DISSERTATIONES
ARCHAEOLOGICAE

ex Instituto Archaeologico
Universitatis de Rolando Eotvdos nominatae

o

Ser.3. No.11.| 2023



Dissertationes Archaeologicae
ex Instituto Archaeologico
Universitatis de Rolando E6tvés nominatae

Ser. 3. No. 11.

Editor-in-chief
Déavid BARTUS

Editorial board
Laszl6 BarTosiEwicz (Stockholm University, Stockholm, Sweden)
Ondfej CuvojkA (University of South Bohemia, Ceské Budéjovice, Czech Republic)
Zoltan Czajrix (E6tvos Lorand University, Budapest, Hungary)
Miroslava DaANOVA (University of Trnava, Trnava, Slovakia)

Mario GAVRANOVIC (Austrian Arhaeological Institute AAS, Vienna, Austria)
Hajnalka HEroLD (University of Exeter, Exeter, United Kingdom)
Tomas Kon1G (Comenius University, Bratislava, Slovakia)

Tina MiLavic (University of Ljubljana, Ljubljana, Slovenia)

Gabor V. SzaB6 (E6tvos Lorand University, Budapest, Hungary)
Tivadar Vipa (E6tvos Lorand University, Budapest, Hungary)

Technical editor
Gabor VAczi

Proofreading
Katalin SEBOK,
Emilia GRANDI, Zsuzsanna REED, Robin P. SYMONDsS

Cover picture
Bence SiMON

Aviable online at http://ojs.elte.hu/dissarch
Contact: dissarch@btk.elte.hu
Support: vaczi.gabor@btk.elte.hu

ISSN 2064-4574 (online)

Publisher
Laszlo Boray

© ELTE E6tvos Lorand University, Institute of Archaeological Sciences
© Authors
Budapest 2024

PKP W DOAJ ERIHALIE

EUROPEAN REFERENCE INDEX FOR THE

/ PUBLIC HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

KNOWLEDGE
PROJECT



https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9309-766X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1588-4406
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6324-4593
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0340-2841
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1324-566X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6249-1819
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8478-943X
https://fphil.uniba.sk/en/konig/
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6916-0382
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6680-7590
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0588-1906
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5068-1404
https://orcid.org/0009-0002-1928-2127
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6701-439X
http://ojs.elte.hu/dissarch
mailto:dissarch%40btk.elte.hu?subject=
mailto:vaczi.gabor%40btk.elte.hu?subject=
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8443-0619

CONTENTS

ARTICLES

Attila PENTEK — Norbert FARAGO

Obsidian-tipped spears from the Admiralty Islands
in the Oceania Collection of the Museum of Ethnography in Budapest

Maté MERVEL

33

New archaeobotanical finds from the Baradla Cave

Laszl6 Gucst

47

Black or white, possibility or necessity? Virtual restoration of encrusted pottery
for the better interpretation of their design

JozseF PuskAs — Sandor-Jozsef SzTANcsuy — Lorant DARVAS — Dan Buzea -
Judith KoszA-BERECZKI

77

Chronology of the Bronze Age in southeast Transylvania

Janos Gabor TARBAY

179

A looted ‘hoard’ from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’

Szilvia JoHACZI — Bence PARKANYI

203

Same but different: A new possible scheme on late archaic black-figure vases

Karoly TANkO — Andras KovAcs

215

Celtic plough and land use based on agricultural tool finds from the oppidum of Velem-Szent Vid

Csilla SARG

233

A brooch with a name stamp from Gy6ér-Ménf6csanak-Széles-foldek (Pannonia, Hungary)

Kata DEval

255

Roman head-shaped glass vessels from Hungary

Nikolaus G. O. BOROFFKA — Leonid M. SVERCHKOV

265

Kakhramontepa in Southern Uzbekistan: A 4th-6th-century AD monument in context

Pavel SokoLov — Bence GULYAS

283

Recently discovered early medieval grave from Serbin



Bence GuryAs — Eszter PAszTor — Kristof FEHER — Csilla LIBOR — TamAas SZENICZEY —

Laszl6 E16d AraDI — Réka FLOP — Kyra LyuBLYANOVICS 293
Tiszakiirt-Zsilke-tanya: An interdisciplinary analysis of an Early Avar Period cemetery
Gergely SZENTHE — Norbert FARAGO — Erwin GALL 443

Chronological problems of the 7th—10th-century AD Carpathian Basin in light of radiocarbon data

Bence GORA 493
Household pottery of an urban noble house and craftsmen in Visegrad:

Late medieval pottery finds from 5 Rév Street

FIELD REPORTS

Gébor V. SzaB6 - Péter MOGYOROS — Péter BIRO — Andras Kovacs — Karoly TANKO —

Farkas Marton TOTH — Daniel URBAN — Marcell BARcsI 603
Investigations of an Early Iron Age Siege 2: Preliminary report on the archaeological

research carried out at Dédestapolcsany-Verebce-bérc and Dédestapolcsany-Varerd6

between September 2022 and the end of 2023

David BarTUs — Melinda SzaBO - Lajos JunAsz — Akos MULLER — Rita Helga OLasz —

Bence SIMON — Laszl6 BorHY — Emese SZAMADO 625
Short report on the excavations of the Legionary Bath of Brigetio in 2023

Bence SimoN - Laszl6 Boruy — David BarTus — Rita Helga Orasz — Melinda SzaBo —

Akos MULLER — Métyas PENG — Zoltan CzaJLIK — Daniel HOMPFNER — Zsombor KLEMBALA 641
Tue fort of Ad Mures (Acs, Komarom-Esztergom County, Hungary): New investigations

on the northern section of the ripa Pannonica

Bence SIMON — Szilvia JoHAczI — Akos MULLER — Laszlé RUPNIK 655
Excavation of a Roman settlement in the northwestern hinterland

of Aquincum (Obuda, Hungary) at Pilisszentivan

THESIS REVIEW ARTICLES

Eszter MELIS 667
Northwest Transdanubia from the end of the Early Bronze Age until the Koszider Period:

Reworked and extended PhD thesis abstract

Bence GULYAS 701

Cultural connections between the Eastern European steppe region and the Carpathian Basin

in the 5th-7th centuries AD: The origin of the Early Avar Period population of the Trans-Tisza region



Rist Dissertationes Archaeologicae 3.11 (2023) 179-201 10.17204/dissarch.2023.179

A looted ‘hoard’ from
‘Szabolcs-Szatméar-Bereg County’

Janos Gabor TARBAY
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Abstract: The study details a looted hoard seized near the village of Vaja by the Matészalka
Police during a night of police control. According to the person who smuggled the finds, the
findings were discovered in the ‘attic of a house in Budapest, during garbage disposal’. This
obvious lie can be easily refuted by the results of the typo-chronological analysis of the ob-
jects. The seized finds comprise sword blades, spearheads, a knife, socketed axes and chisels,
sickles, bracelets, metal vessel parts, metal lumps, and some unidentifiable fragments. Except
for a few supra-regional types (a Vadena-type knife and some KelCice-type bracelets), the
style of these artefacts matches the bronze products often deposited in Hajdboszérmény-type
(Ha B1) hoards in the east Carpathian Basin. The concentration of stylistically close analogies
in the territory of Hungary and the presence of typologically identical finds in the assemblage
support the previous hypothesis that they were indeed looted somewhere in ‘Szabolcs-Szat-
mar-Bereg County’. A plausible findspot can be located in the northern and central areas of
the county, such as the zone between Nyirmada, Matészalka, Kantorjanosi, and Vaja, the area
where the police action took place.

Keywords: looted hoard, illicit antiquities trade, Late Bronze Age (Ha B1), Carpathian Basin,
typo-chronology

Introduction

In August 2008, several archaeological objects were seized near the village of Vaja by the Matészalka
Police during a night of police control in a car registered to the name of a Budapest resident. Ac-
cording to the ‘smuggler’, he found the objects in the attic of a house in Budapest during garbage
disposal. Gabor V. Szab¢ identified the items as a plausible hoard dated to the Ha B1 period based
on their similar style and identical corrosion, damages, and fragmentation. He also proposed that
these finds may originate from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’.! The objects were then studied
by the author in his PhD dissertation, where the content of the hoard has been subjected to typo-
chronological analysis.” The seized group of objects is now part of the archaeological collection
of the Josa Andras Museum Nyiregyhaza, inventoried under numbers 2010.310.1-55. The group
of finds from ‘Szabolcs-Szatméar-Bereg County’ comprises fifty objects of different types: seven

1 V. SzaB6 2013, 810-811, Fig. 16.

2 A socketed axe from the ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ assemblage and the Zséka II hoard were
mixed in the author’s PhD dissertation; see TARBAY 2018, Pl. 464.3, P1. 288.14. Here, this mistake has been
corrected.
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swords (Fig. 2.1-7), four spearheads (Fig. 2.8-11),
a knife (Fig. 2.12), seven socketed axes (Fig. 3.13-
19), two chisels (Fig. 3.20, Fig. 3.21), seven sickles
(Fig. 4.22-28), a saw (Fig. 4.29), sixteen bracelets
(Fig. 1, Fig. 4.32-47), two metal vessel fragments
(Fig. 4.30-31), two metal lumps (Fig. 4.48-49), and
three unclassifiable finds (Fig. 4.50-52). This com-
position, apart from a large number of swords,
is similar to the mixed composition hoards
from the east Carpathian Basin, especially the
Great Hungarian Plain, where numerous Hajda-
boszormény-type hoards dated to the Ha B1 peri-
od have been discovered.’

The number of finds like the one from ‘Sza-
bolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ increases every year,
and although their scientific publication provides
important data, one must be cautious in their
evaluation. Most finds likely originate from the
same archaeological context, as Gabor V. Szabd
has suggested, which, in this case, is very likely
a hoard.* But as it is a looted assemblage, and the
smuggler provided no valuable information on its

I N e

5cm

findspot, one must also reckon with many other
scenarios. The studied find assemblage may be
the mixed content of different hoards or hoards  Fig. 1. A decorated bracelet (No. 35) prior to con-
mixed with stray finds. These limitations can nev- ~ Servation (Josa Andras Museum, Nyiregyhaza)

er be overcome, but this shortcoming does not

mean that analysing these findings is futile. Besides obvious results, such as expanding our knowl-
edge on Late Bronze Age metalworking in the east Carpathian Basin, such finds are suitable to text
expert intuition on archaeological provenance through rigorous typological analysis, which may

even somewhat narrow down the possible area of finding.

Fragmentation

If one considers the findings from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ a single hypothetical assem-
blage, it was a fragmented one. When confiscated, most finds were damaged or broken. Their frac-
ture surfaces were covered with patina and corrosion products prior to conservation (Fig. 1), sup-
porting the hypothesis that the finders have not altered their condition. Modern fracture surfaces
without patina or corrosion products were only observed on two finds: a sickle (Fig. 4.25) and a
bracelet (Fig. 4.33). Since the exact findspot is unknown, we do not know whether agricultural
work disturbed these finds. The atypical damage on the pommel disc of the metal-hilted sword
(Fig. 2.1) may be associated with ploughing. But if this was the case, it must have happened long
before its discovery, as the damage was also covered with patina. Considering phenomena related
to fragmentation, this group of findings shows no specific traits. Generally, bending is associated
with breaking such objects (Fig. 2.1-4,6,12, Fig. 4.24,29,33). Based on the pores around the fracture
surfaces, swords were also broken at their weakest point (Fig. 2.1-4,7). The clean and sharp surfaces

3 KEMENCZEI 1996a; MozsoLrics 2000; TARBAY 2022a.
4 V. SzaB6 2013, 810-811.
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Fig. 2. ‘Hoard’ from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ (Jsa Andras Museum, Nyiregyhaza)
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Fig. 3. ‘Hoard’ from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ (Josa Andras Museum, Nyiregyhaza)
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Fig. 4. ‘Hoard’ from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ (Josa Andras Museum, Nyiregyhaza)
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at its terminals indicate that the metal vessel handle had been cut off. Also, a handful of finds (20%)
were deposited intact (Fig. 3.13-18, Fig. 4.34-35,48-49), while some objects were near-complete
(Fig. 2.8, Fig. 4.21) or could be refitted from several fragments (Fig. 3.20, Fig. 4.29,33). Although the
fragmentation analysis of the finds from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ may never be perfectly
reliable due to the lack of context, the overall characteristics of the finds support the idea that many
of them were deliberately damaged prior to deposition.

Production technology and use

The findings from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ were found in a heavily corroded state that ham-
pered the preservation of fine technological traits and use-related marks, such as post-casting treat-
ment phenomena and edge damages. An exception is one of the sword blades (Fig. 2.6), the surface of
which shows traces of grinding striations. Socketed axes are the second group of finds where limited
conclusions can be drawn from the overall macroscopic characteristics. The most obvious produc-
tion-related traces are the hammering of the blades and the partial removal of the casting seams, which
could be observed along the narrow sides of almost all socketed axes (Fig. 3.13—-18). The design of the
related axe casting moulds is also fairly uniform: based on casting jet traces, the pouring cup was al-
ways positioned at the top of the loops, indicating the direction of the casting. Corrosion and microf-
ragmentation rendered the cutting edges of the axes unsuitable for use-wear analysis. Only one piece
(Fig. 3.18) had an asymmetrical and short blade, supporting the idea that it was re-shaped numerous
times by repeated cycles of hammering and sharpening. Socketed chisels have post-casting treatment
phases comparable to socketed axes’. Like their larger counterparts, their blades were hammered into
a rectangle profile. The cutting edges of the sickles were heavily fragmented; only two (Fig. 4.24-25)
had narrow blades, a potential trace of heavy use. A fine decoration was visible on the outer surface of
the large bracelets with blunt terminals. The patterns were incomplete due to corrosion, not intensive
use. Except for the two lumps, most finds from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ can be identified as
potential finished products. Most were certainly not in the final stage of their use-life when hoarded;
the best examples are the complete socketed axes, with much of their blade intact and barely used.

Typo-chronology

Swords

The group of finds from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ contains seven sword parts: a metal-hilt-
ed sword (Fig. 2.1), a solid-hilted short sword, a flange-hilted sword (Fig. 2.3), and four sword blade
fragments (Fig. 2.4-7). The sword blades and the hilt parts could not be refitted as the assemblage
contained no matching fragments. However, the style of some blade fragments suggests that they
may belong to some of the hilt fragments. Such hypothetical ‘swords’ can be Groups 1 (Fig. 2.3-5)
and 2 (Fig. 2.1,7). The fragmented state of these weapons has prohibited the typo-chronological
analysis of most; only three could be studied in detail.

The metal-hilted sword fragment (Fig. 2.1) has a disc-shaped pommel with a conical knob. Its hilt has
an oval cross-section, and it is divided by three circular, edged ribs. Its shoulders are oblique. The
pommel is decorated with three concentric circles of probably punched triangles. The zones between
the ribs on the hilt are covered with bands of chased fishbone pattern, while punched dot rows adorn
the edge of the ribs. The outlines of the same pattern, consisting of dots and fishbone bands, can be
observed between the shoulders. As far as we know, this sword has no close analogies but only its
individual traits do. The metal hilt with edged ribs and the fishbone pattern are known from some finds
from Slovakia.” The decoration on the upper side of the disc-shaped pommel is also common on the

5 NovOTNA 2014, 41, 69, 72, 76, P1. 23.106, P1. 24.110, P1. 26.120.
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lower part of Illertissen-type swords. There are also a handful of metal-hilted swords with such pattern
on the upper side of their disc from Otok-Privlaka, Lavanttal, Szentgaloskér, ‘Hungary’, and Lansach.
The latter is also important as it has the same ridged blade (with a rectangular-profile central ridge)
as the sword from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’. This weapon is generally similar to the Schwaig
type’ and, based on the analogies of its individual features, it can be associated with Ha A1, a period
much older than the rest of the finds from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’.

Hilt fragment No. 2 (Fig. 2.2) belongs to a short solid-hilted weapon, the so-called Prejmer type
(after Tibor Bader). It is a very specific type of weapon, appearing in pure sword hoards and mixed
hoards, mainly in the northeastern Carpathian Basin. Prejmer-type swords can be dated between
the Ha A1 and Ha B1 periods, making it likely that their deposition was more prevalent in the latter.®
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Fig. 5. Distribution of Vadena-type knives
6 KRAMER 1985, 22, P1. 9.49, PI. 10.52; KEMENCZEI 1991, 28, P1. 17.78,81; HARDING 1995, 74—75, P1. 30.236,328.

7 VON QUILLFELDT 1995, 142-148; STOCKHAMMER 2004, 178, Lists 15-16.
8 Reviewed by BADER 1991, 135-137; TARBAY 2022b, 37-38.
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No. 3, a flange-hilted sword (Fig. 2.3), is poorly preserved and has a heavily fragmented hilt. It is
decorated with double lines that probably end below the shoulders. It is difficult to be classified sat-
isfactorily. Considering its formal characteristics, it is most likely similar to Reutlingen-type swords
(Br D-Ha A1).” A precise analogy to this sword is known from a river in Orasac, Serbia."

Spearheads

A total of four fragmented spearheads were found among the seized objects. Two are the blade-mid-
rib part of the weapon (Fig. 2.10-11), and one is a socket fragment (Fig. 2.9). No. 8 is an almost
complete specimen with a cutting edge incomplete due to fragmentation (Fig. 2.8). The fracture
of this part has prevented us from finding precise analogies. It can be assumed that originally,
this spearhead had a leaf-shaped blade, a common trait of such weapons throughout the Late
Bronze Age.

Knife

The knife fragment from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ is a special object (Fig. 2.12). Its for-
mal characteristics, especially the part connecting the hilt and the blade (so-called Zwischenstiick),
support the idea that it is a specimen of the formally diverse group of Vadena-type knives." These
prestige tools, often decorated with elaborate patterns, were distributed on a vast territory during
the Late Bronze Age, including the area of the Alps, the Carpathian Basin, and the southern edge
of northern Europe. Notable examples related to the ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ find can be

8 3
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Fig. 6. Distribution of the analogies of socketed axes Nos. 13, 15, and 18-19 from ‘Szabolcs-Szatméar-Bereg
County’ (the hoard from Sarbogard/Nagyrabé Il is not depicted on the map)

9  Reviewed by PABsT 2013.
10  HARDING 1995, P1. 15.101.

11  Reviewed by WAGNER 1943, 26; MULLER-KARPE 1950, 322-324; VON BRUNN 1968, 246; THRANE 1972,
198-208, Figs 15-16, List 2; Btanco PERONI 1976, 21, 23; GEDL 1984, 28—29; HOHLBEIN 2016, 162-165.
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mentioned from Hungary," west Ukraine,"” Austria,' the Czech Republic,” Slovakia,' Poland,” Ger-
many,* Italy,” Switzerland,” Denmark,” Sweden,” northern Croatia,”” and Bosnia and Herzegovina.*
A knife from Zagon, Romania, may also belong to this type, but the poor-quality illustrations
available of the find make its typological classification uncertain (Fig. 5).* Some of these knives
show quite strong stylistic connections, such as the knife from Buj, an almost identical analogy to
which was discovered in Love, Denmark (Period IV), a stray find from Italy which, besides formal
resemblance, is decorated with a similar water fowl pattern like the first two, and a knife from
Concise, Switzerland.* Vadena-type knives were probably supra-regional prestige objects of the
elite, as supported by their distribution, the scale of which is analogous to the distribution pattern
of bronze vessels and swords, which were also obvious symbols of power at the time. Vadena-type
knives were probably not used primarily as weapons but rather as ostentatious cutlery or slicing
tools at feasts connecting the elites of distant worlds. Knives such as the ones from Buj, Lave, ‘Ttaly’,
and Concise show that these objects really crossed cultural boundaries, either accompanying their
owners or as exchange gifts.

Surprisingly, the casting moulds of Vadena-type knives were found in Lengyel, West Hungary,
which argues for its local production, at least in the territory of the Transdanubian Urnfield Cul-
ture.”” As for the dating of Vadena (and Pfatten)-type knives, diverse arguments for the Ha A2
and Ha B1 phases have been enlisted. Known analogies suggest that Vadena-type knives were
at the peak of their popularity in Period IV (Ha A2/Ha B1) in Scandinavia, Northern Germany,

12 Buj, Kisvarda, Komarom-Szény, Lengyel, Polgar-Folyés-Szilmeg, Sarbogard (or Nagyrabé II), Somlo Hill
(fragment), Velem-Szent Vid (CATALOGUE EGGER 1891, 10, P1. 9.66; M1skE 1907, PL. 18.23; Josa — KEMENC-
ZEI 1965, P1. 69.14; MozsoLics 2000, P1. 66.32, PL. 75.6; V. SzaB6 2015, I11.154; TARBAY 2018, P1. 35.2; TARBAY
et al. 2023, Fig. 3.13).

13 Nedilys’ka (Gepr. 2001, PL. 78.C12-13).

14  ‘Austria’ (Innsbruck M.), Freudenberg, Hotting I Grave 24, Hotting IT Grave 1, Mithlau Grave 45, 48, and
69, Saalfelden-Magnesitfeld, Thaur, Wilten Grave 151 (PrrTI0NT 1938, P1. 30.1; WAGNER 1943, 26, 140, 157,
Pl. 2.2, PL. 6.19, Pl. 13.9, Pl. 16.9, PIL. 21.2; MULLER-KARPE 1950, 322; RfHOVSKY 1972, 39, P1. 12.131; Moos-
LEITNER 1991, P1. 20.19).

15  Blazim, Korunka Jeleni, Porta Bohemica, Tfebusice (JIRAN 2002, 36, P1. 8.88, P1. 9.89-91).
16  Banka, Pobedim (VELIACIK 2012, Fig. 5.2-3).

17  Banie (Bahn), Brzezniak, Graniczna (‘Grenzhof’), Nawrocko (‘Liebenfelde’) (PRUSSING 1982, Pl. 34.45-46;
GEDL 1984, 29, PIL. 5.40—42, P1. 6.43).

18 Abbendorf-Haverland, Altendorf, Bidk, Hagnau a. Bodensee, Dobbin bei Krakow, Grebbin bei Parchim,
‘Germany’, ‘Mecklenburg’, Roseninsel im Starnberger See (Wérth), Ziitzen (BeLtz 1910, Pl 26.35,42;
SPROCKHOFF 19374, 68, Pl. 3.12; SPROCKHOFF 19504, P1. 23.13; voN BRUNN 1959, Fig. 25.5; WEINERT 2003,
Fig. 56; HOHLBEIN 2016, 162—165, P1. 31.356—360).

19 Belluno, Buco del Fico, Calceranica al Lago, Fontanella Grazioli, Poggio Berni, S. Pietro, “Trentino’, Tri-
ent area, Vadena/Pfatten (2 pcs), Vadena/Pfatten Grave 95, “Veronese’” (Bianco PERONT 1976, 21-23, PL
6.51-59, PL. 7.60-63).

20  Concise, Zirich-Letten (von KELLER 1879, Pl. 3.15; JAcOB-FRIESEN 1972, 53, Fig. 2C).

21 Borghej, Brederad, Cypressegard, Dronninglund, Kidserup, Kishej, Krabbesholm, Lave, Mygdal, Ska-
verup, Tagarp (THRANE 1972, 198-208, 225-226, Fig. 4.bk, Fig 6.a,h, Fig. 7.b,i, Fig. 9.a—c, Fig. 10.a,d,g).
Individual examples were not cited.

22 Scania (Skane, 'Schonen’) (THRANE 1972, Fig. 7.a).

23 Beravci (VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, PL. 108.25).

24 Donja Dolina (KONIG 2004, 97; GAVRANOVIC 2011a, 121, Fig. 120.3).

25  PETREscU- DiMBovITA 1978, PL. 250.11.

26 MULLER-KARPE 1959, 39-40; JACOB-FRIESEN 1972, 53, Fig. 2.C; THRANE 1972, 174, Fig. 4.k; BIaANCco PERONI
1976, 23, PI. 6.58.

27  MULLER-KARPE 1950, 322; THRANE 1972, 226; V. SzaBO 2015, II1.154.
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and Poland. In the Carpathian Basin and adjacent areas in Central Europe, Ha A2-Ha B1, or rather,
Ha B1, is the main time these knives were deposited.

Socketed axes

The socketed axes from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ can be classified into three categories:
pseudo-winged axes (Fig. 3.13, Fig. 3.19), Debrecen-type axe (Fig. 3.14), and socketed axes with a
beaked mouth (Fig. 3.14-18).

One of the pseudo-winged axes (Fig. 3.13) is decorated with three horizontal ribs, three curved ribs
with a dot inside, and a horizontal rib between the socket and the blade. Axes with a similar pat-
tern are known from the Ha B1 hoards from Dévavanya and Gaborjan in Hungary® and the coeval
Cetea and Bradut hoards in Romania.* A socketed axe from the Horodenka area in Ukraine (Period
IV — Ha A2-Ha B1) also belongs to this group (Fig. 6).**

Pseudo-winged axe No. 19 has two different patterns (Fig. 3.19). One side is decorated with three
horizontal ribs, while the other has three curved ones. The curved ribs are likely not a pattern
created by intent but result from the imprecise carving of the casting mould. Analogies to this axe
can be found in Hungary,” Northern Croatia,” Austria,* Romania,* Slovakia,* Slovenia,” Bosnia
and Herzegovina,” and the Czech Republic (Fig. 6).” Pseudo-winged axes with a similar pattern
combination are difficult to date, as analogies have been deposited in the Ha A1 and Ha B2 periods
(although their presence in Ha B seems more pronounced).

The small Debrecen-type axe (Fig. 3.14) has a simple cast pattern consisting of three horizontal and
three V-shaped ribs. It shows similarities with bronze axes from Transylvania, northeastern Hun-
gary, Transcarpathia, Austria, and Moldova. These axes can be dated from the Ha A2 to the Ha B2
periods, and are characteristic mainly of the Ha B1 record.®

Two socketed axes with a beaked mouth (Fig. 3.15,18)*' could be identified based on a side rib run-
ning into the lower part of the loop and another side rib ending at the bottom of the collar. This
socketed axe variant was predominant in Transylvania* and northeastern Hungary,” with several

28  MULLER-KARPE 1950, 322-324; MULLER-KARPE 1959, 139-140; VON BRUNN 1968, 246—247; JACOB-FRIESEN
1972, 53; BiaANco PERONI 1976, 23; GEDL 1984, 29; MozsoLIcs 1985, 13; JIRAN 2002, 36; VELIACIK 2012, 340;
HoHLBEIN 2016, 162—-165.

29  Mozsorics 2000, Pl. 24.10; TARBAY 2018, PI. 80.8.

30 voN KENNER 1860, Fig. 77.B—C; PETREsCU-DIMBOVITA 1978, P1. 228A.7.

31  ZUROWSKI 1949, 163, PL. 11.9.

32  Balassagyarmat, Matrasz616s-Kerekbiikk, Velem-Szent Vid IA (TarBAY 2018, PL. 8.3; PL. 401.27; V. SzaBO
2019, Fig. 132).

33  Miljana (VINsSkI-GASPARINI 1973, P1. 112.9).

34 ‘Austria’ (MAYER 1977, Pl. 74.1030).

35  Dezmir (PETREScU-DimBOVITA 1978, Pl. 218.11).

36  Zaskov (NOVOTNA 1970, PL. 38.674).

37  Kamin/Bevke (GASPARI 2004, Fig. 8.8).

38  Brezovo Polje, Hrge, Lucica (ZERAVICA 1993, PL. 37.506; KONIG 2004, PI. 30.17; P. 59A.2).

39  Sobésuky I, Syrovin (SALAS 2005, PL. 425B.1, PL. 428.7).

40  Reviewed by TARBAY 2017, 360, Lists 1.1-1.2, Fig. 7; TARBAY 2022a, 60.

41  The narrow sides of No. 16 are heavily corroded. It is difficult to decide whether these parts were ribbed
or not.

42 Cetea, Cluj-Napoca II, Darja, Sacueni, Sambata Noua I, Spélnaca I, Visuia (PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1977,
Pl. 289.9-10, PI. 303.2,15,17, Pl. 315.4, Pl. 324.11-12, P1. 325.1, PI. 333.1, PL. 341.2).

43 Aranyosapati (mould), Gaborjan, ‘Hungary’, Nadudvar I, Nyiregyh4za-Sertéskombinat, Nyirpazony,
Pap III, Rohod III, Sarbogérd (or Nagyrabé II), Szendrélad, Tallya-Ovar, Tiszavasvari-Biidszentmihaly,
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related examples known from Slovakia,* western Ukraine,” Moldova,* Moravia* and Poland*. The
westernmost known specimen has been discovered in the Netherlands (Katwijk a/d Maas).” A two-
piece mould for casting such an axe was found in Aranyosapati, eastern Hungary (Ha B1), suggest-
ing local production (Fig. 6).° Socketed axes with a beaked mouth were deposited from the Ha A1
to the Ha B2 periods, with a strong upswing during the Ha B1.

Another socketed axe with a beaked mouth (Fig. 3.17) features straight ribs along its narrow sides.
This axe variant was most characteristic of Transylvania and northeastern Hungary, but its distri-
bution area includes the territory of Ukraine, Moldova, Poland, Austria, Croatia, and Serbia. The
first examples appeared in the Rei. Br D and were selected into hoards until the Ha B2. Essentially,
it can be dated between the Ha A and Ha B1 periods.**

Socketed chisels

The find assemblage comprised two socketed chisels, a small collared piece with a straight edge (Fig.
3.20), and a longer specimen without a collar (Fig. 4.21). Chisel No. 20 (Fig. 3.20) represents a com-
mon tool type used everywhere the Carpathian Basin in practically between the end of the Middle
Bronze Age and the entire Late Bronze Age (e.g., Dunatjvaros-Kosziderpadlas).”* Numerous finds
can be compared with the chisel from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’. Without being exhaustive,
analogies can be mentioned from the territory of today’s Austria,” the Czech Republic,* Germany,*
Hungary,” Romania,” Serbia,*® Slovakia,” and Ukraine.” In this case, formal similarities indicate a
common metalworking knowledge rather than the products of a single workshop.

The other chisel, without a collar (Fig. 4.21), is a rare type uncharacteristic of the local material.

Ujszentmargita (Josa — KEMENCZEI 1965, PL. 70.39; KEMENCZEI 1996, Fig. 7.2; J. DANKO — PATAY 2000,
Fig. 30.6; Mozsovics 2000, P1. 72.5—6, P1. 80.3—4, P1. 112.2, P1. 120.1a-2b; TARBAY 2018, PI. 81.9, P1. 239.8, PI.
240.9, P1. 248.3, P1. 250.2, PI. 304.4-5, PI. 305.7, P1. 306.9; V. SzaB6 2019, Fig. 105).

44  Cabradsky Vrbovok, Gemer, Somotor, Vini¢ky I and II, Zbince, ‘Zlatnik’ (NovoTNA 1970, P1. 27.483, PL.
28.490,50-503, P1. 29.509,517, P1. 30.524).

45  Mel’na, Potichok (Zurowskr 1949, P1. 5.4; KLocHKO 2006, Fig. 93.9).

46  ‘Bukovina’, Fundul Galbenei, ‘Valea Rusului’, Varatic II (DERGACEV 2002, Pl. 48.2, Pl. 49.2, PL. 75A.481;
ToraL - SIRBU 2016, Fig. 3.7).

47  ‘Moravia’, ‘Moravia/Slovakia’ (RiHOVSKY 1992, P1. 43.659, P. 44.664).

48  Trzciana (KUSNIERZ 1998, Pl 1.5).

49 BUTLER — STEEGSTRA 2006, 227, Fig. 120.803.

50 Mozsotics 2000, P1. 120.1a-2b.

51 Reviewed by TARBAY 2020, 288-289, Figs 6-7, List 2; TARBAY 2021, 55, Footnote 68.
52  MozsoLics 1967, Pl. 46.3.

53  MAYER 1977, P1. 89.1322,1325.

54  Dubany, Lozovice VII, Velké Losiny, ‘Moravia’ (RfHOVSKY 1992, PL. 74.1190, PL. 75.1196; SALAS 2005, PL.
341B.4; KyTLIicOoVA 2007, PL 197.62—63).

55  ‘Im Liieburgischen’, Schoppenstedt-Kiiblingen, Tiischau (Laux 2005, Pl. 29.419-421).

56 Baks-Temet6part, Baktaloranthaza (Nyirbakta), Balmazujvaros, Edelény-Finke, Nagyhalasz (Josa -
KEMENCZET 1965, Pl. 69.15-16; KEMENCZEI 1984, 147, PL. 112B.5; MozsoLrics 2000, PIL. 4.7; V. SzaB6 2019,
Fig. 90).

57  Augustin, Boinesti, Capusu de Campie, Cetea, Cetatea de Balti, Ciceu-Corabia, Dumesti, Fodora, Spal-
naca II, Sighisoara (BALAN 2009, P1. 5.3,5-6.55, PL. 6.13,28,30, P1. 7.59a, PI. 8.10,14,16b).

58  Mesi¢ (GARASANIN 1975, Pl. 61.7).

59  Somotor, Vysna Hutka (NovoTNA 1970, Pl. 25.434, Pl. 26.438,441).

60  Khorostkiv, Lazy I, Nedilys'ka, Zaliztsi (ZurRowskI 1949, Pl. 15.4-6; KoBAL’ 2000, P1. 48.69-70).
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Only a few such tools are known from Ukraine,** Romania,*”* Moravia,* and Austria.® Finds of this
type from the Carpathian Basin are dated mainly to the Ha A1 period.

Sickles

The seized objects included seven sickle fragments, with two knobbed sickles (Fig. 4.22-23), two
flanged sickles (Fig. 4.25-26), and three unclassifiable sickle fragments (Fig. 4.24,27-28) among them.
Of these, only the two knobbed sickles (Fig. 4.22-23) could be evaluated. These complete objects
have a pair of cast parallel ribs accompanying their curved back. This form and pattern combination
is common and was present in several periods. Finding their close analogies is hindered by one-time
regular maintenance: as the shape of sickles changed throughout their life cycle due to frequently
repeated re-hammering, it is difficult to tell if the published image of an object shows it as-cast or
in an already modified form. Similar tools to the pieces from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ can
be mentioned, e.g., from Hungary,”® Romania,* Slovakia,”” Moravia,” Poland,” and Germany.” The
dating of these tools covers a broad time between the Rei. Br C2 and Ha B2 periods.

Saw

The assemblage contains a heavily corroded sheet metal fragment with missing edges (Fig. 4.29),
likely of a common saw blade. Its technological characteristics cannot be determined macroscopi-
cally due to the lack of the cutting edge. Both finished saws with serrated edges and as-cast spec-
imens were deposited in the eastern part of the Carpathian Basin, mainly in the Ha A1 period but
also in numbers in the following Ha B period.”

Lovasberény-type bracelets (variant 2)

The finds from ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ included three bracelets with a round cross-sec-
tion and blunt ends. Two are undecorated (Fig. 4.33,36), while the third bears a chased line pattern
(Fig. 4.32). Typologically, they are close to Lovasberény-type bracelets, which usually come with
tapered ends (Variant 1);”* however, as their cross-section tells them apart from those, they are best
referred to as Variant 2 of the Lovasberény-type jewellery. Identical pieces have been discovered
in hoards in eastern Hungary, Transdanubia, Croatia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina. Their dating
cannot be specified within the Ha A1-Ha B1 periods.”

61  Blahovishchenske, Drimailivka (LEskov 1981, P1. 4B.3, PL. 4E.3).

62  Chesereu, Cincu, Lipus (BALaN 2009, PL. 5.37, PL. 6.15, P1. 7.17).

63 RfHOVSKY 1992, P1. 75.1208-1209; SALAS 2005, P1. 111.36.

64 MAYER 1977, P1. 88.1304—1305, P1. 89.1313.

65 Borsodgeszt-Kerekhegy (SENNOVITZ 1902, Fig. 6).

66  Dezmir, Spalnaca I, Tauteu (PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1978, PL. 218.16, P1. 245.34,36, P1. 248A.40).

67  Gemer, Zvolen-Pusty hrad (FURMANEK 2006, PL. 3.47, P1. 4.67).

68 Kroméfiz (SALAS 2005, PL. 187.17,19, P1. 188.29, PI. 189.30).

69  Aleksandrowice, Rzeplino, Wroctaw-Ksieze Wielkie Pit 34 (GEDL 1995, Pl. 6.88, P1. 10.166, PL. 11.175).

70  Bad Homburg, Garmerdsdorf-Penkhof, Hainsacker-Riedhofl, Untereurheim (Primas 1986, P1. 13.206,214—-
215, Pl. 14.219,221-224,226-232,234-237, Pl. 15.240, P1. 19.300—303).

71  See Tarbay 2022a, 61 with futher references.
72 See with further references on the Lovasberény type: TARBAY 2022c, 41-44.

73 Berkesz, Jaszkarajend, Kesztolc, Kisdorog, Mérk, Pustakovec, Rétkozberencs, Rohod III, Sarkad, Srpska
Varos I, Somlé Hill, Szombathely (DARNAY 1899, Pl. 21.1-6; Mozsorics 1985, P1. 81.3, P1. 113.10-11, PL
177.15-18; SzaBO 1996, Fig. 1; HANSEL 1999, Fig. 5.12; KONIG 2004, PL. 50B.2; TARBAY 2014, 204-208, Fig.
25, P1. 58.27; TARBAY 2018, 82, P1. 126.108, Pl. 197.13-14, PI. 255.7-8, P1. 331.110.
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Kelcice-type bracelets

The assemblage contained ten intact or fragmented, thick bracelets with a semicircular cross-sec-
tion and blunt terminals, their outer side adorned by a combination of lines and fishbone bands (Fig.
4.34-35,37-46). Hermann Miiller-Karpe already recognised the type and proposed that its specimens
may be dated based on their patterns, connecting the variant with a fringed hem pattern (Ringe mit
Fransenverzierung) to the Ha B1 and the other with fishbone or alternating dashed bands (Ringe
mit gegenstadigen Strichbiindeln) to the Ha B2 periods.” Wilhelm Albert von Brunn also assigned a
chronological value to this jewellery type, identifying it as a characteristic product of the Ha B1 pe-
riod.” After Amalia Mozsolics, Hungarian research also dates these (often hoarded) objects to either
the Ha B1 or the Ha B2 periods.” Christopher Pare recognised their importance and related these
bracelets to his hoard horizon No. IV.”” Among several other works on these ornaments, the most
essential is the one by Monika zu Erbach, who collected all available specimens of the type after von
Brunn and outlined their vast distribution area, including the Carpathian Basin. She distinguished
between two variants based on the chased patterns. A reviewed and updated version of her list
of analogies is presented in the following.” We also suggest that instead of a complicated formal
classification based on the design of the ending, these bracelets should be referred to collectively as
‘Kelcice type’, based on the Kel¢ice I and II hoards, which contained such finds in large numbers.”

A relatively large group of Ha B1 hoards (except for Szentes-Donatvar, Ha B2) in the northeast Car-
pathian Basin, especially in eastern Hungary,® contain this kind of jewellery, including undecorated
pieces and ones with a lavish, finely chased fishbone and/or line bundle pattern. Petrescu-Dimbo-
vita also published several such bracelets from Transylvania, Romania. The chronological position
of these bracelets ranges between the Ha A1 and Ha B1 periods.®* A piece from the Muzhijevo II
assemblage in Transcarpathia, western Ukraine, dated by Josip V. Kobal’ to the Ha A2 period, can
also be associated with the Kelcice type.* Further examples can be found in the territory of the
Transdanubian Urnfield Culture, where such bracelets are known not only from hoards but also set-
tlements and burials dated to the Ha B1 and Ha B2 periods (with a predominance in Ha B1 according
to the framework by Mozsolics).** A few such bracelets were recovered from the northern Balkans,

74  MULLER-KARPE 1959, 167. Further notes of patterns were made by WIRTH 1998, 84-85.

75 VON BRUNN 1968, 52-53, 107, 274-275, Fig. 4.36, Fig. 13.53, Map 13.

76  MozsoLrics 2000, 23-25.

77 PARE 1998, 361-362.

78  zu ERBACH 1989, 297-302, Map 18.

79 SALAS 2005, Pls 349-356A.

80  Balmazujvaros, Biikkaranyos, Dévavanya II, Egyek, Gaborjan, Karcag, Kenderes, Mérk, Mez6kovesd
vidéke, Nadudvar I-II, Pacin III, Pusztadobos, Rohod IV, Satoraljatjhely, Szarvas, Szendrélad,
Szentes-Donatvar, Szentes-Nagyhegy III, Taktakenéz, Tiszaeszlar, Tiszaszentimre (HAMPEL 1892, PL
172.11-12, PL. 173.13-15; KEMENCZEI 1984, Pl. 121.9,12; Mozsorics 2000, Pl. 4.21-23, Pl. 25.23a-b, Pl
28.5-8, Pl. 45.21, Pl. 54.1-6,1a—6a, Pl. 58.14,17,26—-27, P1. 70.9-10, PL. 83.1-3,6-8, Pl. 94.10—12, PIL. 98.3-5,
Pl. 101.2-5, P1. 106.8—16; TARBAY 2018, Pl. 82.21, Pl. 134.28, P1. 197.12, PL. 243.36, Pl. 253.5, Pl. 298.14-16,
Pl. 208.24-25).

81 Dipsa, ’Romania’, Sicuieni, Salard, Saratel, Spalnaca II, Tauteu, Uioara de Sus, *Valea Somesului’. Undec-
orated finds were not included (PETRESCU-DiMBOVITA 1978, 162, PL. 122.1679, PL. 123.1699, P1. 134.1834, P1.
135.1846,1850,1857, P1. 140.1894—1896,1898, Pl. 143.1939, P1. 145.1974).

82  Muzhijevo II (KoBAL’ 2000, P1. 84B.1,5).

83  Celldomolk-Sag-hegy I1-V, Csdnge, Jobahaza, Romand, ‘Sarbogéard (or Nagyrabé II)’, Somlé Hill, Velem II
(KEMENCZET 19964, Fig. 9.1-2,10-11; KEMENCZET 1996b, Fig. 19.3-10; Mozsotics 2000, Pls 13-15, PL. 16.1-
7,11-15, Pls 20-21, P1. 22.4,6-7,19, Pl. 41.10-16, P1. 86.11-15, P1. 115.3—4; SzILAS 2003, Figs 1-3, Fig. 4.1-2;
TARBAY et al. 2023, Fig. 3.12).
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Fig. 7. Distribution of bracelets with blunt ends (known to the author)

in Bosnia and Herzegovina,* Northern Croatia,® and Serbia.* Based on their position in the phases
of the local chronological frameworks, the dating of the ornaments from these areas correspond
generally with the Ha B1 and B2 phases. Numerous Kel¢ice-type bracelets were found in hoards in
Moravia, showing a clear concentration there; they can be dated to the Ha A1 (e.g., Musov II) and
Ha B1/2 periods. According to Milan Salas, these findings are clearly most characteristic of the Ha
B1 period.*” They are also present, even if not in such large numbers, in Ha B1 hoards in Bohemia.
According to Olga Kytlicova, several examples found there could be dated to the Ha B1 period.®
The finds from Slovakia, coming mainly from hoards, essentially also represent the Ha B1 period.”

84  Bokavi¢, Jablanica Grave 2, Kozuhe, Mackovac (KONIG 2004, 115-116, Pl. 46.211-212, P1. 50A.12-13,15—
16; GAVRANOVIC 2011a, 206; GAVRANOVIC 2011b, PL. 23.3).

85  Ivanec Bistranski, Kapelna (VINSKI-GASPARINT 1973, P1. 111.5-14, PL. 113.19-21).

86  Klenje (Jacanovi¢ 1986, PL. 3.2-12, Pls 4-5, PL. 6.4-6,8,14-20).

87  Brno-Obrany, Jablonany, Hrabova, Hrad¢any, Kel¢ice I-I1, Kladky III, Klentnice, Klentnice IV, Kfentvky,
Krumsin, Kufim, Lazce, Lesany II, Lule¢ II, Malhostoviec I, Mérovice, Michov I, Musov II, Myslejovice
I, Stramberk IV and VI, Tet¢ice I, Tisnov, Tfestina, Unanov, Zaesi u Jevicka, Zérovice-Hamry III and
VII, Zastavka, Znojmo (HOLSTE 1962, PL. 31.1; SALAS 2005, 150, PL. 213.159, Pl. 295.18-19, PI1. 297B.4, P1.
298.5-10, Pl. 346B.2—4,6, Pl. 348.10—14, Pls 349-351, Pls 352A/B-356A, Pls 359-368, PIl. 379.6-7, Pl. 381.5,
P1. 390.27-32, P1. 391.33-38, P1. 393A.1-3,5-6, P1. 395B.1,3, Pls 396-398, P1. 399.3,5, P1. 404B.1-3, P1. 443.23,
Pl. 451B.2-3, PI. 452.10, Pls 454-455, PI. 456A.2, P1. 458C.1-3, Pls 467-468, PI. 469.15—19, P1. 470.20—24, P1.
472, Pl. 476A.9-10, Pl. 477.11-14; VicH 2012, Fig. 26.1-2; VicH 2017, Fig. 14.1; MALACH et al. 2016, Figs
15-16, Fig. 52.2-3; NAVRATIL 2021, Fig. 6).

88  Bosin, Chvojenec II, Dolni Befkovice, Kamyk, Kundratice, Zehusice (KytricovA 2007, PL. 109A, Pl.
114.24-25, P1. 117A.4-5, P1. 132.1-4, P1. 179C, PL. 184.1—4).

89  Bosaca, Brezno nad Hronom, Plavecké Podhradie 1, Stary plast (NovornA 1968, Pl. 25.1-2,4-7,9, PL
26.1-2,4-7; ONDRKAL 2018, Fig. 3.32-34; BARTIK et al. 2019, Fig. 28.1,24, P1. 5; NovoTNA 1991, PL. 19B.2-3,
5-10; BARTIK — LIESKOVSKY 2020, Tab. 2.1). Further parallel mentioned by von Brunn: Bratislava (von
BRUNN 1968, List. 33.7-9).
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In Poland, these bracelets appear both in hoards and burials. They can be generally dated to Period
IV (Ha A2/Ha B1), presumably to its second half according to local chronology.” Kel¢ice-type brace-
lets in Austria also appear in hoards and burials. Their chronological position was not narrowed
down to Ha B1 but covers the time between the Ha B1 and Ha B2/3 periods (e.g., Obereching Grave
95).”* Specimens of the type known from both hoards and graves in Germany, mainly Bavaria, also
suggest that these bracelets can be dated essentially to the Ha B1 period.” Wilhelm Albert von
Brunn also mentions a bracelet from Chevroux, Switzerland, that may represent this type (Fig. 7).”

In a way, the distribution of Kel¢ice-type bracelets is even more impressive than that of Vadena-
type knives. They appear in a vast territory in Central Europe, essentially around the Ha B1 period.
These bracelets are richly decorated objects meant to be seen; certainly, everyone recognised them
and was aware of their symbolic content. They were special objects worn in sets; the vast number
of examples suggests that they were more than mere fashion items in different territories in Cen-
tral Europe, and also carried a symbolic meaning connected to a particular social status, as Bartik,
Farkas, and Jelinek suggested.”

Metal vessel fragments

One of the metal vessel fragments is a cast and hammered handle similar to those of Hajdibdszor-
mény-type situlae” and Egyek-type cups (Fig. 4.30).” The other piece is a rim fragment with line
bundles under the rim (Fig. 4.31), similar to B1-type cauldrons” and the Egyek-type cups mentioned
above. While these heavily fragmented finds cannot be assigned to specific types with certainty,
they can surely be related to the Ha B1 period, as their technology and style resemble most of the
products of that era.

Lumps/Ingots

The two flat, oval lumps (Fig. 4.48-49) are difficult to classify in lack of element composition anal-
ysis; they can be either irregular copper casting blocks or ingots made from superfluous alloyed
material after casting by pouring it into an open casting mould.

90  Biskupice, Januszewo, Poznan-Staroteka, Wroctaw-Opatowice Grab IX (MERTINS 1898, 375, Nos 44—45;
DURCZEWSKI 1948, PL. 99.1-5; SPROCKHOFF 1950b, Fig. 20; SZAFRANSKI 1953, Fig. 9).

91 Herrnbaumgarten, Linz-Freinberg, Linz-St. Peter, Lenzing, Michelstetten II, Obereching Grave 95, Pet-
tighofen-Agerzell, Saalfelden, St. Georgen im Pinzgau, Zwentendorf (WILLVONSEDER 1942, Fig. 1.1;
HEeLL 1959, Fig. 3.1-4; MOOSLEITNER 1982, Fig. 6.29-34, Fig. 7.35-40,42—43; zu ERBACH 1985, P1. 30H.3,
Pl. 42B.2,4, Pl. 43, PI. 57.19,21, PI. 58.5,7,10,13; HOGLINGER 1993, PI. 43.8; LAUERMANN — RAMMER 2013, Pl.
26.1-4, P1. 27.1-2, P1. 28.8-9, PI. 104.3).

92  Acholshausen, Aindorf, Berlin-Oberschonewiede, Beuron, Ehigen, Gelbe Biirg, Haunstetten I Graves
27 and 40-41, Kaiserringen, Kamenz, Karlstein, Kleedorf, Merklingen, Pfeffingen, Reismiihl, Schafstadt,
Schwabmiinchen, Simonshagen, Zehenthof (SPRockHOFF 1937b, Fig. 2; SPROCKHOFF 1937a, 49, Fig. 15;
BAYERISCHES VORGESCHICHTSBLATTER 1956, Fig. 26.3-7; MULLER-KARPE 1959, Pl. 139B.1-6, Pl. 140A.17,
Pl. 163A.8-9, Pl. 163C, Pl. 165A.2,4-5, Pl. 166C.4, Pl. 167.A25; MULLER-KARPE 1961, Pl. 47B.1-11; VvON
BrRUNN 1968, List 33.4, Pl. 87.4, Pl. 203.12; SCHAUER 1971, Pl. 145C.2, Pl. 147.4—6; UENZE 1971, Pl. 13.7, 9;
WILBERTZ 1982, Pl. 58.40—-44; WIRTH 1998, Haunstetten I, 27.8-9, 40.9-10, 41.8-9, 11). See further parallel
(Berlin-Lichterfelde, ’Krampnitz’, Neuburg a.d. Donau, Staufen, Staffelde, Pforring) mentioned by von
BRUNN 1968, 274, List. 33.3,19,41; zu ERBACH 1989, 296-297, Baden-Wiirttemberg No. 7, Bayern Nos 10-11.

93  Chevroux (VON BRUNN 1968, List. 33.9).

94  BARTIK et al. 2019, 73.

95 PATAY 1990, 40—43.

96  PININGRE — GANARD 2015, 44—46.

97  PATAY 1990, 21-29, P1. 13.18, P1. 20.27.
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Non-classifiable objects

The category includes items No. 47 and Nos 50-52 (Fig. 4.47,50-52). No. 47 likely belongs to a bronze
wire or a bracelet with a round cross-section. Based on their cross-sections, Nos 51-52 may be heav-
ily corroded fragments of bracelets with blunt terminals, while No. 50 could not be classified at all.

In search of the findspot

Whether all finds from the ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ assemblage were part of a single
hoard is a question that may never be answered due to the lack of a find context. The typo-chrono-
logical analysis suggests that most of the studied finds, such as some socketed axes (Fig. 3.14-15,18),
the Kelcice-type bracelets (Fig. 4.32-47), and the metal vessel fragments (Fig. 4.30-31), date from
the Ha B1 period, while several other objects, including the Lovasberény-type rings (Fig. 4.32-33),
one of the swords (Fig. 2.2), and the Vadena-type knife (Fig. 2.12) cannot be dated more precisely
than the Ha A2-Ha B1 or Ha A1-Ha B1 periods. One of the swords (Fig. 2.1) represents the oldest,
Ha A1 metalworking tradition, and the socketed chisel without a collar may also belong to this
period. These finds perhaps ended up in the hypothetical hoard as archaicas, out-of-time objects;
however, the lack of context does not allow one to elaborate on this point. Several hoards from
eastern Hungary include a combination of items representing two (Balmazujvaros, Debrecen II,
Kantorjanosi, ‘Mez6kovesd area’—uncertain hoard, Pap, Polgar, Szendrélad) or three different ob-
ject types (Gaborjan, Jaszkarajen6, Mérk, Rohod III, Sarbogard/Nagyrabé II) similar to the ones in
the ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ find assemblage, which may be a further argument for the
objects being part of a single hoard.

The publication of the finds from ‘Szabolcs-Szatméar-Bereg County’ also provides a case study on
how looted artefacts seized by the police can be evaluated in lack of an archaeological context.
Usually, the first and most important question the investigating authorities ask the expert is the
possible provenance of the artefacts, expected to be defined at least by country, region or, in ex-
ceptional cases, site. In this case, the smuggler did not offer much guidance, and the distribution of
close analogies argues against the obvious lie that these objects were found in the attic of a house
in Budapest (indicating a nearby findspot) as similar metal products do not concentrate in the area
of the city. The route taken by the smuggler may be more telling, although the fact that he was ar-
rested in ‘Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County’ does not provide much of a clue as the full route he took
or the area where he travelled with the artefacts prior to confiscation is not known.

The Late Bronze Age, especially the Ha B1 period, was a highly interactive era with connections
that often crossed cultural boundaries. Even if a hoard is clearly linked to a particular region within
the Carpathian Basin, there may be objects with analogies in the western half of Central Europe
or northern Europe. The best examples of this are KelCice-type bracelets and Vadena-type knives.
The end of the paper shares a thought experiment with the reader: the nationality of the smuggler
and the route he took suggest that the items of the assemblage in focus were likely found in the
territory of today’s Hungary. That accepted, the possible area of finding can be narrowed down
relatively easily with the help of the type distribution of the items suitable for analysis and coeval
find assemblages with a similar type composition, as best visualised on a heat map summarising all
this information (Fig. 8). This map shows the highest density (i.e., probability), besides Hajdu-Bi-
har and Borsod-Abatij-Zemplén counties, in Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County, especially the central
and northern parts, including in the administrative areas of Ibrany, Kemecse, Demecser, Ajak, and
Kisvarda, and the zone between Nyirmada, Matészalka, Kantorjanosi and Vaja—the last including
the place where the police seized the assemblage. All these results suggest that the find could have
been looted near the village of Vaja, or at least not far from where the police action took place.
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Fig. 8. Heat map of the possible area of finding based on the distribution of close analogies. 1 — axe casting
mould from Aranyosapati, 2 — knife casting mould from Lengyel, 3 — two analogies in one assemblage, 4 -
three analogies in one assemblage (the hoard from Sarbogard/Nagyrabé Il is not depicted on the map)
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1. Sword. Metal-hilted sword with three ribs around the hilt, a disc-shaped pommel, and a stepped-profile
blade with a central ridge topped by a rib. The hilt is decorated with fishbone patterns and triangular dots.
The hilt was fastened by pegs, of which only one persisted. Casting pores are visible along the fracture
surface. Bent, incomplete. L. 12.2 cm, disc diam. 5.1 cm, handle 4 x 2 cm, shoulder w. 4.9 cm, blade th. 0.9 cm,
wt. 239 g (Fig. 2.1).

2. Sword. Metal-hilted sword with a disc-shaped pommel and three ribs around the hilt. Casting pores are
visible along the fracture surface. Bent, incomplete. L. 9 cm, disc 3.9 x 3.7 cm, handle 2.1 x 1.4 cm, shoulder
w. 4.4 cm, wt. 131 g (Fig. 2.2).

3. Sword. Flange-hilted sword fragment with four peg holes and a blade decorated with curved outline
grooves. Casting pores are visible along the fracture surface. Bent, incomplete. L. 9.4 cm, shoulder w. 4 cm,
blade 3.3 x 0.8 cm, wt. 85 g (Fig. 2.3).

4. Sword. Sword blade fragment with two line bundles, perhaps belongs to sword No. 3. Bent, incomplete.
Casting pores are visible along the fracture surface. 22.5 x 3.8 cm, th. 0.8 cm, wt. 228 g (Fig. 2.4).

5. Sword. Sword blade fragment with outline grooves. Bent, incomplete. 8.9 x 3.5 cm, th. 0.6 cm, wt. 57 g
(Fig. 2.5).

6. Sword. Sword blade fragment. Bent, incomplete. 19.8 x 3.7 cm, th. 0.4 cm, wt. 111 g (Fig. 2.6).

7. Sword. Blade tip fragment of a sword with a stepped blade. 19.6 x 3.9 cm, th. 0.7 cm, tt. 143 g (Fig. 2.7).

8. Spearhead. Spearhead with a narrow leaf-shaped blade, a conical socket, and two peg holes. Fragmented.
L. 12.5 cm, rim 2.3 x 2.2 cm, blade-midrib interface 2.5 x 1.1 cm, th. 0.3 cm, wt. 64 g (Fig. 2.8).

9. Spearhead. Spearhead socket fragment with two peg holes. L. 2.7 cm, rim 2.1 x 2.1 cm, wt. 13 g (Fig. 2.9).
10. Spearhead. Blade-midrib fragment of a spearhead with a peg hole. 5.8 x 1.5 cm, th. 0.2 cm, wt. 13 g (Fig. 2.10).
11. Spearhead. Blade-midrib fragment of a spearhead. 5.1 x 1.5 cm, th. 0.3 cm, wt. 13 g (Fig. 2.11).

98  Abbreviations: L. - Length, Diam. — Diameter, W. - Width, Th. — Thickness, Wt. — Weight.
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. Knife. Fragment of a flange-hilted knife with a spine reinforced by a thick rib and a curved blade. Bent,

incomplete. L. 12.5 cm, w. 2.3—-1.2 cm, th. 0.7-0.2 cm, wt. 40 g (Fig. 2.12).

Socketed axe. Socketed axe with a thick collar, a loop, and cast decoration on the wider sides. The pattern
consists of three horizontal ribs, three curved ribs, and a dot. It has pseudo-wings along the narrow sides
and a broken jet on the loop. The blade is hammered. L. 9.7 cm, collar with loop 4.1 x 2.5 cm, blade-socket
interface 1.9 x 0.9 cm, cutting edge w. 4.9 cm, wt. 102 g (Fig. 3.13).

Socketed axe. Socketed axe with a loop, a reinforced collar, and a slightly hexagonal cross-section. The
wider sides are decorated with a cast pattern comprising three horizontal and three V-shaped ribs. The blade
is hammered. L. 10.3 c¢m, collar with loop 5.3 x 3.4 cm, blade-socket interface 3.3 x 1.8 c¢m, cutting edge
w. 4.7 cm, wt. 196 g (Fig. 3.14).

Socketed axe. Socketed axe with a beaked mouth and a loop. Its narrow sides are ribbed. With the remains
of a removed jet on the loop. The blade is hammered, and its surface is ground. Features a mismatch de-
fect along the sides. L. 12.9 cm, collar with loop 5.9 x 4 cm, blade-socket interface 3.2 x 4 cm, cutting edge
5 cm, wt. 267 g (Fig. 3.15).

Socketed axe. Socketed axe with a beaked mouth and a loop. With the remains of a removed jet on the
loop. The sides are heavily corroded, and it is difficult to decide whether they are ribbed or not. L. 12.5 cm,
collar with loop 6 x 3.8 cm, blade-socket interface 3.6 x 2 cm, cutting edge w. 4.8 cm, wt. 233 g (Fig. 3.16).
Socketed axe. Socketed axe with a beaked mouth and a loop. The narrow sides are ribbed. With the re-
mains of a removed jet on the loop. L. 11.9 cm, collar with loop 6 x 4 cm, blade-socket interface 3.7 x 1.8 cm,
cutting edge w. 5 cm, wt. 271 g (Fig. 3.17).

Socketed axe. Socketed axe with a beaked mouth and a loop. Its narrow sides are ribbed. With the remains
of a removed jet on the loop. The blade is hammered, asymmetrical. L. 9.7 cm, collar with loop 5.7 x 3.5 cm,
blade-socket interface 3.5 x 1.7 cm, cutting edge w. 4 cm, wt. 137 g (Fig. 3.18).

Socketed axe. Pseudo-winged socketed axe with a thick collar and a loop, decorated with three horizontal
ribs on one side and three curved ribs on the other. A corroded object is visible in the socket. Incomplete.
L. 5.4 cm, collar with loop 3.9 x 2.3 cm, blade-socket interface 2.1 x 0.8 cm, wt. 56 g (Fig. 3.19).

Socketed chisel. Fragment of a socketed chisel with a thick collar. L. 9.2 cm, collar w. 2.5 cm, blade-socket
interface w. 1.5 cm, cutting edge w. 1.2 cm, wt. 52 g (Fig. 3.20).

Socketed chisel. Fragment of a socketed chisel without a collar. L. 10.4 cm, collar 1.4 x 1.6 cm, blade-socket
interface 1.3 x 1.1 cm, cutting edge w. 1 cm, wt. 56 g (Fig. 4.21).

Knobbed sickle. Knobbed sickle with two ribs along its back. 12 x 4.8 cm, collar w. 2.4 cm, wt. 44 g (Fig. 4.22).
Knobbed sickle. Knobbed sickle with two ribs along its back. 9.6 x 3.2 cm, collar w. 2.2 cm, wt. 17 g (Fig. 4.23.
Sickle. Sickle blade fragment. Bent, incomplete. 10.1 x 2.4 cm, collar w. 1.8 cm, wt. 31 g (Fig. 4.24).

Sickle. Blade fragment of a flanged sickle with one rib (modern damage). 9.1 x 2.7 cm, wt. 23 g (Fig. 4.25).
Sickle. Blade fragment of a flanged sickle with a jet stump on its back. 5.1 x 3.1 cm, wt. 27 g (Fig. 4.26).
Sickle. Sickle blade fragment. 4.4 x 2.4 cm, wt. 12 g (Fig. 4.27).

Sickle. Sickle blade fragment. 8.3 x 2.2 cm, wt. 23 g (Fig. 4.28).

Saw. Long, slightly oval saw in two fragments. Bent, incomplete. 17.5 x 1.4 cm, th. 0.3 cm, wt. 24 g (Fig. 4.29).

Metal vessel. Round-profile handle fragment of a metal vessel with cut marks. 12.3 x 7.6 cm, th. 1.3 x 1.3 cm,
wt. 177 g (Fig. 4.30).

Metal vessel. Rim fragment of a bronze vessel. It is decorated with five horizontal lines. 8.9 x 3.8 cm; th.
0.3 cm; wt. 27 g (Fig. 4.31).

Bracelet. Fragment of a bracelet with blunt ends, decorated with a group of lines. 9.2 x 3.9 cm, th. 0.7 x 0.8 cm,
wt. 29 g (Fig. 4.32).

Bracelet. Round-profile bracelet with tapered ends; in two fragments (modern damage). Fragment 1:
10.7 x 8.5 cm, th. 0.6 x 0.8 cm, wt. 49 g; Fragment 2: 7.7 x 2 cm, th. 0.5 x 0.6 cm, wt. 11 g (Fig. 4.33).

Bracelet. Round-profile bracelet with blunt ends. 12 x 9.8 cm, th. 0.7 x 1.3 cm, wt. 139 g (Fig. 4.34).

Bracelet. Round-profile bracelet with blunt ends and pattern remains onitsback. 12.1 x 8.6 cm, th. 1.3 x 0.9 cm,
wt. 147 g (Fig. 1; Fig. 4.35).

Bracelet. Round-profile bracelet with tapered ends. Incomplete. 11.3 x 7.5 cm, th. 0.8 x 0.9 cm, wt. 45 g
(Fig. 4.36).
Bracelet. Decorated, semicircular-profile bracelet fragment. 7.8 x 2.4 cm, th. 1.5 x 0.9 cm, wt. 42 g (Fig. 4.37).
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38. Bracelet. Decorated, semicircular-profile bracelet fragment. 9.4 x 3.5 cm, th. 1.4 x 0.8 cm, wt. 44 g (Fig. 4.38).
39. Bracelet. Decorated, semicircular-profile bracelet fragment. 6.2 x 1.5 cm, th. 1.3 x 0.9 cm, wt. 23 g (Fig. 4.39).
40. Bracelet. Decorated, semicircular-profile bracelet fragment. 6.6 x 2.5 cm, th. 2 x 1 cm, wt. 42 g (Fig. 4.40).
41. Bracelet. Decorated, semicircular-profile bracelet fragment. 8.2 x 3.5 cm, th. 0.9 x 1.4 cm, wt. 50 g (Fig. 4.41).

42. Bracelet. Decorated, semicircular-profile bracelet with blunt ends. Incomplete. 7.1 x 2.8 cm, th. 0.9 x 1.4 cm,
wt. 44 g (Fig. 4.42).

43. Bracelet. Decorated, semicircular-profile bracelet fragment. 9 x 4.1 cm, th. 1.2 x 0.9 cm, wt. 56 g (Fig. 4.43).
44. Bracelet. Semicircular-profile bracelet fragment. 1 x 4.4 cm, th. 1 x 1.3 cm, wt. 20 g (Fig. 4.44).

45. Bracelet. Semicircular-profile bracelet fragment. 6.9 x 2 cm, th. 1 x 1.2 cm, wt. 23 g (Fig. 4.45).

46. Bracelet. Semicircular-profile bracelet fragment. 1.5 x 3.8 cm, th. 1.4 x 0.8 cm, wt. 15 g (Fig. 4.46).

47. Bracelet or wire. Round-profile bracelet or wire fragment. 5.6 x 1.1 cm, diam. 0.4 cm, wt. 2 g (Fig. 4.47).
48. Lump. Oval ingot or lump. 9.1 x 4.9 cm, h. 1.2 cm, wt. 165 g (Fig. 4.48).

49. Lump. Oval ingot or lump. 6 x 3.9 cm, h. 2.1 cm, wt. 126 g (Fig. 4.49).

50. Non-classifiable object. 5.2 x 3.5 cm, th. 1.4-2.5 cm, wt. 85 g (Fig. 4.50).

51. Non-classifiable object. 3.1 x 0.7 cm, th. 0.6 cm, wt. 5 g (Fig. 4.51).

52. Non-classifiable object. 4.5 x 1.4 cm, th. 0.7 cm, wt. 15 g (Fig. 4.52).
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