abb. 10–11; Soroceanu 2008, 167–168, 173–174.
73 Primas 1990, 85–87.
74 Gallus – Horváth 1939, 91, 130; Vogt 1950, 225, Anm. 39; Metzner-Nebelsick 2002, 470–474, 790, Abb. 

210.1–2, Taf. 136.13; Kemenczei 2005, 63, 131–132, Tab. 1, Taf. 15.72–74; Metzner-Nebelsick 2010, 133, 
Anm. 47, Fig. 2.6–8. As fragments, it is hard to classify them exactly. The technique and style of the bird 
head is clearly late (Ha B2–Ha B3), an identical one can be seen on the vessel from Przęsławice (Gedl 
2001, Taf. 14.40, Taf. 15; Metzner-Nebelsick 2002, 473, Anm. 806). Similar combination of elements 
(square, bird head, sun disc) can only be observed on one Obišovce-type situla that has been sold on the 
antiquities market (V. Szabó 2009a, 285, 3. kép; Wirth 2010, 504–507, Abb. 4, 6–8; V. Szabó – Bálint 
2017, 14–15, 7. kép). 

75 Emődi 2006, 33, 6, 8. ábra; Tarbay 2015, 92.
76 V. Szabó 2011, Taf. 8.3. 
77 Metzner-Nebelsick 2010, 133, Anm. 47. 
78 Jankovits 1996, 308. 
79 According to Albrecht Jockenhövel, the earliest finds with this decoration are known from the Early Bronze 

Age (Jockenhövel 2003, 110).
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this situla was also made later, and it cannot be interpreted as an “archaic” Ha B1 specimen.80 
The Rivoli vessel has been found along with several artefacts (e.g. iron spear, bimetal sword, 
two fibulae, ribbed cist, pin, ceramic pots etc.). Unfortunately, the context of these finds is 
not entirely certain. The Rivoli assemblage was reconstructed by Anna Maria Bietti Sestieri, 
who relied on Stefano de’ Stefani’s 1885 work.81 According to her, the situla from Rivoli could 
have belonged to a collective burial, consisting of ca. four graves (two male and two female). 
The chronological position of these finds can be dated between the 8th and 7th centuries BC. 
The bronze vessel contained ashes and coal referring to the possibility that it had functioned 
as an urn similarly to the situla from Unterglauheim. Anna Maria Bietti Sestieri has argued 
that the situla had been a part of a male burial along with a Verucchio-type bimetal sword, 
an iron spearhead, and a Rivoli Veronese-type bronze pin, which she dated to the end of 
the 8th and beginning of the 7th centuries BC.82 The chronological position of this situla was 
discussed by several authors who assigned this uncertain burial to different periods, all cor-
relating with the EIA.83 The second vessel was excavated in 1987, in the territory of Eastern 
France, from the burial mound of Saint-Romain-de-Jalionas (Auvergne-Rhône-Alpes Region). 
In the chamber only a few remains of the body have been found. The grave goods, a massive 
gold ring, a pin, a torques, an iron knife and a sword represented an elite male clothing and 
weaponry. The Hajdúböszörmény-type situla and a smaller bronze vessel inside fit well to 

80 Jockenhövel 1974, 42–43, Abb. 7; Jockenhövel 2003, 110–112, Abb. 5; Armbruster 2003, 74–75, Fig. 
15a–b; Nessel 2009, 38–40, 43–45.

81 de’ Stefani 1885; Montelius 1895a, 264.
82 Oberdonau-Kreise 1836, 12–14; Montelius 1895a, 264–265; Montelius 1895b, Pl. 48.1–2, 5, 10; Ghirar-

dini 1897, 31–34, Fig. 7a–b; Müller-Karpe 1961, 83, Taf. 62.2; Carancini 1975, 265–266, Tav. 60.2002; Biet-
ti Sestieri 1976, 103–107, Fig. 13.1; Menghin – Schauer 1983, 88–90; Wirth 2003, 136–137. The dating of 
the burial relies on the chronological position of the ”Verucchio-type” bimetal sword (Müller-Karpe 1961, 
83–84; Peroni 1970, 110–111, No. 296).

83 Müller-Karpe 1961, 83–84, Taf. 62.2, Taf. 103; Jankovits 1996, 308; Iaia 2005, Fig. 87A; Teržan 2016, 
359–360.

1 2

3
4

Fig. 7. Comparation of the situla from “Ternopil Oblast” and the situla from Rivoli. 1: The situla from 
“Ternopil Oblast”, 2: The situla from Rivoli (Bietti Sestieri 1976, Fig. 13.1), 3: Side view of the situla 
from “Ternopil Oblast”, 4: Side view of the situla from Rivoli (Bietti Sestieri 1976, Fig. 13.1).
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this exclusive context. Stéphane Verger concluded that the burial can be dated between the 9th 
and the 8th centuries BC. Bruno Chaume related this burial to the Bronze Final IIIb (Ha B3).84 
The Saint-Romain-de-Jalionas situla has no circular ribs, but the overall design of its decora-
tion derives from the LBA Hajdúböszörmény-type.85 Surprisingly, the closest parallel of the 
Saint-Romain-de-Jalionas situla was found in Remetea Mare (Romania, Timiş County), which, 
apart from two dots, has an almost similar decoration. It is unfortunate that due to the lack of 
additional finds, this situla cannot be dated precisely.86 

This situla from “Ternopil Oblast” is the Eastern European counterpart of the Rivoli find 
(Fig. 4, Fig. 5, Fig. 7). It has all formal characteristics of a LBA Hajdúböszörmény-type situ-
la,87 but its decoration has advanced features. The vessel’s remaining upper part consists of 
two overlapping metal sheets, hammered together by flattened rivets. It is equipped with 
cast and hammered handles and conical-headed rivets (Fig. 7.3–4).88 Its rim is folded on a 
wire, and the body of the vessel is decorated with embossed dots. The main motif is a solar 
barge,89 in the case of which the small stylized suns between the bird heads are circular ribs 
made by patterned punches.90 

According to Albrecht Jockenhövel, the combination of the Hajdúböszörmény-style solar 
barge and the circular ribs can be seen on EIA metal-sheet objects, especially on bronze am-
phora-shaped vessels.91 A find with similar combination is known from the Przęsławice hoard 
(Poland, Grójec County) that has been dated to end of the Period V (Ha B3). This assem-
blage was found in 1896, and it contained three drinking horns along with a bronze ampho-
ra-shaped vessel decorated with solar barge and circular rib patterns.92 Another example is 
the amphora-shaped vessel from Gevelinghausen (Germany, Lower Saxony State). This vessel 
was found in an elite female burial. Here the solar barges and circular ribs appeared on the 
upper part and the belly of the vessel. Both are very similar to the patterns of the situla from 
“Ternopil Oblast”.93 The Gevelinghausen find was dated to the 8th century BC, based on its 
stylistic similarities with the finds from EIA Central Italy.94 A simpler version of this pattern 
combination can be seen on the B2a-type cauldron from Rossin (Germany, Mecklenburg-Vor-
pommern State). Unfortunately, as a stray find, this vessel has no datable value.95 A unique 
metal fragment, identified as a helmet or a situla, is known from Škocjan (Slovenia, Divača 
Municipality). It is decorated with a Hajdúböszörmény-style solar barge and concentric ribs.96 

84 Verger 1990, 55–57, Fig. 3; Chaume 2004, 80. 
85 Verger 1990, Fig. 3.
86 Mendeleţ 1974, Abb. 1, Abb. 3; Soroceanu 2008, Taf. 40A–42A; Hegyi 2014, Fig. a–b. 
87 von Merhart 1969, 327–330.
88 von Merhart 1969, 329.
89 von Merhart 1952, 40–41; Jockenhövel 1974, 42–43.
90 Jockenhövel 1974; Armbruster 2003, 74–75, Fig. 15a–b; Nessel 2009, 43–45; Ilon 2015, 47–59. 
91 Jockenhövel 1974, 44; Jockenhövel 2003, 111; Wirth 2006b, 554–555.
92 Montelius 1902, 7–8, Fig. 4; Conwentz 1905, Taf. 52.1; La Baume 1920, 37–38, Abb. 51; Sprockhoff 1930, 

92–93, Taf. 37b; von Merhart 1952, 71, Taf. 24.7; Sprockhoff 1956, 52; Jockenhövel 1974, 25–29; Gedl 
1996, 380, Abb. 10; Gedl 2001, 35–36, Taf. 14.40, Taf. 15. 

93 Günter 1974; Jockenhövel 1974; Jacob 1995, 112–113, Taf. 62.357. 
94 Jockenhövel 1974, 46–47.
95 Lindenschmit 1877, No 2, Taf. 3.2, 2b; Montelius 1902, 16–17, Fig. 14; Sprockhoff 1930, 100–101, Taf. 30b; 

von Merhart 1952, 64, Taf. 3.5; Jockenhövel 1974, 40–42; Iaia 2005, Fig. 93c; Martin 2009, 92–94, Taf. 
37.130. 

96 Szombathy 1912, 151–153, Fig. 103.104; von Merhart 1941, 20, Abb. 8.2; Jockenhövel 1974, 44, Fig. 92c; 
Guštin 1979, T. A.104; Iaia 2005, Fig. 90; Borgna 2016, 127; Borgna et al. 2016, 563, 692, Tav. 17.11–12; 
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The pattern resembles to the situlae from the Northeastern Carpathians, as well as to the 8th 
century BC Central Italian metal products. Based on its stylistic arguments, Biba Teržan dated 
this fragment to the Ha B2–Ha B3.97 

Metalworks similar to the situla from “Ternopil Oblast” concentrated in the territory of the 
EIA Central Italy. The most important one is the already mentioned Hajdúböszörmény-type 
situla from Rivoli. Apart from minor differences, the two metal vessels are almost alike. The 
find from “Ternopil Oblast” has one less row of dots and more circular ribs between the 
bird heads. The handles of the Rivoli situla are decorated with torsion and equipped with 
chained solar-barge pendants. According to the published illustrations, the handles were 
attached to the body by four flattened rivets. In contrast, the situla from “Ternopil Oblast” 
has standard Carpathian-type handles that were attached to the body by conical-headed 
rivets (Fig. 7.3–4).98 In addition to the Rivoli vessel, there are a handful of Italian situlae the 
decoration of which preserved the Hajdúböszörmény style, but their shape and construction 
clearly relate them to the EIA. Some of these are even decorated with the combination of 
solar barge and circular ribs: e.g. Capodimonte-Bisenzio–Tomba Olmo Bello 8.99 In two cases 
the solar barges are doubled: Este–Tomba Capodaglio and Tomba Ricovero (Fig. 8.c).100 In 
addition to the situlae, there are several amphora-shaped bronze vessels (biconici) that are 
decorated with a Hajdúböszörmény style solar barge and circular ribs.101 Among these finds, 
the bronze amphora-shaped vessel from Veio Quattro Fontanili Tomba AA1 (Rome-Isola 
Farnese) (ca. 770–760 BC) has the most similar decoration to the “Ternopil Oblast” find.102 
The decoration combination - the bird head facing towards the sun disc (circular ribs) - 
appears on almost every elite-related artefacts in Central Italy like bronze metal bowls,103 
crested-and104 cap helmets,105 B2a-type cauldron,106 and it can be seen even on the wall of 
the enigmatic metal hut urn from Vulci, necropolis dell’Osteria (Fig. 8.a–c).107 This group of 

Mödlinger 2017, 136, Fig. 2.28.3.
97 Hencken 1971, 121–122; Borgna 2016, 125–128; Teržan 2016, 437–438. 
98 Ghirardini 1897, 31–34, Fig. 7a–b; von Merhart 1952, 70, Taf. 20.5, Taf. 23.5; Müller-Karpe 1961, 83–84; 

Jockenhövel 1974, 44; Bietti Sestieri 1976, 104, 107–108, Fig. 13.1; Jankovits 1996, 308; Iaia 2005, 129–
131, 216, Fig. 87A.

99 Iaia 2004, 312; Iaia 2005, 237, No. 22, Fig. 92b. 
100 Ghirardini 1897, Fig. 4a–b; Ghirardini 1901, Fig. 2, Tav. XXVII.a–b; Randall-MacIver 1927, 18, Fig. 6; 

Kossack 1954, 113, 121, List I, No. 12, Taf. 9.4; von Merhart 1952, 70, Taf. 21.6, Taf. 23.2–3; Fogolari 1988, 
84, Fig. 106–107; Jankovits 1996, 308; Iaia 2005, 230, Fig. 91.c–d. Combination of the double solar barge 
with concentric ribs is visible on ribbed cist’s lid, like the one from Bologna-Monteveglio (Gerhard 1843, 
13–14, Taf. I.4, 6; Kossack 1954, 113, 121, List I, No. 25; Iaia 2005, 229–230, Fig. 91b) or on belts: Bologna 
Tomba Benacci 543 (Ghirardini 1897, 25–26, Fig. 5; Hencken 1968, 109, Fig. 42.e; Iaia 2005, 229–230, Fig. 
91a). Abstracted double solar barges are present on situlae from Hallstatt and Kleinklein, as well as on other 
EIA metal sheet products (See Prüssing 1991, 50, 57, Taf. 19.104, Taf. 25.127; Wirth 2006b, 557–558; Egg – 
Krämer 2013, 175–183, Abb. 70, Taf. 21–22, Taf. 26–27). 

101 Como–Ca’Morta, Orvieto, “Tarquinia”, Tarquinia-Arcatelle, Veio-Quattro Fontanili M9B and AA1, “Vulci or 
Bisenzio” (Hencken 1968, 235, Pl. 124; Iaia 2005, 151–188, Fig. 51.20, Fig. 56.1–2, Fig 57.3–4, Fig. 58.6, Fig. 
58.5, Fig. 62.27, Fig 64.28; Putz 2007, 290, Taf. 89.1).

102 Jockenhövel 1974, 22, 26, Abb. 4; Iaia 2005, 163–169, Fig. 62.27; 2007, 268. Ursula Putz cited other datings: 
ca. 760 BC, 800–730/720 BC and 750–725 BC (Putz 2007, 227, Taf. 23.30).

103 Sorbo di Cerveteri Grave No. 199, Servici di Novilara Grave No. 83 (Iaia 2005, 206, Fig. 84a–b).
104 “Vulci”, Tarquinia-Arcatelle (Hencken 1968, 232, Pl. 93; Iaia 2005, 92, Fig. 28.37; Bietti Sestieri – Macna-

mara 2007, 205, Pl. 179.811, Pl. 180.811). 
105 Populonia-Poggio del Molino o del Telegrafo, “Louvre”, Tarquinia M8, Tarquinia Impiccato Tomba 2  

(Hencken 1968, 235, Fig. 23, Pl. 121–122; Iaia 2005, 59, Fig. 10.14–15, Fig. 11.16; Putz 2007, 222, Taf. 16.1–2).
106 Veio-Valle La Fata Grave 23 (Iaia 2005, 236–237, Appendice 1, No. 25, Fig. 93a). 
107 Buranelli 1986, 7, Fig. 5–7; Iaia 2005, 230–231, 237, No. 27, Fig. 92a. 
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late Hajdúböszörmény-style artefacts have been recently re-analysed in depth by Cristiano 
Iaia.108 According to him, they are products of a local EIA (ca. 930–740 BC) metal workshop 
dealing with an advanced version of the Hajdúböszörmény style. It is particularly interesting 
that compared to the LBA Carpathian finds, these objects are often part of lavish burials. The 
situla and amphora-shaped vessel with solar barge functioned as urns and were frequently 
combined with helmets, weapons and other prestige goods, which phenomenon is analogous 
with most of the LBA Carpathian hoards, including this vessel.109 Despite the apparent simi-
larities, the situla from “Ternopil Oblast” can only be associated with the Rivoli situla. Based 
on some stylistic similarities it can also be related to the amphora-shaped vessel from the 

108 See Iaia 2004; Iaia 2005. 
109 Jockenhövel 1974; Bietti Sestieri 1976, 107–108; Iaia 2004, 307–309, Appendice, Fig. 1a; Iaia 2007; Putz 

2007, 105–106; Soroceanu 2008, 182; Vachta 2008, 108–109, Abb. 85.

Fig. 8. Distribution of metal sheet objects decorated with solar barge/bird heads and circular ribs.  
A: bird head with circular ribs. 1 – situla (Bisenzo), 2 – amphora-shaped vessel (Przęsławice), 3 – caul-
dron (Rossin, Veio-Valle La Fata 23), 4 – metal bowl (Sorbo di Cerveteri 199, Servici di Novilara 83.),  
5 – hut urn (Vulci-dell’Osteria), 6 – crested helmet (“Vulci”, Tarquinia-Arcatelle), 7 – cap helmet (“Lou-
vre”, Populonia-Poggio del Molino o del Telegrafo, Tarquinia M8, Tarquinia Impiccato 2), 8 – frag-
ment (Škocjan); B: Hajdúböszörmény style solar barge and circular ribs. 9 – situla (Rivoli), 10 – am-
phora-shaped vessel (Gevelinghausen, Veio AA1); C: Double solar-barge with circular ribs. 11 – situla 
(Este-Capodaglio, Este-Casa di Ricovero), 12 – belt (Bologna-Benacci 543), 13 – cist’s lid (Bologna-Mon-
teveglio) (Bietti Sestieri 1976, 104, 107–108; Jacob 1995, 112–113; Gedl 2001, 35–36; Iaia 2004; Iaia 
2005, 59, 92, 206, 229–237, Appendice 1; Bietti Sestieri – Macnamara 2007, 205; Martin 2009, 92–94; 
Borgna 2016, 127).



329

“Looted Warriors” from Eastern Europe

Veio Quattro Fontanili AA1 burial (Fig. 8.b). Both finds slightly differ from the local metal 
products, and share typological similarities with earlier Central European metal finds.110 

Providing precise chronological position for an uncertain find like the situla from “Ternopil 
Oblast” would be bold. Its close parallel (Rivoli) has no secure context, and it has been dated 
differently. Details of the handles also relate this find to the Carpathian LBA metallurgical 
tradition. Based on the parallels of the decoration, it is possible to associate this situla with the 
8th century BC, ca. the end of Period V (Ha B3). The significance of the vessel from “Ternopil 
Oblast” is that it represents an advanced Hajdúböszörmény-style in a region and a period we 
would be less likely to expect. The scientific loss is immeasurable. If this find had a secure 
context, it would argue for the existence of Eastern European metal workshops in the EIA, 
which existed parallelly for some time with the one in Central Italy. This question will be 
briefly addressed at the end of the analysis. 

The helmet allegedly found along 
with the situla has an elongated bell 
shape, which resembles the LBA bell 
helmets. Its edges are perforated and 
seem to be hammered.111 Its body 
is covered with dots forming a so-
lar barge. It is a unique feature that 
distinguishes this helmet from its 
undecorated LBA counterparts. The 
lower part of the pattern consists of 
three parallel lines of dots made by 
repoussé and one line made by em-
bossing. The solar barge is separated 
from the lower pattern, and it consists 
of two bird heads facing towards a 
stylised sun (Fig. 9). According to the 
only known image, this decoration is 
symmetric on the backside (Fig. 14.1). 
Thus the complete motif consists of 
two bird-headed barges and two styl-
ised suns (Fig. 10). 

Similar helmets are unknown both in Western Ukraine and in the Carpathian Basin. In this 
region only a certain element of this pattern has parallels. The “separated solar barge” (Fig. 10)  
appears primarily on bronze vessels. The closest find to “Ternopil Oblast” is the B1-type 
cauldron from Kunysivtsi (Ukraine, Ivano-Frankivsk Oblast). This object is part of a unique 
Periode V (Ha B2–Ha B3) hoard consisting of five cauldrons that were put into one anoth-
er.112 A more stylized solar barge can be seen on the cauldron from Mezőkövesd (Hungary,  

110 Iaia 2005, 216, 227–229; Iaia 2007, 268–269.
111 Mödlinger 2013; Mödlinger 2017, 57–68. 
112 Przybysławski 1892, 34–36, Fig. 4, 4a; Sulimirski 1937, Tabl. VII.4a; Żurowski 1949, 167, No. 43, Tab. 

XXX.7; Patay 1969b, Taf. XLIX.2; Angeli 1962, 308, Taf. 1–2; Gedl 2001, 62–63, Taf. 70B.2; Кобаль 2006, 
92–94, 97, рис. 1.4. 

Fig. 9. Reconstruction of the helmet from “Ternopil 
Oblast” (Drawing: A. M. Tarbay 2018).
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Borsod-Abúj-Zemplén County). This is an emblematic hoard made up of a personal set of one 
helmet, two armspirals, two cauldrons, and a situla, which have been deposited into a ceramic 
pot. The assemblage is earlier than the Kunysivtsi hoard, and it can be dated to the Ha B1.113 
The “separated solar barge” also appears on some Hajdúböszörmény and Obišovce-type situ-
lae: Biernacice,114 “Lúčky”,115 and “Obišovce”.116 The Biernacice situla was part of a deposited 
banquet set consisting of 8 additional metal cups. This find has been associated with the end 
of Period IV (Ha B1) by the local research.117 The “Obišovce” vessel is originating from the 
antiquities market, therefore we cannot rely on its chronological position or composition. The 
“Lúčky” find’s context and provenance is also uncertain, which has been discussed by Mária 

113 Patay 1969b, 171–173, Abb. 4–7, Taf. XLIII.1; Patay 1990, 23, Taf. 14.19; Mozsolics 2000, 55–56, Taf. 51.3a–c.
114 Gedl 2001, Taf. 11.37. 
115 Novotná 1991, Taf. 11.54. 
116 Wirth 2010, Abb. 4, Abb. 6. 
117 Gedl 2001, 17, 33. 

Fig. 10. Distribution of the stylistic parallels of the helmet from “Ternopil Oblast”. 1 – situlae (Bier-
nacice, “Lúčky”, “Obišovce”), 2 – amphora-shaped vessel (Mariesminde), 3 – cauldron (Kunysivtsi, 
Mezőkövesd), 4 – helmet (Tarquinia RC 232, RC 254, Škocjan) (Patay 1990, 23; Novotná 1991, 58; 
Thrane 1966, 192–197; Gedl 2001, 33, 62–63; Iaia 2005, 50, 55, Fig. 5.5, Fig. 8.11; Wirth 2010; Borgna 
et al. 2016, Tav. 54.6–7).
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Novotná in depth.118 The “separated solar barge” is also present on the amphora-shaped vessel 
from Mariesminde (Denmark), which was deposited in a marsh near Lavindsgaard along with 
11 gold vessels inside. The find has been dated to Period IV (Ha A2–Ha B1) by Henrik Thrane.119 

As I have already mentioned, decorated cap and bell helmets are not characteristic in Eastern 
Europe. These objects are considered to be products of the EIA Central Italy and its adja-
cent areas (Fig. 10).120 These decorated specimens can be found among Cristiano Iaia’s San 
Canziano–Tarquinia Group, which includes cap helmets with knobs from Italy and Slovenia: 
Škocjan,121 Tarquinia RC 232 (Bronzo Finale/Primo Ferro 1),122 Tarquinia RC 254 (middle of 
Primo Ferro 1),123 and an unprovenanced one.124 An elaborate pattern is also present on an 
individual helmet from Tarquinia RC 291 (Primo Ferro 1).125 The design and technique of these 
helmets are similar to the “Ternopil Oblast” find. Regarding their shape, they also resemble to 
the undecorated Carpathian bell helmets, but they clearly belong to an independent group. It 
is unfortunate that their context is insufficient for precise relative chronology. The oldest find 
is most likely the one from Tarquinia RC 232, which has been dated between the LBA and EIA 
(Bronzo Finale–Primo Ferro 1), while the rest of the helmets have been generally associated 
with the beginning of the EIA (Primo Ferro 1).126 Here, the solar barge motif is only present on 
completely different helmets like cap helmets without socket or crested helmets. These show 
an advanced style, and some were even combined with concentric ribs.127

Briefly, the helmet from “Ternopil Oblast” has strong Eastern European LBA character regard-
ing its shape and the design of the solar barge. As a decorated specimen, however, it follows 
an EIA trend similarly to the so-called “San Canziano–Tarquinia Group”. In the absence of a 
context and the knob, it is not possible to date this find precisely. It could have been a later 
representative of the Carpathian bell helmets in Period V (Ha B2–Ha B3).

Based on the analysis of the finds, it is clear that a significant assemblage has been lost. In 
my opinion, these finds can be roughly dated to Period V (Ha B2–Ha B3), based on parallels, 
stylistic and technological arguments, and their relations to the local Eastern European mate-
rial. The time of their burial could have been the 8th centuries BC (ca. Ha B3). Both finds show 
an advanced style compared to the securely dated Ha B1 artefacts. Therefore, it is unlikely 
that they were used for a long period of time before their deposition, as I have referred to 
this possibility in the case of the late-dated Hajdúböszörmény-type situlae. In fact, these arte-
facts can be interpreted as a direct continuation of an advanced LBA metallurgical workshop, 
which has emerged on the territory of the Gáva pottery style, in the Northeastern Carpathian 
Basin around the Ha B1. The existence of “old fashion” elite representation at the threshold 

118 Novotná 1970, 103–104.
119 Thrane 1966, 192–197, Fig. 21–22.
120 Borgna 1999, 159–162; Iaia 2005, 44–63; Borgna 2016, 125, Fig. 43; Teržan 2016, 343; Mödlinger 2017, 

83–87.
121 Hencken 1971, 48–50, Fig. 26.e; Borgna 1999, Fig. 5; Iaia 2005, 50, Fig. 5.4; Borgna et al. 2016, Tav. 54.6–7.
122 Montelius 1910, Pl. 278.2a–b; Hencken 1968, 49, 232, Fig. 18, Pl. 92; Hencken 1971, 45–48, Fig. 23.a–b; Iaia 

2005, 50, Fig. 5.5; Mödlinger 2017, Fig. 2.13.2.
123 Hencken 1968, 232, Pl. 91; Iaia 2005, 55, Fig. 8.11; Mödlinger 2017, Fig. 2.13.3.
124 Hencken 1971, 47–48, Fig. 24–25; Iaia 2005, 50–51, Fig. 6.6; Mödlinger 2017, Fig. 2.13.5. 
125 Ghirardini 1881, 342, Tav. V.23; Montelius 1910, Pl. 277.1; von Merhart 1941, 12, Abb. 2.3; Hencken 

1968, 232, Pl. 90; Iaia 2005, 51, Fig. 7.8a–b; Mödlinger 2017, Fig. 2.13.4.
126 Hencken 1971, 43–50; Iaia 2005, 47–55; Mödlinger 2017, 83–89.
127 Hencken 1971, 78–91, 120–145, Fig. 60, 66; Iaia 2005, 57–94; Mödlinger 2017, 89–90, 126–136.
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of the Iron Age in West Ukraine or in the Northeastern Carpathian Basin is a phenomenon, 
which suited well to the recent historical concepts on this period. As many have pointed out, 
the Gáva style is continuous in the EIA, based on surviving elements of the pottery and the 
chronological character of the LBA settlements.128 The presence of high-quality Hajdúböször-
mény-style metalworks (amphora-shaped vessels, situlae, cauldron etc.) in Eastern Europe 
raises the possibility that the elite who maintained these workshops still existed at that time, 
as did their supra-regional networks. If the find spot was reliable and the two objects orig-
inated from “Ternopil Oblast” – which we could also doubt – it would mean that these are 
examples of an elite network directed towards the East, a particularly important direction at 
that time. Although I raised the possibility that the “Ternopil Oblast” find was a burial, this 
is quite uncertain due to the destruction of the context. It is more secure that the two ob-
jects belonged together, because a similar combination of situla with helmet can be observed 
among the Carpathian finds.129 This is not a coincidence, and it can be most likely interpreted 
as a personal set of an elite warrior, which is reminiscent of the lavish Central Italian burials, 
where advanced Hajdúböszörmény-style metal vessels are also combined with helmets.130 

Eastern hobby, Western business or vice versa

We can only speculate where the finds from “Ternopil Oblast” can be. It would not be surpris-
ing at all if these valuable artefacts were already sold on an auction site like the Violity. At 
the same time, they may also appear on a Western European or even an American auction.  
I have already called attention to a situla with spoke wheel-shaped solar barge from the 
Christie’s (Great Britain).131 In 2014, it also appeared in the Artemis Gallery (USA).132 In the 
same year, another Hajdúböszörmény-type situla was sold here, which allegedly originated 
from the “Mathias Komor and William-Froenlich collections (Late 1960’s)”. Its value was es-
timated between $50,000 and $70,000 (Fig. 11).133 This vessel is reminiscent of the situla from 
Tiszanagyfalu,134 and a close parallel of the situla fragments from Nedilys’ka,135 confirming the 
correctness of Pál Patay’s 1970 reconstruction.136 

In light of these huge sums, it is not surprising that illicit metal detectoring and smuggling of 
archeological artefacts is flourishing in Eastern Europe. One of the many countries dealing 
with this problem is Ukraine, where the current political situation has worsened the case ever 
further. This is an undeniable fact that has countless examples uploaded daily on Ukrainian 
and Russian online auctions and metal detectorists forums. One of the most shameful things 
to see as a Hungarian is that there is even a private Facebook group for selling Eastern Car-
pathian archaeological finds (“Numizmatika,bonisztika,militária,és a többi!!!”), which is oper-
ated by Transcarpathian Hungarians and Ukrainians. The hopelessness of the situation can be 

128 Metzner-Nebelsick 2010, 138; V. Szabó 2017, 256–261, 278.
129 Vachta 2008, 108–109, Abb. 85.
130 Iaia 2007. 
131 Tarbay 2014, Fig. 43.4a–e.
132 Retrieved from https://www.the-saleroom.com/en-gb/auction-catalogues/artemis-gallery-ancient-art/cata-

logue-id-srartem10000/lot-740d8b1a-f83e-4ea1-94e7-a3f70064d3ec (10. 01. 2019, 9:25).
133 Retrieved from www.liveauctioneers.com/item/27124538_superb-large-hallstadt-bronze-situla (10. 01. 2019, 

10:05).
134 Patay 1990, Taf. 34.64.
135 Gedl 2001, Taf. 77.C6.
136 Patay 1970. 
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well-illustrated by Youtube videos that have been made by Ukrainan detectorists posing with 
their finds or proudly showing how they are looting the sites. As a Carpathian researcher, 
these videos and uploads showing the looting of objects that could have come from Eastern 
Slovakia, Southern Poland, Northeastern Hungary or Romania are particularly distressing. 
The two objects allegedly found in “Ternopil Oblast” fall into this category. “Eastern Europe” 
is a world without consequences, which is perhaps best illustrated by another example. In 
17 December 2017, a Youtube user under the name of Yuriy Karbovsky has uploaded a vid-
eo137 on the finding of a Debrecen-type socketed axe (Ha A2–Ha B1), which is particularly 
characteristic of the Carpathian Basin. The video has been shared as a “Success Story” by the 
official site of the Minelab Electronics Pty Ltd.,138 which is one of the main metal detector 
distributors today (Fig. 23).

When informers are too afraid to talk, and rich Western collectors and greedy auction houses 
offer unrealistically high prizes for archaeological objects, there is no other option than mon-
itoring the metal detectorists’ forums and the antiquities market. Our “Success Story” is the 
second situla from Hajdúböszörmény, which has shown that there is still hope. In the case of 
the hoard from “Mátészalka”, the situation is much more complicated because the finds have 
already left Hungary and entered the British antiquities market. Since there is practically 
no border control within the European Union, smuggling of these artefacts to Great Britan 
could not have been a hard task. Already in 10 September 2018, one of the swords (No. 3) has 
appeared on the Antiquities&Coins auction of the TimeLineAuctions (London). It was sold as 
the “property of a Suffolk gentleman; acquired before 2000”. It is a completely fake provenance 
and it also proves well how auction houses whitewash illicitly found archaeological objects 
from Eastern Europe. There can be no doubt that the two swords are one and the same. Their 
shape, fine typological marks, damages and even the corroded surface on their blades are 
completely identical (See Fig. 2.3, Fig. 12.7, Fig. 13). The object’s sold price is unknown, it has 
been estimated between £1,800 and £2,400,139 which is equivalent to ca. 640,79693–854,39591 
HUF or €1998.08–€2664.11 at the current exchange rate. This is roughly three or four times 
more than the average monthly net income in Hungary in 2018, which could explain why 
local illegal metal detectorists are so motivated. We do not have to go too far to find the other 
sword (No. 1). It has been also sold in London, in the auction of the 1stdibs. The provenance 
of the object is again an obvious fake: “from a European private collection, acquired in the 
1980s”.140 The identification of the artefact does not require detailed explanation, as the sword 
sold in the auction perfectly matches with the No. 1 sword from “Mátészalka” (Fig. 2.1, Fig. 
12.1–6, Fig. 13, Fig. 14.1). The sold price of the artefact is unknown as the auction has already 
been closed and all information was removed from the site. Although the other four swords 
(Nos. 2, 4–6) are currently not on display in the antiquities market, we can assume that they 
have also been smuggled to Great Britain. The conclusions of this study are not positive. The 
finds from “Mátészalka” and “Ternopil Oblast” are recent victims of the illicit antiquities trade, 

137 Retrieved from www.youtube.com/watch?v=mK07ZTCWzT8 (02. 01. 2019, 13:55). 
138 Retrieved from https://www.minelab.com/eur/go-minelabbing/success-stories/bronze-celt?f=Years%2CCat-

egories%2C57178%2C89259%2C53318%2CFotm&fYears=2017%2C2009 (02. 01. 2019, 13:59).
139 Retrieved from https://www.sixbid.com/browse.html?auction=5089&category=157344&lot=4239138 (28. 12. 

2018, 9:49).
140 Retrieved from https://www.1stdibs.com/furniture/decorative-objects/sculptures/mounted-objects/euro-

pean-bronze-age-sword-1200-bc/id-f_8667883/?modal=contact-dealer&userComesFromAmp=true (28. 12. 
2018, 10:08).
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and they demonstrate well what is happening in Eastern Europe right now. In simple terms, 
high quality, valuable assemblages are looted by local and foreign illegal metal detectorists, 
who sold them to private collectors and to Western European auction houses. As a second 
step, the objects from these assemblages are scattered in the antiquities market and being sold 
under falsified provenance one by one. As a result, the most important finds that could play a 
key role in the interpretation of European prehistory are slowly disappearing and transform-
ing into storyless aesthetic objects, hidden away in the cabinets of rich collectors. 
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Appendix

List 1.1. Hajdúböszörmény-type situlae141

After von Merhart 1952, 70, Karte 6; von Merhart 1969, 377–378; Patay 1969, 175, Tab. 1; 
Mendeleţ 1975, 52–53; Jacob 1995, 224–225; Jankovits 1996, Abb. 10; V. Szabó 2009a, 9. kép; 
Teržan et al. 2016, 483–484; V. Szabó – Bálint 2017, 6. kép.

1. Biernacice (Poland, Łódź Voivodeship) bronze vessel hoard (end of Period IV/Ha B1): von Mer-
hart 1952, 70, Taf. 20.1–1a; Kostrzewski 1955, 108, Ryc. 265; Wiklak 1972, 108, Tab. IV.1; Gedl 
2001, 17, 33, Taf. 11.37.142

2. “Eastern Slovakia” (Slovakia) Moravian archaeological collection, stray find: Podborský 2012, 
205–206.

3. Granzin (Germany, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern State) bronze vessel hoard: Montelius 1902, 11, 
Fig. 9; Beltz 1882, 288–292, Taf. VI.11; Beltz 1910, Taf. 43.89; Adama van Scheltema 1923, 
134–135, Taf. XIV.2; Sprockhoff 1930, 89, Taf. 29a; von Merhart 1952, 70, Taf. 20.2; Sprockhoff 
1956, 244; Patay 1972; Hundt 1997, 60, Nr. 104, Taf. 38.1–2, Taf. 39.1; Martin 2009, 99, Taf. 38.134, 
Taf. 39.134, Taf. 40.135, Taf. 41.135.

4. Hajdúböszörmény-Csege-halom (Hungary, Hajdú-Bihar County) hoard, 3 situlae/2 situlae and 
a conical-shaped strainer (Ha B1): Hampel 1877, Pl. XII; Hampel 1878, 74–75, Pl. LXV. Fig. 3; 
Hampel 1886a, LXV. tábla 3; Hampel 1892, 49–58; Montelius 1902, 11–12, Fig. 11; Åberg 1935, 
Abb. 162; von Merhart 1952, 70, Taf. 20.6; Patay 1969b, 175–181, Taf. XLVI.2; Kemenczei 1984, 
172–173, Taf. CXCVIa.1; Patay 1990, 41, Taf. 30.57–59; Mozsolics 1984, 89, 91, Abb. 1.4; Mozso-
lics 2000, 43–47, Taf. 30.4; V. Szabó 2015, 166–167, III.123; V. Szabó – Bálint 2017, 9. kép, 10. kép; 
Szabó 2017, 45–49, 1. kép, 3. kép 2, 9. kép. 

5. “Lúčky” (Slovakia, Žilina Region) uncertain hoard: von Merhart 1952, 70; Novotná 1970, 63, 
103–104, Abb. 19; Novotná 1991, 47, 58, Taf. 11.54.143

6. “Obišovce”/Unprovenanced (Slovakia) looted hoard/stray find: Veliačik 2015, 155, Obr. 1–2.

141 The lists include bibliographic references on studies dealing with certain Hajdúböszörmény-type and 
Obišovce-type situlae. They are incomplete as some foreign studies are inaccessible in Hungary. Therefore 
they should be supplemented in the future. 

142 For further literature see (Gedl 2001, 17). 
143 For further literature see (Novotná 1970, 104). 
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7. Mezőkövesd (Hungary, Hajdú-Bihar County) hoard (Ha B1): Patay 1969b, 168–171, Abb. 2–3, Taf. 
XLI–XLII; Kemenczei 1984, 149; Patay 1990, 41, Taf. 31.60; Mozsolics 2000, 55–56, Taf. 51.a–b.

8. Namysłów (Poland, Opoe Voivodeship) individual find with a socketed axe in its vicinity: Molen-
da 2015, 141–142, Ryc 2–4, 7–8.

9. Nedilys’ka (Niedzieliska/Niediliśka) (Ukraine, Lviv Oblast) hoard (Periode III–V, time of deposi-
tion: Period V): Sulimirski 1937, 264, 277, Tabl. III.7; Żurowski 1949, 168–169; Patay 1969a, 14, 3. 
kép; 1970; Gedl 2001, 63–64, Taf. 77.C6; бандрівсьКий et al. 2014, 248, 252, руc. 15.

10. Nyírlugos-Szennyespuszta (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg County) hoard (Ha B1): Zoltai 
1915, 127; Zoltai 1926, 131, Fig. 3; Childe 1929, 375, Fig. 212; von Merhart 1952, 70, Taf. 20.7; 
Jósa – Kemenczei 1965, 23, 36, XLV. tábla 25; Patay 1969b, 175–178, Taf. XLVII.1; Kemenczei 
1984, 179, Taf. CCXVc.25; Patay 1990, 41, Taf. 32.61; Mozsolics 2000, 62–63, Taf. 68.11; V. Szabó 
2015, 176, III.145. 

11. Picugi/Picuge [Pizzughi] (Croatia, Istria County) stray find from cemetery (9th–8th centuries BC): 
Mladin 1974, 46, 49, 51, 75, 117, T. XXIV.2, T. XXV.1, T. LXII; Mihovilić 2013, 155–157, Fig. 
87–88.144 

12. Remetea Mare145 (Romania, Timiş County) Gáva pottery style settlement, pit: Mendeleţ 1974, 
95–97, Abb. 1–3; Mendeleţ 1975, 49–52, Fig. 1–4; Gumă 1993, 256, No. 49, 261, 294, No. 122, Pl. 
XXXVII.B; Soroceanu 2008, 179–180, Abb. 27a–d, Taf. 40A–42A; Hegyi 2014, 41, Fig. a–b.

13. Rivoli Veronese (Italy, Verona Province) “graves” (800–750 BC; Ha B2/B3146): de Stefani 1885; 
Montelius 1895a, 265–266; Montelius 1895b, Pl. 48.10; Ghirardini 1897, 31–34, Fig. 7a–b; Ghi-
rardini 1901, 200, Fig. 3a–b; Montelius 1902, 74, Fig. 78; von Merhart 1952, 70, Taf. 20.5, Taf. 
23.5; Bietti Sestieri 1976, 104–105, 108, Fig. 13.1; Iaia 2005, 227, 237–238, Fig. 87A, Fig. 88c.

14. Saint-Romain-de-Jalionas (France, Auvergne-Rhône-Alpes Region) grave (9th–8th centuries BC): 
Verger 1990, 55–59, Fig. 3.

15. Sâg/Sîg (Romania, Sălaj County) hoard (Ha B1): Soroceanu – Lakó 1981, 145–146, Fig. 1–4; 
Petrescu-Dîmboviţa 1977, 134, Pl. 320.1–2, 5–6; Soroceanu 2008, 180, Taf. 43–44, Abb. 28a–b.

16. Sényő-Dajkahegy (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg County) individual find: Jósa 1902, 277–
278, III. tábla; Gallus – Horváth 1939, 92, Taf. XVII.5; von Merhart 1952, 70, Taf. 20.8; Jósa – 
Kemenczei 1965, 26, LXIV. tábla; Patay 1969b, Taf. XLVII.2; Patay 1990, 41, Taf. 33.62; Mozsolics 
2000, 73–74, Taf. 90.1.

17. Siem (Denmark, Nordjylland) metal vessel hoard from marshland: Undset 1882, 358, Taf. XXIX. 
Fig. 2; Montelius 1902, 9–10, Fig. 8; Broholm 1933, 231; Lindgren 1938, 77, Fig. 4; Brøndsted 
1939, 191, Fig. 177a; Broholm 1949, 245–246, Pl. 65.3; von Merhart 1952, 70, Taf. 20.3; Thrane 
1966, 184–192, Fig. 16–19; Kristiansen 2016, Siem.

18. Szentes-Nagyhegy III (Hungary, Csongrád County) hoard (Ha B1): von Merhart 1952, 70; 
Csallány 1939, 62, II. tábla 1–8; Kemenczei 1984, 184; Patay 1990, 41–42, Taf. 34.63; Mozsolics 
2000, 77–78, Taf. 95.3. 

19. Tiszanagyfalu I (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg County) hoard: Cimeliotheca 1825, 146, No. 8;  
Hampel 1886b, 23–24; Hampel 1892, 95; Patay 1969a; Patay 1969b, Taf. XLVIII.1; Kemenczei 
1984, 188; Mozsolics 1985, 193; Patay 1970, 174–176, Abb. 2–3; Patay 1990, 42, Taf. 34.64; Mozso-

144 For further literature see (Teržan et al. 2016, 483–484, List of site for Fig. 143, No. 25).
145 For further articles related to the site Remetea Mare see (Soroceanu 2008, 180). 
146 Hermann Müller-Karpe has emphasized the unsecure context and assigned the sword to the Ha B3 (Müller-

Karpe 1961, 83–84, Taf. 62.2, Taf. 103). Katalin Jankovits determined the Rivoli grave as a Paleo-Venet burial 
from the 8th–7th centuries BC (Jankovits 1996, 308). Cristiano Iaia dated the object between ca. 800 and 750 
BC (Iaia 2005, Fig. 87A). Biba Teržan dated the find to the prima età del Ferro IB–IIA (Ha B2/3) (Teržan 
2016, 359–360).



336

János Gábor Tarbay

lics 2000, 86–87, Taf. 111.1.

20. “Tolcsva-Várhegy” (Hungary, Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County) looted hoard (Ha B1): V. Szabó 
2013, 798–801, Fig. 3–6.

21. “Ternopil Oblast” (Ukraine) looted “grave”.

22. Ochtendung (Germany, Rhineland-Palatine State) hoard (Period V): von Berg 2004, 58; von Berg 
2017, 147–151, Abb. 1–3.

23. Oradea [Nagyvárad] (Romania, Bihor County) stray find: Jelentés Magyar Nemzeti Múzeum 
1912, 4. ábra; Roska 1942, 198–199, Nr. 88; von Merhart 1952, 70, Taf. 20.4; Patay 1969b, Taf. 
XLVIII.2; Mozsolics 2000, 62, Taf. 67.1; Soroceanu 2008, 180–181, Taf. 45.129, Abb. 29a–d.

24. Unterglauheim [Unter-Glauheim] (Germany, Bavaria State) grave (Ha B1147): Oberdonau-Kreise 
1836, 12–14, Tab. VI; Lindenschmit 1889, Taf. XLII.13; Montelius 1902, 11, Fig. 10; Behrens 
1916, 27, Abb. 9.3; Vogt 1950, Abb. 3.3; von Merhart 1952, 70, Abb. 3; Müller-Karpe 1958, 
30–31, Abb. 14; Müller-Karpe 1959, 293, Taf. 169.3, 3a; Menghin – Schauer 1983, 88–90, Abb. 
38.13e; Jockenhövel 1994, Abb. 77; Jacob 1995, 83, 103–104, 124, Taf. 50.312; Springer et al. 2003, 
289–290; Wirth 2003, 133–137; Wirth 2006a, Fig. 1–2; Wirth 2010, Abb. 9–10.

25. Unprovenanced: Tarbay 2014, 225, Fig. 43.4a–e.

26. Unprovenanced, Artemis Gallery 2014: Retrieved from www.liveauctioneers.com/item/27124538_
superb-large-hallstadt-bronze-situla (10. 01. 2019, 10:05) (Fig. 11).

List 1.2. Uncertain fragments148

1. Bokavić [Tuzla-Lukovac] (Bosnia and Hercegovina, Tuzla Canton) hoard (Ha B1–Ha B2): Čović 
1955, 96, 100, Tab. II.15a–b; Marijanović 1988, 107, No. 07.39 (Lukavac); König 2004, 184–191, 
Taf. 48.253. 

2. Buza (Romania, Cluj County) hoard, situla149 or amphora-shaped vessel150 (Ha B1–Ha B2): Soro-
ceanu – Buda 1978, 100, Abb. 1, Abb. 1, 1A; Soroceanu 2008, 191–193, Abb. 31, Taf. 48.135, Taf. 
75B.135, Taf. C.a.135.

3. Elsterwerda I (Germany, Brandenburg State) hoard, situla/Žatec-type cist151 (Ha A2): Sprockhoff 
1937, 8; Sprockhoff 1950, 142–143; Agde 1939, 170; von Brunn 1968, 317–318, Nr. 57; Clausing 
1996, 427, Abb. 4.28–29; Martin 2009, 99, Taf. 41.133.

4. Keszőhidegkút (Hungary, Tolna County) hoard (Ha A–Ha B1152): Tompa 1937, 108; Mozsolics 
1985, 135–137; Patay 1990, 84, Taf. 70.166.

5. Osternienburg (Germany, Saxony-Anhalt State) Mound 2/Grave II (1925) (Ha A2): Sprockhoff 
1930, 90, Taf. 11; Martin 2009, 99–100, Taf. 41.136.

6. Poland, stray find: Gedl 2001, 34, Taf. 11.38. 

147 According to Christina Jacob, the find could have been deposited later than the Ha B1: „Die Ähnlichkeit der 
Beckenattaschen mit Handhaben aus einem Fund von Welby (s.o.) verleitet zu der Überlegung, daß der Fund 
von Unterglauheim später in die Erde gelangte, als es anhand des Bronzeeimers (Nr. 312) bisher angenommen 
wurde.” (Jacob 1995, 103–104, 222–223, 408–409). Here, I follow the dating provided by Stefan Wirth (See 
Wirth 2003, 136). 

148 The list includes Hajdúböszörmény-style metal sheet fragments and handles. These could also belong to 
amphora-shaped bronze vessels, conical-shaped strainers, Žatec-type cist or decorated helmets.

149 See Borgna 1999, 157, Fig. 3.2; Teržan et al. 2016, 483, No. 12, Anm. 11. 
150 Soroceanu 2008, 191–193.
151 Based on Christof Clausing’s analysis, I believe that this fragment could be a Žatec-type cist. This identifi-

cation requires the personal study of the objects in the future. 
152 Amália Mozsolics has assigned the hoard to the Kurd horizon (Ha A1) but the presence of a Hajdúböször-

mény-style metal sheet fragment suggests a later Ha B1 deposition (Mozsolics 1985, 137). 
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7. Zürich-Wollishofen-Haumesser (Switzerland, Zürich’s 2nd District) lake-dwelling (Ha A–Ha B3): 
Heierli 1886, 20, 22, Taf. IV.31; Vogt 1950, 224–225, Taf. XXVI.3; von Merhart 1952, 70; Primas 
1990, 85–87, Abb. 10; Jennings 2013, 57–58, 81, 157, 209, 219.

8. Škocjan-Mušja jama (Slovenia, Divača Municipality) cave (site: 12th/11th–8th/7th centuries BC; 
fragment: Ha B2–Ha B3): Szombathy 1912, 151–153, Fig. 104; von Merhart 1941, 20, Abb. 8.2; 
Hencken 1971, 121–122; Jockenhövel 1974, 44, Fig. 92c; Guštin 1979, T. A.104; Iaia 2005, Fig. 
90; Borgna 2016, 125–128; Borgna et al. 2016, 563, 692, Tav. 17.11, Tav. 71.12; Mödlinger 2017, 
136, Fig. 2.28.3; Teržan 2016, 437–438. 

List 1.3. Obišovce-type situlae
1. Hajdúböszörmény-Csege-halom II (Hungary, Hajdú-Bihar County) individual find: V. Szabó 

2009a, 281–283, 2–3. kép; V. Szabó 2013, 801–803, Fig. 7; Angyal et al. 2017; Borbíró et al. 2017; 
Szabó 2017, 49–53, 2–3.1. kép; V. Szabó – Bálint 2017, 1–5. kép.

2. ”Obišovce”/”Altenfließ” (Slovakia/Germany) looted hoard: Studeníková 1999, 177; Bartík 2007; 
Studeníková 2007; V. Szabó 2009a, 285, 3. kép; V. Szabó 2009b, 130, 1. kép; Wirth 2010, 504–507, 
Abb. 4, 6–8; V. Szabó – Bálint 2017, 14–15, 7. kép. 

3. Pócspetri (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg County) individual hoard from the edge of a Gáva 
pottery style settlement (Ha A2–Ha B1): Kalli 2012, 167, 8. tábla, 9. tábla 2; Kalli 2017, 181, 
184–187, 3. kép, 8–9. kép.

List 1.4. Uncertain fragments 
1. Biharugra (Hungary, Békés County) uncertain hoard: Gallus – Horváth 1939, 91, 130; Vogt 1950, 

225, Anm. 39; Metzner-Nebelsick 2002, 470–474, Abb. 210.1–2, Taf. 136.13; Metzner-Nebelsick 
2010, 133, Anm. 47; Kemenczei 2005, 63, 131–132, Tab. 1, Taf. 15.72–74. 
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Fig. 11. A Hajdúböszörmény-type situla sold on the Artemis Gallery in 2014. Retrieved from www.
liveauctioneers.com/item/27124538_superb-large-hallstadt-bronze-situla (10. 01. 2019, 10:05).
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Fig. 12. Two swords from the “Mátészalka” (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg County) hoard sold 
on British auctions. 1–6 – No. 1 sword –1stdibs (London). Retrieved from https://www.1stdibs.com/
furniture/decorative-objects/sculptures/mounted-objects/european-bronze-age-sword-1200-bc/
id-f_8667883/?modal=contact-dealer&userComesFromAmp=true (28. 12. 2018, 10:08), 7 – No. 3 sword –  
TimeLineAuctions (London), Antiquities&Coins. Retrieved from https://www.sixbid.com/browse.
html?auction=5089&category=157344&lot=4239138 (28. 12. 2018, 9:49). 
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Fig. 13. Sword hoard from “Mátészalka” (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg County).
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Fig. 14. Sword hoard from “Mátészalka” (Hungary, Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg County).
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Fig. 15. Uploaded images of the finds from “Ternopil Oblast” (Ukraine). Retrieved from http://domon-
gol.org/viewtopic.php?f=10&t=26981 (15. 04. 2017, 09:51).
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Fig. 16. Uploaded images of the finds from “Ternopil Oblast” (Ukraine). Retrieved from http://domon-
gol.org/viewtopic.php?f=10&t=26981 (15. 04. 2017, 09:51).
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Fig. 17. Uploaded images of the finds from “Ternopil Oblast” (Ukraine). Retrieved from http://domon-
gol.org/viewtopic.php?f=10&t=26981 (15. 04. 2017, 09:51).
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Fig. 18. Uploaded images of the finds from “Ternopil Oblast” (Ukraine). Retrieved from http://domon-
gol.org/viewtopic.php?f=10&t=26981 (15. 04. 2017, 09:52).
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Fig. 19. Uploaded images of the finds from “Ternopil Oblast” (Ukraine). Retrieved from http://domon-
gol.org/viewtopic.php?f=10&t=26981 (15. 04. 2017, 09:52).
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Fig. 20. Uploaded images of the finds from “Ternopil Oblast” (Ukraine). Retrieved from http://domon-
gol.org/viewtopic.php?f=10&t=26981 (15. 04. 2017, 09:54).
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Fig. 21. Uploaded images of the finds from “Ternopil Oblast” (Ukraine). Retrieved from http://domon-
gol.org/viewtopic.php?f=10&t=26981 (15. 04. 2017, 09:54).
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Fig. 22. The find from “Ternopil Oblast” (Ukraine) on the domongol.org blog. Retrieved from http://
domongol.org/viewtopic.php?f=10&t=26981 (15. 04. 2017, 09:55).
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Fig. 23. The “Ukranian Success Story” on site of the Minelab Electronics Pty Ltd. Retrieved from 
https://www.minelab.com/eur/go-minelabbing/success-stories/bronze-celt?f=Years%2CCatego-
ries%2C57178%2C89259%2C53318%2CFotm&fYears=2017%2C2009 (02. 01. 2019, 13:59). 
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