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A Supplemented Thesis Abstract 
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Department of Archaeology, Prehistoric Collection

tarbay.gabor@mnm.hu

Abstract
Abstract of PhD thesis submitted in 2019 to the Archaeology Doctoral Programme, Doctoral School of History, 
Eötvös Loránd University, Budapest under the supervision of Gábor V. Szabó

Introduction1

The dissertation titled as ‘Type Gyermely Hoards and Their Dating’ discussed Late Bronze 
Age hoards, which have been associated with the Horizon Gyermely (Ha A2, Hortfundstufe 
III, Jászkarajenő-Uzsavölgy Stufe) from the territory of Western and Eastern Hungary.2 The 
‘Hungarian Ha A2’ is a contradict period that was interpreted as a transitional stage by the 
local research, which ‘wedged’ between two main periods, the  Ha A1 (Horizon Kurd, Hort-
fundstufe II) and the Ha B1 (Horizon Hajdúböszörmény, Hortfundstufe IVa). 

Starting from this ‘transitional period’, in the territory of the Hungary significant histori-
cal changes supposed to happen within three large cultural complexes, the Transdanubian 
Urnfield circle, the Eastern Hungarian Gáva pottery style and the North Hungarian Kyjatice 
culture. In the western territories, decline of hoarding traditions and settlement complexity 
can be seen, while in the Eastern regions a new and uniform pottery style have emerged and 
during the Ha B1, the quality and quantity of hoards increased, forming the Horizon Hajdú-
böszörmény. According to conventional theories, the hoards of the Horizon Gyermely are the 
archaeological heritage of this transition. 

The identification of the Ha A2 period in the territory of the Carpathian Basin and Hungary  
based almost solely on the relative chronological position of hoards and metal finds. The 
chronological schemes of Amália Mozsolics and Tibor Kemenczei relied on the 1968 mono-
graph of Wilhelm Albert von Brunn, which formulated the concept of transitional theory.3 In 
contrast, the Berlin school’s head Svend Hansen assigned these some of these assemblages to 
the Ha B1.4 Peter Turk also rejected the ‘transitional concept’ and dated the Transdanubian 
Gyermely hoards to broader chronological units.5 According to the latest results of the Hun-
garian research, the discussed period also seemed to be dissolved in the territory of Transdan-
ubia based on the analysis of individual hoards.6 

1	 The author of the thesis is currently working on the English publication of his dissertation. This thesis ab-
stract is supplemented with a few new results derived from this work. 

2	 Tarbay 2018.
3	 von Brunn 1968; Mozsolics 1985; Kemenczei 1996a. 
4	 Hansen 1994, 397–406; Hansen 1996.
5	 Turk 1996. 
6	 Tarbay 2014; Váczi 2014; Tarbay 2015b. 
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As there was no comforting consensus in the last decades about this hoard horizon, the first-
hand re-documentation and re-analysis of the Hungarian Ha A2 hoards was an essential goal. 
To achieve this aim, systematic fine typo-chronological and wear analyses of 82 metal hoard 

Fig. 1. Hoards studied in the dissertation: Badacsonytomaj-Köbölkút, 2 – Balassagyarmat, 3 – Bala-
tonszabadi-Gamásza, 4 – Bátaszék, 5 – Békéscsaba, 6 – Biatorbágy-Herceghalom, 7 – Borsodbóta,  
8 – Borsodgeszt-Kerekhegy, 9 – Buj-Fekete-halom, 10 – Csabdi-Bükkös erdő, 11 – Cserebökény, 
12 – Debrecen-Látókép II, 13 – Debrecen-Dombos tanya III, 14 – Döge/Szabolcsveresmart, 15 – 
Ecseg-Kozárdi hegy I, 16 – Edelény I, 17 – Fonyód II, 18 – Gáborján-Korhány halom, 19 – Gelénes/
Téglás I, 20 – Gyermely-Szomor, 21 – Hajdúböszörmény-Hetven-laponyag, 22 – Hatvan–Pest– 
Losonc–Beszterce vasútvonal, 23 – Hévízgyörk, 24 – Hódmezővásárhely-Fehértó puszta Ia-b,  
25 – Isaszeg, 26 – Jászdózsa-Morvay tanya, 27 – Jászkarajenő, 28 – Kenderes, 29 – Kesztölc-Bodzás 
dűlő, 30 – Krasznokvajda-Zábráczky dűlő, 31 – Lesenceistvánd Ia, 32 – Lesenceistvánd Ib, 33 –  
Lesenceistvánd [‘Uzsavölgy’] II, 34 – Lovasberény, 35 – Máriakéménd, 36 – Mérk-Tiborszállás,  
37 – Meszlen, 38 – Mohács, 39 – Nagydém-Gerha dűlő Ia-b, 40 – Nagydobsza, 41 – Nagyrábé I,  
42 – Napkor-Ludas tó, 43 – Nádudvar-Bojárhollós I, 44 – Nógrádmarcal, 45 – Nyíregyháza-Ér alatti 
szőlők III, 46 – Nyíregyháza-Sertéskombinát V, 47 – Nyírpazony-Új szőlő, 48 – Oroszlány-Erőmű 
[‘Bokod’], 49 – Pusztadobos, 50 – Sarkad I, 51 – Siklósnagyfalu [‘Beremend’], 52 – Sióagárd- 
Leányvár I, 53 – Somogyszob, 54 – Sümeg-Papföld mező, 55 – Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg County, 56 – 
Szarvas vidéke, 57 – Székesfehérvár-Szeder utca, 58 – Szendrőlád-Kőbánya tető, 59 – Szentes- 
Nagyhegy Ia-b, 60 – Szihalom, 61 – Szombathely-Jáki út, 62 – Szőkedencs, 63 – Tata-Dunamellék,  
64 – Tatabánya-Bánhida I, 65 – Tatabánya-Bánhida II, 66 – Tatabánya-Ótelep III, 67 – Szajla [Terpes], 
68 – Tiszabercel-Sárgadomb, 69 – Tiszalök-Újtelep I, 70 – Tiszaszőlős I, 71 – ‚Tiszaszőlős II’ (fictive 
hoard), 72 – Tiszavasvári-Téglagyár II, 73 – Torvaj, 74 – Tuzsér, 75 – Várvölgy-Nagyláz-hegy  
[Felsőzsid] I, 76 – Velem Ia-b, 77 – Velem IV, 78 – Vésztő-Damjanich utca 6, 79 – Zalaszentmihály- 
Pötréte, 80 – Zsáka-Dávid tanya I, 81 – Zsáka-Dávid tanya II, 82 – Zsujta-Ortvány dűlő.
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assemblages have been done within the author’s PhD work (Fig. 1).7 The selected finds includ-
ed those Hungarian hoards which were previously identified as transitional ones by Amália 
Mozsolics (Horizon Gyermely) and Tibor Kemenczei (Hortfundstufe III), as well as some ty-
pologically related hoards from the Horizon Hajdúböszörmény (Ha B1). New assemblages, 
which have not been published in detail were also studied. The main goal of the dissertation 
was to take a stand on the topic of the Hungarian Ha A2 horizon and determine the relative 
chronological position of the hoard assemblages and characterize the objects selected to them. 

The ‘Collapse’ of a Hoard Horizon 
A new catalogue 

The results of the dissertation were partly based on a catalogue, that included high-resolution 
photo plates, wear data and metrical description of the finds. Brief summary of the circum-
stances of discovery and the typo-chronological aspects and selection of the hoards were also 
added. Unlike former studies, which only dealt with hoards selectively, the thesis published 
the full content of each assemblages. This resulted an ‘increase’ of previously neglected ob-
jects like raw materials (plano-convex ingots, droplets, casting jets) and certain ornament 
types (e.g. Type Lovasberény rings). 

Source criticism

An important factor in the analysis was source criticism. Authenticity of the contexts was 
re-evaluated by archive documents. Post-depositional effects on the hoards’ content, tech-
nological profile, fragmentation and manipulation patterns were also analysed. The results 
of this approach were not at all positive. From methodological point of view, majority of the 
Hungarian assemblages associated with the Ha A2 are practically unsuitable for drawing rep-
resentative conclusions on relative chronology. This statement is especially true for those as-
semblages that were acquired by museums from private collectors and antiquities dealers. The 
composition of these hoards showed serious gaps. As a result, the determination of their com-
plete relative chronological pattern and their time of deposition was not possible. In certain 
cases, it is unclear why they were included in the transition horizon at all. Fine example is the 
‘allegedly Mohács’ hoard, which the Hungarian National Museum (HNM) bought from Jakab 
Krausz antiquities dealer. According to József Hampel, the original hoard weighed ca. 15 kg. 
It consisted of 12 socketed axes, 1 socketed hammer, 20 sickle fragments, 20 spearheads and 
several ingots and rings (Fig. 2.C). The HNM acquired the minority of the finds, which only  
3 sickles, 3 socketed axes and 1 hair-ring has remained (Fig. 2.A).8 Nonetheless, Amália Mozso-
lics related it to the Horizon Gyermely and Tibor Kemenczei associated the finds with the 
Hortfundstufe III.9 The obviously incomplete hoard was even analysed by statistical methods  

7	 Unfortunately, one of the hoards turned out to be a fictive one, a few months after submission. Amália 
Mozsolics and Tibor Kemenczei cited both the ‘Tiszaszőlős-Csákányszeg’ (Tiszaszőlős 2) hoard from a glass 
negative stored at the Archives of the Hungarian National Museum (No. Ő 2399). This glass negative shows 
four socketed axes, and two knobbed sickles with the inscription of ‘Tiszaszőlős, from a private collection’. 
Kemenczei 1984, 189, Pl. 209.c.1, 4–5; Mozsolics 1985, 205; Kemenczei 1996a, 78. The artefacts on the glass 
negative are completely identical in every details (e.g. size, shape, breakages, corrosion marks) with the 
objects from the Blatná Polianka (Slovakia) hoard. The axes and sickles from the Blatná Polianká hoard still 
have the original inventory numbers referring to the Slovakian site. See Tarbay 2019b, 316–319, Pl. 9–11.

8	 Inventory Book of the Hungarian National Museum 1878, Inv. No. 1878.3.1–7; Hampel 1886, 48–49; 
Hampel 1892, 92; Holste 1951, 14, Pl. 23.19–24. 

9	 Mozsolics 1985, 150; Kemenczei 1996a, 77; Kemenczei 1996b, 233, 235, Fig. 6.6–12.
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Fig. 2. A: Objects remained of the hoard from ‘allegedly Mohács’. 1–3 – socketed axes, 4–6 – flanged 
sickles, 7 – hair-ring, B – Technological classes and relative dating of the finds, C – Reconstruction 
of the presumed composition of the hoard (after Hampel 1886, Hampel 1892; information provided 
by Bernhard Heeb via e-mail).
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in the recent monograph of Olimpia Bratu.10 The results of typo-chronological analysis based 
on the ‘allegedly Mohács’ hoard’s complete group of parallels also argues against the Ha A2 
dating. The complete relative chronological interval of the finds covers the time between the 
Ha A1 and Ha B2/Ha B3. The time of deposition, if these finds were at all belong together was 
the Ha B2/Ha B3 based on No. 3 axe (Fig. 2.B). 

Systematic metalwork wear analysis 

The material was studied by microscope-camera images and high-resolution photographs. It 
focused on the identification of manufacturing techniques, usage and fragmentation traces. 
This approach allowed the characterization of the objects’ life cycles, hoard selection and to 
draw conclusions on general technological patterns. 

The selection of the studied hoards were not uniform. In addition to ingots, as-casts, untreat-
ed casts, semi-finished products, finished products, used, modified or even secondary used 
objects could be selected to these hoards. The object selection was individual and varied in 
each hoard. Although, it seems that the deposition of finished products beside ingots were 
dominant. A fine example is the Tatabánya-Bánhida II hoard. Based on the wear analysis, it 
consisted of raw materials, by-products, untreated casts. Also several finished products were 
selected to the hoard, some of which showed even traces of use. Most objects went through 
intentional manipulations by different methods (breakage, bending, blade impacts, objects 
combination) (Fig. 3). 

The selection of as-casts, semi-finished products were typical in hoards that included also var-
ious ingots and casting by-products. Certain objects were almost completely selected without 
any further post casting treatment. Such finds are the Type Palotabozsok axes, which were 
either ingots or they were directly cast before the act of deposition, or they have been made 
intentionally for the deposition act. 

Objects showed differences in their post-casting treatment. Fine manufacturing traces were 
visible on weapons, ornaments and special finds (e.g. decorated knives). These products were 
part of the personal representation. Thus, their aesthetic appearance was also important to 
their owners. In contrast, the manufacturing traces on ‘mass products’ like socketed axes or 
sickles were superficial and it was observable mainly on the functional part of the objects (e.g. 
blades). Their purpose was to make the objects suitable for use, the appearance of product 
was less important. Casting defects and manufacturing errors were also observed. We can 
conclude that the Late Bronze Age defect tolerance was much higher than in modern times. 
Some of them (e.g. mismatch) were repaired during the post-casting treatment phase, while 
others, especially aesthetic ones were generally ignored (misrun, core shift, amorphous cast 
patterns, shrinkage, minor porosity). Only those finds were not manufactured further which 
defect (e.g. core rising, incomplete casts) did not allowed the objects to be used. Several of the 
cast defected artefacts were manufactured as finished products and even showed traces of use. 

Against many serious source critical problems (e.g. outdated restoration, modern damages 
and use occurred at the time of discovery or in the museum collections), the analysis of wear 
traces was also possible. Use-wear analysis was particularly effective on cast objects which 
provided the core data of the studied material. Based on these results, it can be stated that 

10	 Bratu 2009, 304, No. 692. 
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almost all hoards contained finished products. On better preserved specimens it was also pos-
sible to document different traces of use. In several cases these objects indicated a quite long 
use-life. Fine examples are the re-shaped spearheads, the secondary hilted sword and those 
sickles, knives and axes which were used to their maximal life-span or the hammers made of 
broken socketed axes. Characteristic abrasion traces were also visible on ornaments. Rings 
had worn surfaces and chased patterns, fibulae and belt hooks were repaired. It is plausible 
that these ornaments were personal sets used by their owners until their death or inherited 
from generations to generations before their deposition. 

The fragmentation and manipulation patterns of the hoards were also subjected to study. In 
general, it can be stated that manipulation practices (bending, object combinations, blow, etc.) 
are primarily related to object types. Their form and way of execution was influenced both 

Fig. 3. Selection model of the Tatabánya-Bánhida II hoard (made after Tarbay 2018, 670–676).
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by their physical properties and certain ritual traditions. Breakages and manipulations were 
divided into detailed categories: 1. post-depositional, 2. prehistoric, 3. raw material partition-
ing, 4. usage damages. In the studied material, the first three seem to be dominant. Prehis-
toric breakages occurred on finished, unfinished and used objects alike. We believe that the 
fragmentation of raw material cannot primarily be related to deposition. They could have 
been made during casting at a pre-depositional location like casting workshop as part of the 
everyday foundry process. The fragmentation profile of the hoards was not uniform either 
and it depended on their geographical position, size, technological and typological selection. 

Typo-chronology 

The typo-chronological analysis of the finds was supplemented with lists of parallels and maps 
depicting the spatial appearance of all types. The aim of this approach was to provide the most 
complete, European-context analysis for the objects based on the current typo-chronological 
knowledge and the available literature. The results suggest that an individual horizon that 
can be synchronized with the Ha A2 phase is not possible to observe in the Hungarian ma-
terial. The dating of the objects is various, ranging from the Br D/Ha A1 to the Ha B2/Ha B3.  
In several cases the ‘Ha A2’ overlapped with the Ha B1, which the author believes is an ‘artificial 
pattern’ caused by the fact that the von Brunn model was adopted without criticism by local 
researchers during the development of the Eastern European relative chronological schemes. 
Most of the studied hoards have been deposited at the time of the Ha B1, which support the 
theory of Svend Hansen.11 However, all hoards contained a significant number of ‘archaic’ 
objects, usually ornaments, knives and spearheads, which were much ‘older’ (Br D/Ha A1,  
Ha A1) from relative chronological point of view compared to the youngest finds in the 
hoards. Younger objects dated to the Ha B1 are bronze vessels, axes, winged axes and some of 
the sword. This refers to the possibility that the content of these hoards may have been accu-
mulated for a long period of time or their content was continuously manipulated at the sites 
until they have been ‘closed’ at the Ha B1. Naturally, long relative chronological patterns are 
also affected by several distorting phenomena like synchronization problems of local chrono-
logical systems, metallurgical traditions, modern mixture of finds. Typo-chronological results 
also suggest that there are some hoards which compose independent groups based on their 
time of deposition (e.g. Br D–Ha A1: Velem IV, Zalaszentmihály-Pötréte, Tiszalök). For hoards 
that are containing large quantities of objects, a ‘long’ relative chronological pattern consist-
ing of the material of several horizons are particularly characteristic (Fig. 4). 

Transdanubia

The relative chronological position of the studied hoards from Transdanubia covered the 
chronological phase between the Br D/Ha A1 and Ha B2/Ha B3. Based on the time of depo-
sition, the ‘oldest’ (Br D/Ha A1) assemblages are the Velem IV and Zalaszentmihály-Pötréte 
ornament set hoards. The time of deposition of the rest can be described as Ha A2/Ha B1, 
Ha B1, Ha B1/Ha B2, Ha B2/Ha B3. The complete relative chronological spectrum of most 
Transdanubian hoards started in the Br D/Ha A1 or in the Ha A1 (Fig. 4). The Transdanubian 
assemblages showed also differences in respect of their selection of types, quantity of objects 
and technological features. A more coherent hoard group can be outlined in the territory 
of the Transdanubian Mountains. Two hoards with metallurgical character – Nagydobsza, 

11	 Hansen 1996. 
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Siklósnagyfalu) shows particularly close relations regarding the typological and technolog-
ical aspects of the selected types. A strong metallurgical character is also present in several 
of the studied Transdanubian hoards, which have raw material components consisting of 
partitioned ingots, by-products selected directly from casting workshops. The raw material 
component can dominate an assemblage (e.g. Csabdi) or it can be manifested through one 
symbolic object (e.g. Oroszlány). The deposition of multiple ornaments here is also dominant. 
Some of these objects compose clear sets, e.g. fibulae pairs, Type Lovasberény rings, phalerae  

Fig. 4. The relative chronological position of the studied hoards: 1 – Velem IV, 2 – Zalaszentmihály,  
3 – Szőkedencs, 4 – Fonyód II, 5 – Velem Ia-b, 6 – Nagydém Ia-b, 7 – Várvölgy I, 8 – Torvaj, 
9 – Máriakéménd, 10 – Bátaszék, 11 – Csabdi, 12 – Tatabánya I, 13 – Kesztölc, 14 – Biatorbágy, 
15 – Somogyszob, 16 – Sióagárd, 17 – Székesfehérvár, 18 – Tatabánya II, 19 – Siklósnagyfalu, 20 – 
Gyermely-Szomor, 21 – Tatabánya III, 22 – Sümeg, 23 – Nagydobsza, 24 – Meszlen, 25 – Oroszlány, 
26 – Lesenceistvánd Ia, 27 – Lesenceistvánd II, 28 – Lesenceistvánd Ib, 29 – Szombathely, 30 – Bada-
csonytomaj, 31 – Lovasberény, 32 – Tata-Dunamellék, 33 – Mohács, 34 – Tiszalök, 35 – Nyíregyháza 
III, 36 – Krasznokvajda, 37 – Szabolcsveresmart/Döge, 38 – Tuzsér, 39 – Szihalom, 40 – Hatvan, 41 –  
Nyírpazony, 42 – Hódmezővásárhely, 43 – Hajdúböszörmény-Hetven-laponyag, 44 – Tiszabercel, 
45 – Sarkad, 46 – Balassagyarmat, 47 – Napkor, 48 – Zsáka I, 49 – Hévízgyörk, 50 – Ecseg, 51 – Bor-
sodgeszt, 52 – Szendrőlád, 53 – Zsujta, 54 – Jászkarajenő, 55 – Gelénes/Téglás, 56 – Buj, 57 – Puszta-
dobos, 58 – Tiszaszőlős I, 59 – Tiszavasvári II, 60 – Gáborján, 61 – Nagyrábé, 62 – Zsáka II,  
63 – Szarvas vidéke, 64 – Edelény, 65 – Borsodbóta, 66 – Nyíregyháza V, 67 – Mérk, 68 – Szabolcs- 
Szatmár-Bereg County, 69 – Kenderes, 70 – Debrecen III, 71 – Nádudvar II, 72 – Vésztő, 73 – Csere-
bökény, 74 – Szentes I, 75 – Jászdózsa, 76 – Debrecen II, 77 – Szajla, 78 – Isaszeg. 
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and knobs. Additional elements in larger quantities are axes and sickles, in certain cases bro-
ken swords or spearheads. A correspondence analysis made after the submission of the dis-
sertation also supported the above results. Those hoards, which were suitable for statistical 
analysis were dominated by raw materials or ornament. The coherent group on the territory 
of the Transdanubian Mountains were also visible (Fig. 5.A). 

The ‘cultural connections’ of these hoards are hard to interpreted as one unit, since their time 
of accumulation and deposition differs. Based on the typo-chronological analysis, main areas 
related to the studied Transdanubian hoards are the North Bohemian Basin and Moravia, the 
Alps, the region of the Drava and Sava Rivers and the territory of Bosnia and Hercegovina. 
Some of the hoards also contained unique finds, showing clear relations towards Northeastern 
Hungary and Germany or the Baltic area (e.g. amber beads from Zalaszentmihály-Pötréte).

Eastern Hungary

The analysis of the East Hungarian assemblages also did not support the existence of an inde-
pendent Ha A2 horizon. The ‘earliest’ assemblages can be dated to the Br D–Ha A (Sarkad I, 
Tiszalök) and Ha A (Tiszabercel). The rest of the finds were deposited in the Ha A2/Ha B1, Ha B1  
or Ha B1/Ha B2. Notable that many of them contained objects, which are belong to the Br D, 
Ha A1 or Br D/Ha A1 periods from relative chronological point of view (Fig. 4). 

Compared to Transdanubia, the quantity of the deposited finds is lower in Eastern Hungary. 
Uniform deposition pattern cannot be detected in studied Eastern Hungary material either. 
Pure sword hoards compose an independent group, which part of a supra-regional deposition-
al pattern.12 A unique find is the Zsujta hoard, which contains set of weapons, ornaments and 
a bird protomé (‘wagon part’), which has relations towards West and Northern Europe. The 
composition and the technological character of the Eastern hoards is diverse. Some assemblag-
es are dominated by raw materials, while in other rather different finished and used tools (axes, 
sickles) were selected. Ornaments, especially rings are characteristic here. Combination of or-
nament sets (rings, pins, fibulae) can also be seen among the East Hungarian material (Fig. 5.B). 
In the northern and north-eastern regions, the deposition of intact objects was characteristic, 
the degree of fragmentation increased to south and southwestern direction. Similarly, to Trans-
danubia, the fragmentation was more characteristic to large hoards containing various types. 

Since, the hoards from Eastern Hungary has different chronological ‘layers’ and their time of 
deposition was also pointed to different periods. The connections of the studied material were 
hard to describe within a uniform frame. The deposited objects showed connection with the 
north-eastern part of the Carpathian Basin and its neighbouring regions (e.g. South Poland, 
Ukraine). Besides local forms (e.g. Type Prejmer swords) objects related to Transdanubia and 
the Balkans can also be observed, which earliest chronological layer can be dated to the Br D/
Ha A1 (e.g. Type Nadap-Poljanci phalerae). Later variants are the sickles and the ornament 
combination of the Type Debrecen socketed axes. Hoards related to Transdanubia can be seen 
primarily in the territories of the Berettyó-Körös and Körös-Maros region. Even comparable 
technological and fragmentation patterns to Transdanubia can be observed here. Besides the 
above, North European, supra-regional (Type Jenišovice and Egyek cups, Type Vadena), Al-
pine (hammer-shaped ingot, Type Wilten belt hook) and South-German (winged axes) net-
work of connections can be outlined. 

12	 Vachta 2007, 48–58.
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Fig. 5. Correspondence analysis of statistically representative hoards (made after the results of the 
dissertation). 



341

Type Gyermely Hoards and Their Dating

Conclusions

Based on the analyses of the assemblages from the territory of Hungary, we can conclude that a 
Ha A2 metal hoard horizon cannot be identified. The reasons for this conclusion are as follows: 

•	 From source critical point of view, majority of the studied hoards are unsuitable for 
determining a fine ‘transition horizon’ or any horizon at all. 

•	 The relative chronological position of the individual objects making up the hoards 
cannot be synchronized with the Ha A2 phase. 

•	 In most cases, the complete chronological spectrum of the hoard assemblages extend-
ed beyond the Ha A2 phase. 

•	 The assemblages time of deposition is clearly not the Ha A2, as except from a few 
‘older’ Br D/Ha A1 and Ha A1 finds, they are terminated from relative chronological 
point of view in the Ha A2/Ha B1 or Ha B1 or even much later. 

•	 The studied hoards showed typological relations, however they do not form a homog-
enous unit in terms of selection (technology, fragmentation, manipulations) but they 
are rather fall into individual pieces and smaller groups affected by certain region, 
typological selection or technological aspects. 

•	 Most hoards that were previously associated with the Horizon Gyermely or Hortfund-
stufe III have a highly structured chronological selection, as they consist of materials 
from different periods. Besides obvious source critical factors (e.g. synchronization 
problems of Eastern European chronological systems, mixing of finds by antiquities 
dealers), the ‘long chronological’ patterns are reflected on accumulation mechanism 
of Carpathian hoards. It is possible that the finds were cumulated in households or 
metallurgical workshops for a long period of time and they have been selected to 
hoards at the time of deposition. Other scenarios like the continuous manipulation of 
the hoards content are also plausible. During this process, new elements were added 
to each hoard, some objects were taken out as tokens or selected elsewhere. Recycling 
of these the missing parts and finds are also highly plausible. 
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