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Chronological and Cultural Correlations 
between Neolithic and Copper Age Civilizations of Central and North 

Transylvania and East Alföld Area

Gheorghe LAZAROVICI, Cornelia-Magda LAZAROVICI

Keywords: Neolithic, Copper Age, Transylvania, Alföld, correlations

Abstract: In this paper are analyzed the correlations between Transylvania and the central and 
northern Alföld area during the Neolithic and Copper Age. These are related mainly with various 
raw materials of Transylvania (but also Maramureş: salt, flint, copper, gold, bitumen and maybe 
obsidian) that attracted several prehistoric communities. We are presenting the spread area of raw 
materials and the results of analysis that prove their origin and circulation. Salt, one of the important 
raw materials, seems to play an import role on these correlations and the trade was made along river 
valleys (Mureş, Criş Rivers, Tisa, Someş); some fortified settlements from Transylvania control these 
exchanges and the roads leading to the Hungarian area. Starting with the Copper Age, copper and 
gold also played an important role in the relations between communities of both countries. We have 
underlined some manners of transporting copper mineral as reflected by menhires’ decorations. The 
discovery of Cheile Turzii jewels workshop and the presence of a large amount of obsidian artifacts 
(of Carpathian origin) indicate the intensity of exchanges during the Copper Age too.

The analysis of materials and findings of the two areas (Romania and Hungary) 
demonstrates close links between the Someş Basin and the upper Tisa River. These connections 
were made through the upper and middle basins of the Someş Rivers (Someşul Mic and Someşul 
Mare) and their tributaries which comprise a large part of Transylvania. More extensive research 
and excavations for Neolithic and Copper Age have been made only in the Basin of the Someşul 
Mic River and its tributaries. Through its western tributaries, there are links with the central and 
northern areas of the eastern Alföld zone. 

Determination of relations between the mentioned zones are based on: exchange 
of raw materials (obsidian, flint, salt, copper, gold); seasonal activities between mountain and 
plain (pasturing: but they require etnoarchaeological proves), change of animals (sheep, goat), 
exogamous marriages and others.

Flint Sources 
For flint sources in NW Romania, have been organized several expeditions in 

Someş rivers basins1. In Oaş area, between Seini - Racşa - Oraşul Nou, there are zones with 
limnoquarzite, investigated by us in 2007 (through a project between Romanian and Austrian 
Academies)2.

1  Lazarovici C.-M./Lazarovici Gh./Trnka G. (2002 – 2013), in Cheile Turzii area (2005).
2  Lazarovici C.-M./Lazarovici Gh./Trnka G./Astaloş C. (2007).
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1. The issue of possible obsidian sources3 
Our interest for this subject 

is reflected by expeditions made in: 
a) Romania, in the SW of the 

Ţibleş Mountains (expedition with J. 
Nandris 1972); with this occasion have 
been discovered obsidian pebbles of 
about 4-7 mm on the river bed4;

b) in Hungary – East of 
Bükk Mountains, in the area of Tokaj, 
Erdőbénye, Tolcsva, Mad, Slovakia 
- Streda na Bodrogom – Viničky5, in 
2014.

The problem of the existence 
of obsidian sources in the volcanic 
mountains of Romania has aroused 
the interest of several geologists, 
physicists and chemists. One of 
them was Professor Eugen Stoicovici, 
which determined the origin of some 
obsidian objects from Gura Baciului 
as being from Melos Island (fig. 1a)6, 
other being related with Hungarian 
zones. The structure of this obsidian 
is similar to that of Melos (fig. 1b).

Professor E. Stoicovici also 
indicated as probable sources Oraşul 
Nou zone of Satu Mare, near the perlite 
quarry (in the vicinity signaling flint 
sources too7), but also in the volcanoes 
areas of Maramureş: Oaş, Ţibleş, Gutâi. 
From these areas (without specifying 
the exact place of origin) physicists of 
Cluj-Napoca University (members of 
Archaeometry seminaries) have done 
some analysis. 

Analysis on pieces and fragments of obsidian from sources, namely from Melos, 
Sardinia and Hungary (fig. 2), were made in 1998 by Dr. Bogdan Constantinescu from Institutul 
de fizică nucleară, Măgurele, Bucureşti. 

3  By Romanian obsidian were concerned: Roska 1934; 1942; Nandris 1975; Thorpe/Nandris 1977; 1984.
4  Project J. Nandris 1975 in cooperation with Muzeul Naţional de Istorie a Transilvaniei. After recent experience, 
those of 2014, should have been researched also the higher terraces of the hills below Ţibleş Mountains and the 
neighboring hills. 
5  Lazarovici C.-M./Lazarovici Gh./Trnka G. and others.
6  Vlassa 1965.
7  During the expeditions with John Nandriş at the perlite quarry from Oraşul Nou (Satu Mare County; GPS 
47°49’25.37’’ N, 23°16’52.58’’E) we have not discovered obsidian in the area, but did not check the sources of flint 
that were 6-7 km far, in proximity of Racşa, see down flint. 

Fig. 1. Obsidian of Melos: a, Gura Baciului; b, Melos, 
Vienna University lithotheca (apud G. Trnka).

b

a
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Based on the multidimensional classification (with nuanced sets or fuzzy sets) 
made by Prof. Dan Dumitrescu and Gh. Lazarovici (fig. 2)8 we can see that the sources of Melos 
and Hungary (samples 1 and 8) are in common clusters, while those of Iclod (samples 3-6), a 
transparent obsidian as glass, are in separated clusters. Sardinia obsidian was separated in the 
first cluster (sample 2). Based on new analysis on obsidian sources made by B. Constantinescu 
and his colleagues we can observe that some sources of obsidian from Carpathian correlate with 
some of Turkey (fig. 3 cluster 1.1, 1.2.2), some of Melos correlated with Antiparos belong to 
other cluster (fig. 3 cluster 1.2.2.1), while those of Buziaş (Starčevo-Criş IIIA culture correlate 
with Gollu Dag: cluster 2.1.1 with 2.1.2.1). We believe that a simple comparison of the matrix’s 
aspect, analysis through diagrams in two dimensions or reports with more dimensions represent 
only mediation or manual assessment, are erroneous. 

In Aurignacian is possible the use of local raw materials such as flint and obsidian 
of local origin in NW Romania9. 

In the Early Neolithic there are artifacts made of Tokaj sources10. The same Melos 
obsidian is related with Cuina Turcului (codes CT20, CT27, CT22, CT23)11 and Măgura 
(Teleorman County), (codes TEL4, TEL5, TEL12) in Starčevo-Criş IC-IIA. In Starčevo-Criş IIB-
IIIA analyze of Silagiu - Buziaş artifacts attest correlation with Melos12. In the Late Starčevo-Criş 
IIIB-IVA and Vinča A obsidian is from Tokaj Zemplin area13; for Cuina Turcului (codes CT26 
and CT30) the situation is unclear; for Melos or Carpathian II and Gornea, in Vinča A obsidian 
is related with N Hungary and S Slovakia, where it can derive some LBK imports or influences14. 

The problem of transparent obsidian as glass, discovered in Iclod and some of the 
approximately 2000 pieces from Balta Sărată15 remains an issue of study, while at Balta Sărată 
(Banat) were not found Bükk or LBK imports as well as at Iclod16. In this last site obsidian 

8   Dumitrescu/Lazarovici Gh. 1990, fig. 1 and table 1. Transparent obsidian core at Iclod - Poşconiţa: Maxim 1999, 
cat. 509 and Balta Sărată.
9   Dobrescu 2007, apud B. Constantinescu analysis; Dobrescu/Tuffreau 2013.
10  Constantinescu/Boroneanţ manuscript, kindly information B. Constantinescu; Boroneanţ et alii 2012.
11  Constantinescu et alii 2002.
12  Constantinescu et alii 2002, fig 5, relation Ti/Mn with Rb/Zr or PIXE XRF. 
13  Constantinescu/Boroneanţ manuscript.
14  Constantinescu et alii 2002; 2008; 2010.
15  Kindly information J. Chapmann that studied and counted those of Lucici collection of Caransebeş Museum.
16  A transparent obsidian galet was found 2 km far from the Neolithic site, on a hillside. 

Fig. 2. Analysis of obsidian sources 
and artifacts.

Fig. 3. Analysis of obsidian sources and artifacts of 
Romania, Greece, Turkey.
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represent about 32% of all the chipped pieces, but after analysis this is a particularly cluster. 
At Lipova (on Mureş River), on a Tisa or Vinča C level it is assumed the use of local obsidian 
sources, unverified17. During the Late Neolithic, obsidian from Bükk and Tokaj Mountains 
circulated in the central and western Transylvania and northern Banat through Bükk culture at 
Turdaş, Tăulaş, Arad-Grădişte, Parţa and other sites18.

2. Correlations based on ceramics

17  Earlier kindly information Mircea Rusu and Vasile Boroneanţ. 
18  Roska 1941, 264, CX.4, 266, CXI.18, 5, 236, XCVI.3; Makkay 1957, 41; Bognar-Kutzián 1966, 262-263; Lichardus 
1974, 135, n. 247; Dumitrescu H. 1966, 442; Lazarovici Gh. 1976, 211-212, fig. 11/XI.5-6, 8-9; 1977; Lazarovici Gh./ 
Pădureanu 1982, 23, fig. 1, 4/2, 4; Dumitrescu Vl. et alii 1983, 67.

a,▲ Cheile Turzii
       b, Miercurea Sibiului ►

4e. Zau de Câmpie - Grădiniţă, level IIa▲
Fig. 4. Correlations and imports from Pişcolt culture: a, c, Cheile Turzii in Zau culture; b, in Vinča B at 

Miercurea Sibiului; d, Zăuan; e, Zau de Câmpie, Zau culture.

c

e
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2.1 Imports from east Alfőld in Transylvania. The relation between Zau Culture 
and Pişcolt (fig. 4).

Such imports have been discovered in Transylvania through Linear Pottery Culture 
LBK/AVK at: Cheile Turzii (excavations N. Vlassa), Zau de Câmpie – Grădiniţă, Pişcolt - Lutărie 
(Pişcolt IIA); very few non significant, at Zăuan –Dâlma/Dâmbul Cimitirului (fig. 4e) associated 
with Pişcolt II and Bükk materials19.

At Gornea (Banat), in the Vinča A level, besides obsidian were also discovered 
fragments of LBK pottery, maybe imports, indicating northern links on the Danube-Tisa20.

There are two civilizations / cultures: one is Pişcolt culture in NW Romania21 and 
the other is Zau culture, involving Central Transylvania and central western Crişana area22. 
Pişcolt IIB fragments of pottery, having correspondence in Hungary at Satoralyaujhély (in earlier 
literature, painted Bükk II23), are present as imports in Cheile Turzii at Peştera Ungurească (fig. 
4a)24, at Miercurea Sibiului, in Vinča B level (fig. 4b), as well as at Zau de Câmpie in level IIa 
(-3,15 - 2,95 m; fig. 4e, no. 4-5)25.

At Suplac - Porţ, Zau II discoveries are over Pişcolt Ib. Zau culture phase I appears 
in the Early Neolithic at Zau de Câmpie (stratigraphy of 3,6 m)26 and Limba – Bordane27, the 
absolute chronology of the last one being in the time interval of 5200-4500 cal BC. 

2.2 The role of the Bükk culture 
Easily identified by its specific pottery, the Bükk culture also brings obsidian from 

the North in Crişana (fig. 5a), Transylvania (fig. 5 b-d) and Banat (fig. 6). It is also possible that 
carriers of the Bükk culture transport salt from Transylvania to Hungary. 

Discoveries of Bükk II phase are present at Arad in a milieu of late LBK and of 
Szakálhát culture28. On the other hand Bükk III discoveries are mentioned in Banat at Parţa (fig. 
6)29 and Crnobara30 in Banat culture. In Vinča culture Bükk imports are known at Tărtăria site31, 
and in Turdaş culture they have been identified at Turdaş (fig. 5)32 and Tăulaş33.

19  Lazarovici Gh./Lakó 1981, 42, fig. 18, also named painted Bükk: Roska 1936, 50, but also might be Herpály, 
Zau or other. 
20  Lazarovici Gh. 1979, 163-165; 1983/1984.
21  Lazarovici Gh./Németi 1983; Németi et alii 1998; Virag 2004; 2007; Virag et alii 2005.
22  Lazarovici Gh. 2009; 2010; 2012; 2014a; Colesniuc 2008; 2014.
23  Müller-Karpe 1968; 1974.
24  Lazarovici Gh./Lazarovici C.-M. 2013, in square G5. 
25  Lazarovici Gh. 2010, fig. 11.C6-7; 2012, fig. 11.
26  Lazarovici Gh. 2010, fig. 1. 
27  Lazarovici Gh. 2010, fig. 2-3. 
28  Lazarovici Gh./Pădureanu 1981; Lazarovici Gh. et alii 2001. 
29  Lazarovici Gh. 1979, 165-166.
30  Bognar- Kutzián 1966, 258; Lichardus 1974, 135. 
31  Vlassa 1959, 239-245; 1960, 131-132; 1965, 267-269; Lichardus 1974, 135. 
32  Roska 1936, 236, 264, 266; 1943; Bognar- Kutzián 1966, 263.
33  Dumitrescu H. 1966, 442.
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a ▲ Zăuan      
b ►

Fig. 5: a, Bükk at Zau de Câmpie; b-d, Bükk imports at Turdaş; e, Arad, Szakalhát culture.

c ▲	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 d	►

e
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Imports of Bükk culture were found at distances of over 300 km far from their area 
of origin, several times together with obsidian artifacts, which shows the great importance of 
trade on major rivers (Someş, Tisa, Mureş, Timiş etc.). We believe that these exchanges were 
carried along the mentioned river valleys (Mureş, Criş Rivers, Tisa, Someş etc.).

2.3 Reciprocal imports in Herpály - Zau - Petreşti cultures 
A Herpály import was discovered at Zau de Câmpie in level 3b (fragment of a 

stemmed cup, fig. 7). In the same level was a copper needle, a double ring (made of copper too) 
and a stone head deposited in the grave with the remains of the great banquet34.

In addition Herpály fragments have been discovered in Transylvania at Zăuan – 
Dâlma/Dâmbul Spânzurătorii (Akasztó domb), Lumea Nouă and in Banat in Vinča C level at 
Hodoni; on the other hand Foeni and Petreşti fragments have been identified at Herpály35. 

At Cluj-Napoca, on Valea Sf. Ion we mentioned earlier the existence of painted 
ceramic fragments attributable to the Herpály culture36.

34  Lazarovici Gh., Zau de Câmpie manuscript, excavations’ journal, 25 of April 1996; Lazarovici C.-M./ Lazarovici 
Gh. 2006, 438, fig. IIIe.37.
35  Draşovean 1996, 86- 87; Lazarovici C.-M./Lazarovici Gh. 2007, 29 and the following; Kalicz/Ráczky 1987; Kalicz 
et alii 2010, fig. at 55. 
36  Lazarovici Gh./Kalmar 1982, 229, 243, pl. 3.

Fig. 6. Bükk imports at Parţa level 6.

Fig. 7: a ▲, Zau de Câmpie-Grădiniţă, Level 3b; b ▲, Lumea Nouă.
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3. Salt supply from north and central Transylvania to the central and north of 
the Hungarian Plain 

3.1 Salt sources in Maramureş 
area extending over a large distance, from 
Bogdan Vodă to Hust (Khust), as it was 
mentioned in an important study of Carol 
Kacsó, related with salt exploitation of the 
area (fig. 8); the mentioned study cover a 
large period of time, from prehistory until 
today, especially for the Bronze Age but 
also regarding the Neolithic37. 

It should be mentioned that 
not only salt but also copper were 
important minerals for the everyday life 
of prehistoric man, especially for those 
living in the plains east of the Tisa River. 

In Maramureş are mentioned old 
and recent exploits from Ocna Şugatag, 
Coştiui, Slătioare, Botiza, Bogdan Vodă, 
Ieud, Rona de Sus etc.38 

3.2 In the Basin of Someşul 
Mare River, salt exploitation from Figa 
starts in Early Bronze Age, continu in 
Late Bronze Age and other periods until 
to the present. This is the result of a big 
Romanian - English project led by V. 
Cavruc and A. F. Harding.

The investigation of site is very 
important concerning the new technologies 
used here: dendrochronological and 
radiocarbon analyzes, excavations 
made on large areas etc. which allowed 
the preservation and conservation 
of ethno-archaeological situations; 
were investigated wells from the Early 
Bronze Age (pottery with Besenstrich) 
and mines related with the Old Bronze 
Age; were conducted important ethno - 
archaeological experiments39. 

It is possible that salt was 
transported on Someş River to Tisa 
Basin; therefore we assume that Coldău 
fortification (fig. 10c) of Petreşti culture 
could play a controlling role of the salt 
road. It is also possible that salt was 

37  Kacsó 2006.
38  Kacsó 2006, 97, and the following. 
39  Harding /Cavruc 2006; Cavruc/Harding 2008; Cavruc 2012; Harding /Kavruk 2012; 2013. 

Fig. 8: a, Ocna Şugatag, Gavril lake (photo Gh. 
Lazarovici); b, Coştiui, crumbling due to salt exploitation 
(processing after C. Kacsó photo); c, map with salt 

sources in Maramureş.

a

b

c
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transported on Mureş River to Tisa Basin as mentioned in the historical sources40. In the 
same way fortified settlements of Iclod (fig. 10b) and Fundătura41 controlled roads over 
Meseş Mountains, and the large Cluj-Napoca settlement those through Someşul Mic - 
Crişul Repede (fig. 10c). 

3.3 The Basin of Someşul Mic River provides information for salt exploitation. The 
most intense discoveries of salted areas are related with the Copper Age (Coţofeni culture) and 
Roman times42. 

Valleys that go west make connections of these areas with East Tisa Plain. Lona 
Valley to west, includes a Neolithic site and a Roman castrum at Gherla (2 km far), as well as the 
Iclod site (at circa 4 km) with its fortifications43.

Fundătura (including also a Neolithic fortification) controls the roads of Lona Valley 
- Dăbâca – to central Alföld area. In Apahida area (with archaeological traces from several 
periods), the roads leads to the central part of Alfőld plain through Dăbâca.

3.4 Buneşti area (located on a small western tributary of Someşul Mic River) includes 
remains of Late Bronze Age and Roman time (Roman road is at 300 m far of the salt well). 

3.5 On the Valley of Someşul Mic – Crişul Repede, there are Herpály – Salca imports 
at Cluj-Napoca - Sf. Ion. Conversely are noted penetrations of Zau culture to East Alföld. 

40  Kacsó 2006; Marc 2006.
41  Lazarovici Gh./Lazarovici C.-M. 2014, fig. 30-36, 40-48.
42  Lazarovici Gh./Lazarovici C.-M. 2011.
43  Lazarovici Gh. 2013.

Fig. 9. Figa, some discoveries made by V. Cavruc and colab., related with the Bronze Age 
(photo Gh. Lazarovici).



Gheorghe Lazarovici, Cornelia-Magda Lazarovici

16

Fig. 10: a, Buneşti well; b, Iclod; c, roads of salt. 

a▲

b► c▼
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3.6 Miceşti Well. Case study
The salt source from Miceşti proves the exploitation of salt since the Neolithic, 

during Copper Age, Early Bronze Age and other periods (Roman, Middle Ages). 
Important for civilizations in the region is this salt area from Miceşti; nearby there 

are several sites: Zau culture at Tureni (4 km), Cheile Turzii (6 km), Crăieşti (8 km); Copper Age, 
Petreşti culture (Cheile Turzii 6 km), Tiszapolgár culture (Tureni 4 km). In this zone are known 
over 40 tumuli related with Copper Age and Early Bronze Age44. 

Villagers in the area obtain their salt supplies even today (but also in the past) from 
sources up to 30 km far; we have to note that there are precise rules of operation (schedules, 
transport models and others) stored in ancestors.

4. Bitumen. Suplac, Derna –Tătăruş - Budoi
Bitumen has been exploited since prehistoric times45. All the archaeological sites are 

located at a distance less than 30 km far from the bitumen sources. Nicolae Vlassa together with 
geologists he collaborate launched the hypothesis that the bitumen sources of Derna – Tătăruş-
Budoi and Suplacu de Barcău were used by Neolithic communities for painting pottery with 
black color (Suplac – Porţ, Peştiş, Pericei, Giurtelec, Oradea - Salca, Herpály etc.). In the first 
stage the spread area of Pişcolt culture was larger, but due to Zau culture expansion to north-
west, the Pişcolt culture area narrows; but materials of this culture are presents as imports in Zau 
territory (see up fig. 4).

44   Vlassa et alii 1985/1986; Lazarovici Gh./Kalmar/Maxim 1987-1988; Lazarovici Gh./Meşter 1995.
45  Fazecaş et alii 2011, 133; Ignat 1998 and http://www.rasfoiesc.com/inginerie/constructii/LIANTII-
RUTIERI23.php.

Fig. 11. Miceşti salt well and archaeological points from the neighborhood.
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Import discovered at Miercurea Sibiului is prior of Zau expansion to NE, so, it 
belongs to an early Pişcolt stage, as shape of the vessel requires. Zau culture take partial control 
in this zone46, but still Pişcolt III communities have access to bitumen sources, even not continue 
the Suplacu de Barcău habitation after Pişcolt IIA stage47. 

5. Copper Sources and correlations during Late Neolithic and Early Copper Age
Transylvania, Banat, but especially Apuseni Mountains as well as Maramureş 

Mountains contain rich sources of copper48. These riches have influenced the civilizations of 
the western Tisa Plain. Some Transylvanian copper sources (particularly those of native copper) 
were analyzed, classified and correlated with archaeological materials 49. 

Maramureş copper sources were exploited during the Copper Age, but even now 
special research is lacking, particularly that related with mountain archaeology. Many of the 
major rivers and their tributaries, and in particular Tisa River, enable links between sources of 
copper and Alfőld Plain (fig. 13).

On Someşul Mare Valley was discovered the menhir of Ciceu – Corabia located in 
an area of access to sources of Ţibleş Mountains. For this menhir is important the rendering of 
backpack and miner tools (fig. 14). 
46  Lazarovici Gh. 2012, fig. 11/6-7.
47  Lazarovici Gh., Report in manuscript for Acta Musei Porolissensis, 2015; Matei et alii 2004.
48  Rădulescu/Demetrescu 1966; Beşliu/Lazarovici Gh. 1990.
49  Beşliu/Lazarovici Gh. 1990; 1995; Beşliu et alii 1992; Topan et alii 1996.

Fig. 12. Correlations between Pişcolt II and Zau II.
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Such mode of transporting minerals and depicting of specific tools are common on 
the menhirs of Western Europe, in Spain (fig. 17), France and others50.

This menhir of Ciceu – Corabia is not unique, but many of such findings were 
attributed to other periods, but not to Copper Age51, although all the Western and Eastern Europe 
discoveries have been related with Copper Age or Early Bronze Age52. Among menhires of the 
area we remember the ones from Gherla (fig. 16), Dej53 (associated with discoveries of Early 

50  Pohribný 2007; Alexandrescu 1963, 292; Chintăuan 2009; Lazarovici Gh. 2014. 
51  For example those of Baia de Criş have been ascribed to Dacian civilization: Floca 1966; Chintăuan 2009, 94-97.
52  Alexandrescu 1963. Téglás 1908 comments various opinions as, being of Roman date; Floca 1996, as being 
Dacian. The author binds them with the eastern finds (especially taking into account the arms’ position), what was 
normal at the time (also participating to a Romanian-Russian symposium). They are related with ochre graves or 
with catacomb graves. 
53  At Gherla - La şapte cruci, on the S part of the town it is a Wiettenberg settlement, Bronze Age (Glodariu 
1996, 188); Alexandrescu 1963, 148 connects with Decea Mureşului or Coţofeni; Dej, stone with a deepened decor, 
Alexandrescu 1963, 148.

Fig. 13. Transylvania copper sources 
(and other, processing after I. Mareş 2002) Fig. 14. Ciceu-Corabia.

Fig. 15. Stone heads, Sighetul Marmaţiei Museum. Fig. 16. Gherla, after 
I. Chintăuan 2009.
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Bronze Age)54. Indirect links with Western Europe are reflected by the few menhirs of Baden 
culture55. We must underline that interest for Apuseni Mountains, Maramureş and Dobrudja 
Mountains is closely connected with copper and gold sources of these zones. 

54  Alexandrescu 1963, 148; Glodariu 1996, 188; Chintăuan 2009, 67.
55  Motzoi-Chicidanu 2000, 48. At Kapostàmegyer funerary stela was found near some animal burials, similar with 
the stela head of Zau de Câmpie, B2 square, pit 4, excavations made by Lazarovici Gh. et alii, excavations’ journal, 
20 April 1996; Lazarovici C.-M./Lazarovici Gh. 2006, 438, fig. IIIe.37. 

Fig. 17. Spain, types of megaliths with tools and backpack for transporting minerals.

Fig. 18: 1-3, Baia de Criş A, after O. Floca; 4, Cluj-Napoca – Polus.
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Furthermore menhir with backpack for transporting minerals are the three 
counterparts of Baia de Criş (fig. 18, and source fig. 19), in the area being mines, as well as 
copper and gold exploitations from several historical periods (fig. 13)56; more recently there are 
analyzes for the gold sources of the Apuseni Mountains57. 

Monumental stones shaped as Neolithic idols are in the natural sanctuary on 
the Teasc Mount (Stone 15 and Stone 76)58, but they can not be dated. Stone heads present 
in museums, as isolated pieces, or from statues (fig. 15), can be linked also with natural 
sanctuaries59. But also have to be mentioned stone pillars from altars60.

Besides the famous stone heads of Lepenski Vir in Romanian Neolithic there are 
such discoveries in several sites, such as Gura Baciului61, Zau de Câmpie62, Orăştie63, and 
Piatra Ilişovei64, most often in the sanctuaries or sanctuaries in nature. Sculpture in stone in 
our regions (sometimes monumental) is present starting with Early Neolithic through the 
heads (Gura Baciului, Piatra Ilişovei), stelae from Gura Baciului65, and the later one from 
Scânteia66; but often such artifacts are attributed to other periods, usually of Celtic or Dacian 
time, although the same dating mistakes have been made for those of Haidučka Vodenica or 
Piatra Ilişovei. The above shows us the existence of stone monuments that must be considered 
more carefully in the future.

In several studies earlier or more recently have been reviewed various issues in 
relation with early copper metallurgy, and analyzes on native copper, artifacts and sources of 
copper and gold67. Copper mines from Apuseni Mountains are very important for the sites 
Oradea – Salca and Herpály (located at about 100 km; Salca is at about 60 km far from Băiţa 
Bihor and other copper and gold mines of the mentioned mountains, fig. 13, 19). 

Analyzes of some samples from native copper sources (Maramureş, Apuseni, 
Matra Mountains) and objects from Cluj-Napoca Museum showed that axes are related 
to sources of Apuseni Mountains (Băiţa Bihor, Bucium, Crişcior), being known various 
technologies for molding68. 

6. The Gold69

From this map that reflects the spread of sources, exploitations and mines can be 
observed that most of them are located along major rivers flowing eastward to the Tisa Plain 
(fig. 19). One of the most important discoveries is the workshop for jewels discovered at Cheile 
Turzii70 belonging to the Copper Age, namely Bodrogkeresztúr – Knobbed-Handle culture/ 
Scheibenhenkel. Here have been discovered different artifacts in different processing stages, 
over 80 golden pieces, as well as others made of copper, bone, horn, shells or stones. 

56  Rusu 1972. 
57  Lazarovici Gh. et alii 2012. 
58  Lazarovici Gh. et alii 2014, fig 33a-b, Stone 15.
59  Lazarovici Gh. et alii 2014, fig. 30, Stone 12, Stone 16.
60  Popa 2009, 771: Izvoarele - La Cruce (Cheile Aiudului zone).
61  Lazarovici Gh./Maxim 1995, 179-181, see grave M7 too; Lazarovici Gh./Lazarovici C.-M. 2006, 39, sanctuary.
62  Lazarovici Gh., Zau de Câmpie manuscript, excavations’ journal, 1996.
63  Luca 1997, 88-89, 154, fig. 6: Orăştie, L2, domestic sanctuary.
64  Lazarovici Gh./Dragomir 1993; Lazarovici Gh./Lazarovici C.-M. 2006, 39, fig. 1.41.
65  Vlassa 1972; 1972a; Lazarovici Gh./Maxim 1995, 179-181 see grave M7 too; Lazarovici Gh./Lazarovici C.-M. 
2006, 112, fig. II.64, sanctuary.
66  Lazarovici C.-M./Lazarovici Gh. 2007, 229, fig. Vd.87.
67  Beşliu/Lazarovici Gh. 1990; 1995; Beşliu et alii 1992; Lazarovici Gh. et alii 1995; 2012; Lazarovici Gh. 2014.
68  Topan et alii 1996.
69  Some references for Romanian gold and artifacts: Roska 1942; Comşa 1974; Hartmann 1996; Hartmann et alii 
1995; Pop 1995; Lazarovici Gh. et alii 2010; Constantinescu et alii 2012.
70  Lazarovici Gh./Lazarovici C.-M. 2008; 2009; Lazarovici Gh. et alii 2012. 
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Some analysis made on obsidian artifacts from Peştera Ungurească/Peştera Caprelor 
shows that it originated in the area of Tokaj – Bükk Mountains71 suggesting that some golden 
artifacts were exchanged for obsidian or other products. Golden objects have been obtained 
from sand gold of Arieş Valley, as it is proven by analyses made by our partners72.

As a general conclusion that emerges is the direct links between communities from 
Transylvania with the ones of east and north Tisa Plain; these links are related with the riches of 
Transylvania (salt, copper, gold etc.). In this case transverse valleys crossing Apuseni Mountains 
have favored these exchanges, as well as movement of people and cultural goods.
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Floating stones down the Tur river. 
Comparative study of chipped stone assemblages

from Călineşti-Oaş-Dâmbul Sfintei Mării and Méhtelek-Nádas

Tomasz J. CHMIELEWSKI, Ciprian ASTALOŞ

Keywords: Upper Tisza Basin; Starčevo-Criş Complex; limnosilicites procurement; taskscape; 
transhumance

Abstract: Méhtelek-Nádas and Călineşti-Oaş-Dâmbul Sfintei Mării are localized barely 30 km 
from each other, in a close proximity to a convenient communication route of the Tur valley. 
The first settlement mentioned is bigger, stable (permanent) settlement on a lowland, whereas 
the latter – localized in a mountainous area – makes an impression of smaller (seasonal) camp. 
Comparison of chipped stone assemblages from both the sites under consideration will help us not 
only to set the sites more precisely within their local taskscapes, but also allow us to suggest that a 
close economical tie might have linked them.

1. Introduction
The chipped stone assemblage from Méhtelek-Nádas, being the first really 

numerous, homogenous and well-published1 finding of the kind in the Upper Tisza Basin, have 
long become the main point of reference for intra- and interregional lithic analyses conducted 
in the eastern part of the Carpathian Basin and neighboring areas.2 Other noteworthy 
contemporaneous, though not so rich chipped stone sets from the region have been published 
only quite recently.3 Given that, presentation of substantial lithic collection discovered at the 
site of Călineşti-Oaş-Dâmbul Sfîntei Mării (hereafter Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M.)4 will certainly 
attract attention of wider body of involved. Still, for some of them the comparison between yet 
another Starčevo-Criş chipped stone assemblage and the one from Méhtelek at least at the start 
might seem to be rather unavoidable than deliberate undertaking. For many reasons presented 
below, this case is quite unique yet. 

2. Sites under discussion
2.1. Méhtelek-Nádas
Even though complete reports on the rescue excavations carried out in 1973 by 

Nándor Kalicz and János Makkay at the locality of Méhtelek-Nádas appeared just quite recently,5 
owing to reports published shortly after the fieldworks were finished the site became well known 

1  See Chapman 1987; Starnini 1994b.
2  E.g. Chmielewski 2009; idem 2012; Kaczanowska 2001; Kaczanowska/Kozłowski 1987; iidem 2006; iidem 2012; 
Kaminská/Kaczanowska/Kozłowski 2008; Kozłowski 1982; idem 2001; Kozłowski/Nowak 2007; Mateiciucová 2007; 
eadem 2008; Starnini 2001; Starnini/Szakmány 1998; Ţurcanu 2009.
3  Chmielewski 2009; Kaczanowska/Kozłowski 2010.
4  The locality in question, i.e. St. Mary’s Hill, appears in literature as the place of a Palaeolithic site under the name 
Călineşti III. However, the Palaeolithic settlement is not localized exactly at the same spot as the Neolithic site (cf. 
Chmielewski 2009, ftn. 7; idem 2012, passim; Németi/Astaloş 2001; iidem 2002). The well-known Palaeolithic site 
Călineşti III lies at the top of the mentioned hill (see Bitiri 1972, 93-95: Păunescu 2001, 498-502). 
5  Makkay 2007, 200-206; Makkay/Starnini 2008, 42-43, Fig. 340-357; Kalicz 2011.
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to a wide body of archaeologists already in late 1970’s.6 Because this accessibility of contextual 
data excuses us from a detailed presentation of the finds, let us just sketch out the situation. 

The modern village of Méhtelek is located in the North-Eastern Hungary in the 
county of Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg, district of Fehérgyarmat (Fig. 1). Geographically this region 
lies on the north-eastern fringe of the Great Hungarian Plain, on the Szamos/Someş Plain. The 
locality of Nádas lies southward from the village on the right riverside of the Túr/Tur River, 
within a partially marshy area, which used to be waterlogged by the river and a contributing 
unnamed watercourse. Neolithic people settled down on an elevations rising some 1.5-2 metres 
above the surroundings, occupying an area estimated at ca 80x80 meters.7 In the course of 
excavations just a small part of it has been investigated, uncovering six features (pits 1-3/α, 
4-5/α, 6/α, 6/β, 7/α and 7/β). 

Finds from all the features represent cultural tradition of the Starčevo-Criş Complex 
(further referred to as SCC), belonging undoubtedly to the late stylistic horizon, i.e. phases IIIB-
IV according to Gheorghe Lazarovici’s periodization8 or phase IIb (earlier named as ‘Protovinča’) 
according to János Makkay.9 Radiocarbon dates from Méhtelek-Nádas are sometimes used 
in corroboration to the opinion that ‘frontier settlements’ in the northern part of the Upper 
Tisza Basin might appeared similarly early as some Neolithic ‘outposts’ in the Middle Tisza 

6  Kalicz/Makkay 1976.
7  Kalicz/Makkay 1976, 13-14, Taf. 1. 1, 1. 2; Kalicz 2012, 14, Fig. 2
8  E.g. Lazarovici 1980.
9  Cf. Makkay 1990; Makkay 2007, 198, Table 14; for the exhaustire discussion on the intricate problem of relative 
inner-chronology of the Starčevo-Körös-Criş Complex see Oross/Siklósi 2012, 131-140.

Fig. 1. Map with localization of the Early Neolithic (SCC) sites discussed in the text: 1. Călineşti-Oaş-
Dâmbul Sfîntei Mării; 2. Ecsegfalva 23; 3. Homorodu de Sus-Ograda Borzului; 4. Ibrány-Nagyerdő; 
5. Méhtelek-Nádas; 6. Rivne-Kis Mező; 7. Seini-Dagas; 8. Szarvas-Egyházföld; 9. Tăşnad-Sere; 
10. Tiszaszőlős-Domaháza-puszta; 11. Zăuan-Dîmbul Cimitirului; 12. Zastavne-Mala Hora 
(map: fragment of an 18th century relief map of the Carpathian Basin with watercourses and 

watercovered areas before drainage; drawn by T. J. Ch.)



Floating stones down the Tur river. Comparative study of chipped stone assemblages...

31

Basin, i.e. already before 5650 BC.10 However, it must be taken into consideration that all three 
radiocarbon measurements for Méhtelek-Nádas were obtained from charcoals, for what ‘old 
wood’ effect might have distorted their results. Assuming this to be right, we have to consider 
the earliest date from Méhtelek11 as establishing just a terminus post quem for the existence of the 
settlement. Consequently, the eponymous settlement as well as the so-called Méhtelek group in 
general should be dated to ca 5650-5500 BC.12 

2.2. Călineşti-Oaş-Dâmbul Sfintei Mării
Field works at Călineşti-Oaş have been carried out from 1999 to 2001 by Ciprian 

Astaloş, under supervision of János Németi. In contrast to Méhtelek, it was reported by the 
excavators only in two short excavation reports.13

The locality of Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. is situated in the North-Western Romania, 
in the north-eastern part of the Satu Mare county (Fig. 1), approximately halfway between the 
villages of Lechinţa and Călineşti (on the territory of the latter). The geographical position 
of the settlement under discussion is very convenient both from a macro- and microregional 
point of view. It is located within the Oaş Depression, at present ca. two kilometers to the West 
from the Lechinţa river, in the lower reaches of its valley and close to the confluence with the 
Tur/Túr river (Fig. 2). The valley of the latter and a consequent trail facilitated a good parallel 
communication toward the Great Hungarian Plain and together with the Tisza river constituted 
local communication junction. 

As for the immediate surroundings of the site, they must have been no less attractive 
for its prehistoric inhabitants. The settlement lies in the valley at the height of ca. 180-190 meters 
above the sea level, on an oriented longitudinally toward the Lechinţa river (i.e. W-E) slight rise 
at the foot of the Saint Mary’s Hill (Rou: Dâmbul Sfintei Mării). The latter belongs to a small 
range of hills (rising to ca 300-350 meters above the sea level) dominating this part of the valley 
and enclosing it from the West. The elevation settled by the Neolithic incomers is well drained by 
the watercourses of three streams, two of which plainly mark out the northern and the southern 
boundaries of the directly exploited area. At the same time, the southern stream flows out as a 
spring (known as St. Mary’s Spring; Rou. Izvorul Sfintei Mării) down the slope some 100 meters 
southwest from the settlement (Fig. 3). Summing up, the place is well-supplied with fresh water 
and offers an easy access to a variety of different microenvironments that could be exploited 
in many ways if only the subsistence strategies of the inhabitants of the settlement in question 
enabled them to take all the advantages of this broad spectrum of natural resources. At last but – 
as it is to be demonstrated here – not at least, the abundance of nonsubsistence resources (stone 
raw materials) somewhere in the close vicinity of the site must have been another factor taken 
into account by Neolithic groups while choosing the place to settle.

Surface collection undertaken in the course of the campaigns of 1999-2001 as well 
as during our last survey in the late wintertime of 2008 indicate that the Neolithic remains 
are deposited over an area of approximately 50 x 50 meters. The area chosen for the site of 
excavations lies in the central part of the settlement (Figs 4 & 5). One of small trial trenches 
(designed as S3) opened in the summer 1999 revealed a neolithic pit that yielded numerous 

10  Raczky et al. 2010, 159.
11  Bln-1331: 6835±60 BP = 5780-5650/1σ; published by Kalicz/Makkay 1973, 23.
12  This chronological estimate is based on two other conventional radiocarbon dates from Méhtelek (Bln-1332: 
6655 +/-60 BP = 5630-5530 BC/1σ; GrN-6897: 6625 +/-50 BP = 5630-5530 BC/1σ; published by Kalicz/Makkay 
1973, 23) and two AMS dates from Ibrány-Nagyerdő based on bones (Poz-28216: 6630 +/-40 BP = 5620-5530 
BC/1σ; Poz-28214: 6570 +/-40 BP = 5550-5480 BC/1σ; published by Domboróczki/Raczky 2010, 214). For recent 
overviews of the SCC absolute chronology in Transilvania, Banat and Alföld and full lists of radiocarbon dates see 
Luca/Suciu/Dumitrescu-Chioar 2010, 108-114, fig. 6, and Oross/Siklósi 2012, 140-154. 
13  Németi/Astaloş 2001; Németi/Astaloş/Ilea 2002.
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Fig. 3. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Aerial photograph of the Early Neolithic site (photo by C.A.)

Fig. 2. Digital elevation model of the Călineşti-Oaş area with localization (marked with red) of the Early 
Neolithic site at Dâmbul Sfîntei Mării (drawn by Digital Domain Bucharest; slightly modified)
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Fig. 4. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Localization of the excavated area against the range of the Early Neolithic 
material collected from the surface of the site (drawn by Digital Domain Bucharest; slightly modified)

Fig. 5. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Excavated area with Early Neolithic featureas unearthed
(drawn by C.A. and T.J.Ch.)
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Fig. 6. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. The Early Neolithic site during fieldwork carried out in 2000: 
a – pit C1/2000 during exploration; b – excavated block Sp1/2000; c – view on the excavated area from the 

St. Mary’s Hill (photo by C.A.)
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lithic and ceramic artifacts. In order to explore the feature (C1/2000) entirely, during the 
season of 2000 the uncovered surface has been enlarged into a block (Sp1/2000). Additionally, 
in the course of the campaign conducted in 2000 (Fig. 6) and continued in 2001 more trial 
trenches were marked out for archaeological excavations. In two of them (S1/2000 and S1/2001) 
excavators encountered two more Neolithic structures. This time, however, one of the features 
turned out to be larger than the previously investigated one and to extend beyond the surface 
opened (Sp1/2001) with an intent to unearth the whole of it. As the fieldworks at the site ended 
at that year the remaining part of the pit is still unexplored. The other feature, identified in 
S2/2001, was very poor in archaeological materials. For the purposes of the study present we 
decided to use only findings from pit C1/2000 that yielded the richest lithic assemblage (Fig. 5a).

There is no doubt that all the remains recovered during the excavations and collected 
from the surface of the site should be dated to the Early Neolithic and connected with the late 
stage of the SCC development. Regrettably, since no radiocarbon dates have been obtained so 
far, only ceramic finds could be used for a more precise chronological setting of the settlement. 
With this end in view whole the pottery set from the feature C1/2000 was studied by Cristian 
Virag from the technological and stylistic point of view.14 On the basis of this analysis, it can 
be said that the ceramic assemblage shows many similarities with other sites in the region and 
should be dated generally to the phases IIIB-IV according to Gh. Lazarovici.

3. Objectives and methods
As we can see, both the contemporaneous sites under comparison are localized 

barely 30 km from each other, in a close proximity to a convenient communication route of the 
Tur valley. The Méhtelek-Nádas settlement is probably a bigger, stable (permanent) settlement, 
whereas the site of Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. makes an impression of smaller (seasonal?) camp in an 
almost mountainous area. Therefore, even if the spatial, cultural and chronological proximity 
of the sites make us surmise some kind of ties linking them, their different microgeographical 
localization and position within local settlement network indicate that this interdependence 
shall not be explained in terms of simple neighborhood of two similar communities. As we 
intend to show, the comparison of chipped stone assemblages from the mentioned sites can shed 
some light on this question.15

Although numerousness of both the chipped stone assemblages under analysis makes 
it possible to draw even very detailed comparisons of various aspects of lithic production, such 
minute specification seems to be unnecessary. As it occured in the course of our studies and will 
be presented below, already more generalized characteristics of lithic sets from Călineşti and at 
Méhtelek allow to grasp significant differences in economic behaviours of people occupying the 
places, and thereby – to a certain degree – also to define positions of the sites in local taskscape 
as well as nature of possible economic relationships linking them. In the search for all such 
possibly revealing differences, we will firstly characterize spectra and share of particular groups 
of siliceous rocks in the assemblages under consideration. Naturally, while specifying the raw 
materials used by Neolithic stoneknappers at both the sites we will pay much attention not only 
to their provenance and accessibility, but also to their mechanic properties (i.e. flakeability). 
Thereafter, consistently taking into account the raw material factor, we will describe methods 
of blanks detaching and tools shaping as well as morphometric characteristics of resulting 
end- and by-products. Following presentation of basic technological and tool structures should 

14  Virag 2009.
15  Although the article of John Chapman (1987), compilations of Małgorzata Kaczanowska and Janusz K. Kozłowski, 
(Kaczanowska/Kozłowski 1987; iidem 2010) and the papers of Elisabetta Starnini (Starnini 1994a; eadem 1994b), 
provided many valuable information on the chipped stone assemblage from Méhtelek, for the sake of comparisons 
it has been reassessed by one of us (T.J.Ch.) one more time.
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shed some light on dominating orientation of this productive activity, both as regards resulting 
products as well as their end-users. Eventually, we will try to approximate intensiveness and 
effectiveness of blanks production and tools use at both the sites in question.

4. Comparative descriptive analysis of the lithic assemblages 
4.1. Numerousness of lithic samples
As already mentioned in the paragraphs above, both the collections under discussion 

are quite extemsive. The one from Călineşti numbers 1457 chipped stone finds, whereas Méhtelek 
yielded 1716 pieces of the kind.16 What should be remembered though, the assemblage from the 
first site mentioned, being almost as large as the one from Méhtelek, comes just from a single 
shallow pit (C1/2000).17 

4.2. Raw materials
Even a cursory glance at generalized raw material structures of the assemblages 

under comparison (Fig. 7) makes it apparent that although gamut of lithic materials used at both 
the sites is identical, their frequencies significantly differ. Whereas obsidian comprises almost 
two-thirds (60.0%) of the collection from Méhtelek, outnumbering limnosilicite pieces by almost 
25%, its share drops to barely 4.5% in the assemblage from Călineşti, absolutely dominated by 
local limnoquartzites (almost 85%).18 At both the sites in question these two basic raw materials 
are accompanied by a small number of end- and byproducts made of silicified sandstone and 
vitrous dacite as well as single fragments of blade tools made of the so-called ‘Balkan’ flint.

16  According to the first comprehensive study of the chipped stone findings from the site, the assemblage recovered 
was to number 1814 artifacts in total (Chapman 1987, 32). As reported by E. Starnini (1994b, 32, table 1) and 
confirmed by us the collection that can be assessed in the Jósa András Múzeum today is somewhat smaller. The six 
additional pieces found in the course of our analyses are negligible. 
17  Compare Starnini 1994b, table 1.
18  In this paper the terms limnosilicite and limnic quatzite are used  interchangeably.

Fig. 7. Méhtelek-Nádas and Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Generalized raw material structures
(generated by T.J.Ch.)
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Fig. 8. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Cores made of limnosilicites (drawn by T.J.Ch.).
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Fig. 9. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Cores made of limnosilicites (drawn by T.J.Ch.).
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Fig. 10. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Cores made of limnosilicites (drawn by T.J.Ch.).
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Fig. 11. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Blades made of limnosilicites (drawn by T.J.Ch.).
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4.3. Blanks production
4.3.1. Methods and techniques
On the basis of numerous readings as well as attribute analyses of cores and 

corresponding detached pieces,19 it can be said that the main blanks production method 
at the sites under discussion represents the so-called ‘Danubian tradition’, as described 
by Inna Mateiciucová.20 Regardless of raw material, all the production on both the sites 
in question was oriented mostly toward obtaining of oblong blanks, i.e. flake-blades and 
blades in the traditional sense of the terms. Typical blade cores refused by local Early 
Neolithic settlers were rather small, with flaking faces flattened and wide. They were 
usually made of nodules and chunks, although big flakes were exploited as well. Initial 
preparation of objective pieces was quite frequently limited to single-blow preparation 
of their striking platforms. Only later they were corrected with few additional removals 
or delicate trimming of striking edge to maintain a straight angle de chase. There was 
almost no recognizable advanced façonage of prospective flaking faces (Figs 8-10, 13-15).21 
Their deliberate preparation is confirmed only for a single large (94 mm high) sub-conical, 
carefully and skillfully exploited obsidian22 blade-core discovered at the Hungarian site 
(Fig. 15: 7).23 In this regard, however, we should like to pay attention of our readers to 
frequent opportunistic use of exploited blocks’ shapes consisting, among others, in 
adaptation of natural angularities of obsidian nodules and limnosilicite pieces, or ridges 

19  Chmielewski 2012, 51-79.
20  Mateiciucová 2008, 73-75.
21  See also Starnini 1994b, 34.
22  Quite recently this core was mistakenly described as a specimen made of ‘Balkan’ flint (Kozłowski/Nowak 2007, 
90, Fig. 7.11.).
23  Starnini 1994b, 34, 36, fig. 13 and 14/1

Fig. 12. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Cores made of limnosilicites (drawn by T.J.Ch.).
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pre-formed by already existing striking platform edges as occasional crests.24 These clearly 
demonstrate that Neolithic stoneknappers from Călineşti and Méhtelek were perfectly 
aware of the advantages of detaching of such ‘axiomatic pieces’ allowing for consequent 
serial removal of possibly regular blades with the use of guidance of parallel ridges formed 
by the first and following negatives. Exploitation of very striking face was continued until 
it was completely exhausted or critical blows (usually hinged, less often overshot) made it 
impossible to detach further blade-blanks from the same direction. None of striking faces 
exhibit negatives after any attempts of reparation or correction of the striking face from 
the opposite direction. It must be also added that neither dorsal trimming nor abrasion of 
striking edge were observed.

24  Cf. also e.g. Starnini 1994b, 36, fig. 21/3,4, 34/3, 36.

Fig. 13. Méhtelek-Nádas. Cores made of limnosilicites (after Starnini 1994b)
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All morphological characteristics and technological stigmata (in the sense given to the 
terms by Jacques Pelegrin)25 of intended-to-be blanks perfectly correspond with those observed on 
cores (Fig. 11). As a result of previous removals from the same direction their butts as well as crossections 
are polihedral, usually subtriangular or subtrapezoidal (including winged ones); punctiform striking 
platform remnants appear rather infrequently. The butts are usually prepared by trimming or single 
removals, but show no signs of dorsal facetage of the core edges. Striking angles are generally close to 
the straight one. Blades are quite wide, with not very regular ridges and edges and thickness changing 
across whole their lengths. Lateral profiles are curved, visibly arching in their terminal parts. Due to 
the presence of counter bulbs after previous series of blanks they are often S-shaped. As for discrete 
technical stigmata connected with initiation of fractures, it should be noticed that: striking points 
can be observed only rarely; butts are mostly lipped; bulbs are diffused, usually with scars. It has been 
already irrefutably proven that blanks of such characteristics were detached by indirect percussion with 
the use of antler punch,26 although soft hammer percussion was also applied during cores shaping.27

Naturally, flakes were used for tools production as well. Except from those obtained 
in the course of preparation, reparation or destruction of the above described blade cores, many of 
them were detached serially from deliberately chosen and shaped parent pieces. Two methods of 
such débitage and two types of corresponding cores can be easily defined on the basis of finds from 
the sites under comparison. These are: (1.) detaching flakes with centripetal removals from bifacially 
exploited discoidal and subdiscoidal cores (Figs 10: 6 & 13: 5); (2.) removing blanks from thick (or 
high) flakes, ventral face of which was used directly as a striking platform (Figs 10: 5 & 15: 3).
25  See Pelegrin 2006, 39-47.
26  Compare Mateiciucová 2008, 69-70, 77.
27  See Kaczanowska & Kozłowski 2010, 262.

Fig. 14. Méhtelek-Nádas. Cores made of obsidian (after Starnini 1994b)
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Fig. 15. Méhtelek-Nádas. Cores made of obsidian (after Starnini 1994b)
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4.3.2. Lithometrics
In Călineşti heights of limnic quartzite blocks processed as blade cores generally 

range from 30 to 50 mm, with a clear peak between 35 and 40 mm.28 When compared with 
dimensions of blanks serially detached from such cores and left on the spot, they occur to be 
some 1 cm higher (Fig 16). Size of obsidian cores and lumps found in the same pit is considerably 
28  Wholly preserved and slightly broken-off blades made of the same raw material (69 pieces) range from 15 to 
60 mm in length (36.4 mm on the average; standard deviation 9.0), 6.5 to 34 mm in width (12.5 mm; 4.6 mm, 
respectively) and from 2 to 13 mm in thickness (4.2 mm; 2.0).

Fig. 16. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Lengths distributions of intact limnosilicite preferential blanks against 
heights of striking platforms of cores (to the right; drawn by T.J.Ch.)
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smaller (their heights do not exceed 28.5 mm),29 although among the very few preserved blanks 
there are a few pieces slightly longer. At Méhtelek-Nadás, where obsidian cores were very 
numerous, parent pieces bigger, and never so heavily exploited, the difference in lengths of cores 
and detached pieces between obsidian and limnosilicite subsets is not so pronounced. Striking 
platforms of an absolute majority of remnant cores made on limnosilicite chunks are about 

29  The lengths of 14 wholly preserved obsidian blades do not exceed 39 mm, with the shortest specimen being just 
18 mm long. The minimal obsidian blade width is 7 mm and the maximal 13.5 mm, whereas thickness ranges from 
1.5 to 4 mm. As for transversal dimensions they can be better characterized when all the broken pieces are taken 
into consideration (what gives us 33 data points for blade width and thickness). In this case the minimal width 
accounts for 6.5 mm and the maximal one 16 mm (9.8 mm on the average; standard deviation 2.3 mm), whereas 
minimal thickness is 1 mm and maximal one 4.5 mm (2.5 mm; 0.9, respectively).

Fig. 17. Méhtelek-Nádas. Lengths distributions of intact and almost intact limnosilcite preferential 
blanks (blades) against heights of striking platforms of cores (to the right; drawn by T.J.Ch.)
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Fig. 18. Méhtelek-Nádas. Diagram of dimensions of intact and reconstructed preferential obsidian blanks 
(blades): width/length (drawn by T.J.Ch.)
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Fig. 19. Méhtelek-Nádas. Lengths distributions of reconstructed (to the left) and intact obsidian prefer-
ential blanks (blades) against heights of striking platforms of cores (to the right; drawn by T.J.Ch.)
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30-35 mm high. Interestingly, measurements of lengths taken of unbroken and almost intact 
blanks reveal two peaks – one above and another below the value given by the heights of pieces 
from which they were split off. In the case of similar obsidian cores abandoned by the Neolithic 
stoneknappers at the same site, the striking faces are generally about one centimetre shorter 
than corresponding blades. However, as evidenced by lengths of such blanks estimated on the 
basis of pieces with distal ends broken-off, at the beginning the cores must have been even 
higher (Figs 17-19). 

Regrettably, distinguishing between flakes detached ‘accidentally’ and obtained 
serially by the methods described above is so difficult that their separate morpho-metrical 
specification is impossible. As for limnic quartzite intact flakes and flakes with small distal part 
broken-off from Călineşti (716 pieces in total), quite considerable size-variability can be seen: 
their lengths range from small scars of 3.5 mm to quite large pieces of 68 mm,30 their widths vary 
between 2.5 mm and 89.9 mm,31 and their thickness between 1 mm and 33 mm.32 Unfortunately, 
similarly as it was with blades, obsidian flakes discovered there are not really numerous and 
thereby do not enable us to present such detailed metrical specification as for limnosilicite pieces. 
Still, it is very remarkable that none of 15 intact specimens (three additional broken pieces can 
be neglected in this case) is longer than 28.5 mm, wider than 38 mm, and thicker than 12 mm. 

When we describe limnosilicite flakes from Méhtelek in numbers, they occur to be 
quite similar to those from Călineşti: their length ranges from 9.5 to 64 mm,33 width from 9 to 
52.5 mm,34 and thickness from 2 to 25 mm.35 Respective values for flakes detached from volcanic 
glass lumps are quite the same: minimal length equals 7.5 mm, maximal one – 64 mm, width 
ranges from 8.5 to 61 mm, whereas thickness from 2 to 20 mm.36 

4.4. Generalized technological structures
Composition of the limnosilicite assemblage from the Romanian site (Tab. 1), 

comprising 63.3% of flakes (78.1% including debris), just 13.8% of blades, and 8.0% of cores 
(including nodules and cores reused as hammerstones), seriously differs from the general 
technological structure of the limnic quartzite remains discovered at Méhtelek-Nadás. 
Respective values for the latter site (Tab. 2) are as follows: 48.7% of flakes (65.6% including 
debris), 24.6% of blades, and 9.8% of cores. Considerable dissimilaritiy can be observed also 
in regards to obsidian remains from both the settlements under comparison. As for the set 
of volcanic glass finds from Călineşti, ratio of cores (10.8%) is twice as high as at Méhtelek 
(5.0%), number of flakes is significantly lower (27.7 and 41.2%), debris – higher (9.2 and 4.4%), 
whereas ratios of blades are quite similar (52.3 and 49.4% respectively).

To make this comparison more complete it is worth to examine also technological 
structures of detached pieces. Even when described by traditionally used simple ratio of 
number of blades to number of flakes, they reveal noticable intra-site diversity between the 
main raw material groups, and even greater inter-site differences. This index equals barely 0.22 
for limnosilicite finds from Călineşti, and 0.51 for those from Méhtelek, being much higher for 
obsidian pieces found at the latter site (1.20) and coming to 1.89 in the case of obsidian pieces 
from the former one.

30  28.8 mm on the average; standard deviation equals 10.2 mm.
31  25.9 mm; 10.0 mm accordingly.
32  7.1 mm; 4.1 mm.
33  25.0 mm on the average; standard deviation 10.0 mm.
34  21.8 mm; 9.0 mm accordingly.
35  7.4 mm; 4.3 mm.
36  Average values are: 26.6, 21.7 and 6.5 mm, with standard deviations being equal to: 10.1, 9.7 and 3.9 mm 
respectively. 
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raw material/
technological 

groups

obsidian

lim
nosilicites

silicified 
sandstone

‘Balkan’ flint

vitrious dacite

other/
undeterm

ined

Σ

objective
 pieces

nodules 2 0 0 0 ? 0 2

106pre-cores/
cores 5(7) 71 0 0 ? 0 76

(78)
hammer-

stones 0 28 0 0 ? 0 28

detached 
pieces

flakes 18 783 33 0 ? 16 850
1082

blades 34 171 20 5 ? 2 232

debris/
undetermined 6 183 8 0 ? 1 198 198

Σ 65 1236 61 5 (71) 19 1386 (1457)

Tab. 1. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Technological structure according to raw materials

raw material/
technological 

groups

obsidian

lim
nosilicites

silicified 
sandstone

‘Balkan’ flint

vitrious dacite

other/
undeterm

ined

Σ

objective
 pieces

nodules 2 0 0 0 ? 0 2

106pre-cores/
cores 5(7) 71 0 0 ? 0 76

(78)
hammer-

stones 0 28 0 0 ? 0 28

detached 
pieces

flakes 18 783 33 0 ? 16 850
1082

blades 34 171 20 5 ? 2 232

debris/
undetermined 6 183 8 0 ? 1 198 198

Σ 65 1236 61 5 (71) 19 1386 (1457)

Tab. 2. Méhtelek-Nádas. Technological structure according to raw materials
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4.5. Tool production
4.5.1. Tools
In general, the gamut of retouched pieces discovered at the sites under consideration 

corresponds with typological tool variability of SCC stone assemblages from other areas.37 
However, comparison of both the ‘tool sets’ under discussion (Tabs 3-6) unfolds interesting 
differences between them. They consist mainly in some very significant... absences. Firstly, the 
Méhtelek ‘tool set’ is characterized by quite a high frequency of quite regular blade trunctations 
and end-scrapers  which are completely non-existent in the second assemblage under comparison. 
Secondly, it can be observed that – aside from few fragments of macrolithic retouched blades 
made of Balkan flint – trapezes comprise the only uniform and morphologically distinguishable 
group of blade tools at Călineşti. Conversely, the latter site yielded quite a high number of scrapers 
and retouched flakes, viz expedient flake tools (Figs 20 & 21). 

4.5.2. Generalized tool production structures
Even very simple indices reflecting intensity and – at least to some extent – 

specific of tool production, such as frequency of retouched pieces in the basic groups of 
blanks or ratio of tools made on blades to the flake ones, clearly show specifics of the ‘tool 
sets’ under comparison (Figs 22 & 23). 

37  Cf. e.g. Bacskay/Siman 1988; Kaczanowska/Kozłowski 2012; Păunescu 1988; Šarić 2008, 13-17; Ţurcanu 2009, 
91-143.

Fig. 20. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Flake tools made of limnosilicites (drawn by T.J.Ch.)
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What could be easily observed and should attract attention of readers in this regard 
is very small number of retouched forms among lithic findings from Călineşti. In the case of 
limnosilicite finds ratio of flake tools to flakes accounts for barely 0.04, and the same index for 
blade tools equals just 0.09. These values do not change pretty much even if all blades and flakes 
with marginal, tiny, discontinuous use-retouch are considered as tools; the ratio remains the 
same for flakes and comes to 0.12 for blades. In the case of obsidian finds, due to small number 
of findings this index can be calculated only for blades. Given the well-known susceptibility of 
volcanic glass to use-retouching this ratio is also surprisingly low (0.15 when all microretouched 
pieces are taken into account!). 

As compared with Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M., at Méhtelek detached pieces were used as 
tools more frequently and intensively. Evident retouches can be observed on almost quarter of 
limnosilicite blanks (0.24 of flakes, 0.22 of blades), and this number grows up to approximately 
one-third (0.31 and 0.37 accordingly) if micro-retouched pieces are added to the group of tools. 
But the contrast between both the settlements under discussion becomes really striking when 
we compare numbers of retouched pieces made of volcanic glass. The same index for obsidian 
flakes from the Hungarian site equals 0.38 or 0.63, when microretouched pieces are excluded 
from or included into the group of tools. In the case of obsidian blades from the same site these 
values rise to 0.47 and 0.90!

Fig. 21. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Flake tools made of limnosilicites (drawn by T.J.Ch.)
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raw materials obsidian limno-
silicites

silicified
sandstone ‘Balkan’ flint other/

undetermined
Σ

blank type
tool type

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

end-scrapers 1 3 4

side-scrapers 1 1 2

perforators/borers 1 1

trapezes 3 1 4

trunctations 2 1 3
burins on laterally 
retouched blanks 1 1

laterally retouched 
blades 5 14 2 5 26

retouched flakes 2 23 1 1 27

Σ
3 5 28 20 2 3 5 2

68
8 48 5 5 2

Tab. 3. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Tools (including microretouched pieces) 
according to different raw materials

Tab. 4. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Tools (excluding microretouched pieces) 
according to different raw material

raw materials obsidian limno-
silicites

silicified
sandstone ‘Balkan’ flint other/

undetermined
Σ

blank type
tool type

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

end-scrapers 1 3 4

side-scrapers 1 1 2

perforators/borers 1 1

trapezes 3 1 4

trunctations 2 1 3
burins on laterally 
retouched blanks 1 1

laterally retouched 
blades 1 4 1 5 11

retouched flakes 2 22 1 1 26

Σ
3 1 27 10 2 2 5 2

52
4 37 4 5 2
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raw materials obsidian limno-
silicites

silicified 
sandstone

vitrious 
dacite

‘Balkan’ 
flint

gray 
breccia

other/
undetermined

Σ
blank type
tool type

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

end-scrapers 13 6 8 2 1 30

end-scrapers on 
laterally retouched 

blanks
3 5 8

side-scrapers 13 17 30

perforators/borers 3 2 5

perforators/
borers on laterally 
retouched blanks

1 1

trapezes 2 3 1 6

trapezes on laterally 
retouched blanks 2 2

trunctations 11 11 5 6 1 1 35

trunctations on 
laterally 

retouched blanks
4 15 3 22

end-scrapers and 
trunctations on 

laterally retouched 
blanks

1 1

notched and 
laterally retouched 

blanks
1 1

transversal burins 1 1 1 3

transversal burins 
on laterally 

retouched blanks
2 7 1 10

transversal burins 
and trunctations on 
laterally retouched 

blanks

2 2

laterally retouched 
blades 405 38 9 2 3 2 459

retouched flakes 216 59 2 277

splintered pieces 1 1

Σ
272 457 92 53 4 12 3 3 1 2

899
729 145 16 3 3 1 2

Tab. 5. Méhtelek-Nádas. Tools (including microretouched pieces) 
according to different raw materials
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raw materials obsidian limno-
silicites

silicified 
sandstone

vitrious 
dacite

‘Balkan’ 
flint

gray 
breccia

other/
undetermined

Σ
blank type
tool type

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

flakes

blades

end-scrapers 13 6 8 2 1 30

end-scrapers on 
laterally retouched 

blanks
3 5 8

side-scrapers 13 17 30

perforators/borers 3 2 5

perforators/
borers on laterally 
retouched blanks

1 1

trapezes 2 3 1 6

trapezes on laterally 
retouched blanks 2 2

trunctations 11 11 5 6 1 1 35

trunctations on 
laterally 

retouched blanks
4 15 3 22

end-scrapers and 
trunctations on 

laterally retouched 
blanks

1 1

notched and 
laterally retouched 

blanks
1 1

transversal burins 1 1 1 3

transversal burins on 
laterally retouched 

blanks
2 7 1 10

transversal burins 
and trunctations on 
laterally retouched 

blanks

2 2

laterally retouched 
blades 193 18 7 2 3 2 225

retouched flakes 111 37 1 149

splintered pieces 1 1

Σ
161 245 70 33 3 10 3 3 1 2

531
406 103 13 3 3 1 2

Tab. 6. Méhtelek-Nádas. Tools (excluding microretouched pieces) 
according to different raw materials
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Some peculiarities of the tool assemblages under comparison are revealed also 
by the ratio of retouched blades to retouched flakes (Fig. 24). For Călineşti this index can 
be calculated exclusively on the basis of limnic quartzite finds. It accounts for 0.52 for tool 
set lacking microretouched pieces, and 0.67 for the assemblage containing them. What is 
important, these numbers are quite similar in the case of the limnosilicite tool set from Méhtelek 
(0.48 and 0.59), but are decidedly higher for obsidian ones (1.50 and 1.71 respectively).

Fig. 22. Méhtelek-Nádas (1-2, 5-6) and Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. (3-4 & 7). Percentages of retouched forms 
(red; microretouched ones excluded) within two basic groups of raw materials 

(limnosilicites – 1-4, and obsidian – 5-7) and two basic groups of detached pieces 
(flakes – 1, 3 & 5, and blades – 2, 4, 6 & 7; drawn by T.J.Ch.)
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Fig. 23. Méhtelek-Nádas (1-2, 5-6) and Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. (3-4 & 7). Percentages of retouched forms 
(red; microretouched ones included) within two basic groups of raw materials 

(limnosilicites – 1-4, and obsidian – 5-7) and two basic groups of detached pieces 
(flakes – 1, 3 & 5, and blades – 2, 4, 6 & 7;  drawn by T.J.Ch.)
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Fig. 24. Méhtelek-Nádas (1-2, 5-6) and Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. (3-4 & 7). Percentages of tools made on 
blade and flake blanks (red; to the right – microretouched ones included) within two basic groups of raw 

materials (limnosilicites – 4-9, and obsidian – 1-3; drawn by T.J.Ch.)
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5. Discussion
The comparisons of the lithic assemblages in question confirm different position 

of corresponding sites within regional taskscape rather than variablilty in settlement patterns 
of two neighboring communities. In so far as the Hungarian site yielded remains of stable 
Neolithic village, it is doubtful that the Călineşti Oaş-D.S.M. site reflects similar permanent 
residential strategy. In our opinion, the latter one should be rather considered as task-camp 
occupied temporally (seasonally?). Even though we are still far from defining whole range of 
target resources and related exploitation activities performed here, the analyses conducted 
confirm that procurement and off-site-oriented processing of local stone materials was one – 
though not necessarily the most important – of them. Comparative lithic analyses between the 
assemblages from Călineşti and Méhtelek as well as other sites discovered in the region, provide 
many arguments for such an interpretation:
a) Richness and raw material structure of the deposit discovered

The discussed lithic set from Călineşti consists of mass of detached pieces, exhausted 
cores and some abandoned tools, accounting for over 1500 pieces in total. It is thereby much 
more numerous than any other substantial single-pit chipped stone assemblage discovered in 
the northern area of SCC. At the same the Călineşti assemblage is absolutely dominated by stone 
material of local provenance – so called ‘Maramureş limnosilicites’. This richness of lithic waste, 
apparently contrasting with paucity of remains connected with other human activities, from 
the very moment of discovery suggested intensive on-the-spot lithic production.38 As it will 
be demonstrated below, this preliminary impression was fully confirmed by post-excavations 
technological and typological comparative analyses of the assemblage.
b) Character of acquisition and exploitation of local low-quality stone materials

The basic knappable rocks used at Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. were limnosilicites of local 
origin. Existence of their outcrops in the vicinity of the site – in the Maramureş region – has 
been already recognized by Romanian archaeologists since 1960’s,39 and after some time noticed 
also by scholars from neighboring countries.40 Eugen Comşa mentioned even presence of this 
stone in the neighborhood of Bixad, i.e. just some six kilometers to the east frorm Călineşti-
Oaş along the Alba valley, and we can easily demonstrate other occurrences of workable limnic 
quartzites within the area under consideration (Fig. 25).41 Somehow ironically, however, even 
though we are convinced of the presence of the considered resources in the close proximity to 
the Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. site, we still cannot localize them precisely.

Nowadays, these local limnosilicites could be most easily gathered from the 
secondary deposits, where they occur as a debris. Although some larger nodules can be found, 
they are usually cracked too. Therefore these are mostly pieces of rather small dimensions if 
compared with those originating from primary sources.42 Although sinter-opals from the region 
under consideration show some variability, they still cannot be convincingly divided into classes 
neither on the grounds of their technical quality, nor appearance. Naturally occurring limnic 
quartzites are usually white/white-grayish, or yellow, but pinky-grayish/dark violet-grayish 
stones can be found as well.43 All the cores and nodules found at Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. with 

38  Németi/Astaloş 2001; Németi/Astaloş/Ilea 2002.
39  Eugen Comşa (1967, 31; idem 1976, 243) described this raw material as a whitish opal and called it ‘Maramureş 
flint’. Cf. also Bitiri 1972, 100-101; Păunescu 2001, 475-530.
40  Biró 1998, 34; Kaminská 1991, 24.
41  See e.g. Edelstein/Edelstein/Götz 1989; Crandell 2014a, 74-75, fig. 1.
42  Compare, for example, L86/032, L92/94 in the Lithoteca held by the Hungarian National Museum in Budapest 
(Biró/Dobosi 1991; Biró/Dobosi/Schléder 2000). 
43  See Crandell 2014a, fig. 4.
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their multiple non-cortical, naturally broken surfaces prove that Early Neolithic stone-knappers 
based on raw materials of this kind.44

As it is commonly known, mechanical characteristics of stone material used strongly 
determine so-called ‘production structures’. It can be clearly observed, when stone pieces of 
similar volumetrics but different inner and surface mechanical properties  are subjected to flaking 
with the same end-products in aim, with the use of the same general reduction strategies, and 
by similarly skilled knappers (or, simply, the same person).45 Because no considerable inter-site 
differences in the mentioned performative variables affecting productivity has been observed 
in regards to the assemblages under comparison, poor quality of the local limnosilicites used 
in Călineşti must have had considerable effect on qualitative and qualitative profile  of the lithic 
set abandoned at the site, and apparently had. The assemblage under discussion for a large part 
consists of lithic pieces that can be considered as waste products of débitage; share of flakes 
and debris account for 54.1% and 13.1% respectively. Still, the number of blades discovered at 
Călineşti-D.S.M. (15% including blade tools) is very small as compared to lithic assemblages 
44  Colourfulness and mechanic properties of these limnic quartzite pieces might be affected by various physic-
chemical peri- and postdepositional factors connected with their redeposition way from the primary to the 
secondary outcrops, where they were probably collected from, or – even more likely – with later but very similar 
alterations on their way to the ultimate archaeological context. As for the latter, contact of artefacts with high 
temperatures seems to be the most important one; as we can learn from experiments, heated limnosilicites become 
patterned with exactly such orange, pinkish, red or violet patches as can be observed on many artefacts from 
Calineşti. When heated they can also crack. What is very important, these diagenetic changes of the lithic pieces 
in question were rather accidental. Nothing indicates that prehistoric stoneknappers would use high temperatures 
with an intent of improving their mechanical properties (vide e.g. Domański et al. 2009).
45  See e.g. Andrefsky 2009, 76-77.

Fig. 25. Racşa. Geological deposits of 
limnosilicites in the Maramureş area 

(photo by C.A.)
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from permanent SCC settlements in the neighbouring areas, where production was based on 
limnosilictes of similar quality (at least 30% at Méhtelek and 28.1% at Seini-Dagas46). These 
statistics clearly point not only to the on-the-spot processing and exploitation of limnoquartzite 
cores, but additionally speak for limited on-site use and consequently off-site-oriented 
production of blades as well as tested and prepared cores. 
c) Character of acquisition and exploitation of high-quality stone materials

The only high-quality raw material that played some role in the everyday economy 
at Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. was black translucent volcanic glass. Everything indicates that in the 
Early Neolithic all the Carpathian Basin, including our focal area, was supplied in obsidian 
predominantly coming from the resources localized in the Tokaj-Prešov area.47 Artifacts 
discovered at Méhtelek, Călineşti-Oaş and other settlements in the Upper Tisza region do not 
incline us to revisit this opinion, let alone to distinguish one more kind of obsidian and suggest 
existence of its outcrops in the Oaş area as postulated by some Romanian archaeologists48 and 
geologists49. The latter hypothesis seemed to be very weakly grounded from the very beginning.50 

46  Chmielewski 2009. 25, Table 1.
47  Cf. Astaloş/Kasztovszky 2009, 139; Biagi/de Francesco/Bocci 2007, 309-310; Biró/Pozsgai/Vladár 1986, 278, 
Table 1; iidem 1988, Table 2-4; Chapman 1987, 34; Kasztovsky/Težak-Gregl 2009, 191, 2-4. ábra; Williams-Thorpe/
Warren/Nandris 1984, 193-194, Figure 8. See also Kaminská/Ďuďa 1985, 122-123; Kaminská 1991, 19, obr. 5, Tab. 
III-IV for the discussion on the obsidian outcrops in question.
48  E.g. Cârciumaru et al. 2001; Lazarovici/Maxim 1995, 157-158; Maxim 1999, 53; Ţurcanu 2009, 187-189.
49  E.g. Ghiurcă/Tudoran 2005.
50  See e.g. Biagi/de Francesco/Bocci 2007, 309-310; Biró 2004, 5.

Fig. 26. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Cores (1-4) and attested nodules (5-6) made of obsidian 
(drawn by T.J.Ch.)



Tomasz J. Chmielewski, Ciprian Astaloş

62

Moreover, the raw material structure of the Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. assemblage can be used as 
evidence against it, since it is apparent that limnoquartzites (sinter-opal, according to Otis 
Crandell)51 represent the only locally abundant and knappable stone material. 

The remains from exploitation of obsidian discovered at Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. 
proves that the place in a way belonged to the inter-regional network of high-quality raw 
materials’ circulation. Nevertheless, the scale of volcanic glass use shows that it was of minor 
importance (pieces made of this material account for less than 5%). It must be emphasized 
that role of obsidian at other Early Neolithic sites within the same raw material sub-province 
(which can be conventionally referred to as ‘the Maramureş sub-province’52) and being 
comparably distant from the Hungarian and Slovakian outcrops is never as marginalized 
as here. At Seini-Dagas, for instance, obsidian comprise 27.5% of the assemblage.53 This 
holds true also for SCC settlements lying along the Körös river and its tributaries, where 
frequency of obsidian pieces ranges from 37.8% in the limnoquartzite-dominated assemblage 
from Ecsegfalva 2354 up to 96.2% at Szarvas-Egyházföld.55 For that reason neither the small 
number of obsidian pieces discovered at Călineşti nor the character of their exploitation can 
be considered as reflecting any inter-regional or diachronical tendencies within SCC obsidian 
exploitation strategies. The small nodules and cores exploited here for ad hoc production of 
bladelets and small flakes (Fig. 26) make rather an impression of an outfit brought to the camp 
just to meet requirements of some particular tasks to be performed, than regular high-quality 
raw material supply. The same can be said about few relatively small fragments of macrolithic 
blades made from so-called ‘Balkan flint’ (Fig. 27). 
d) Character of the tool assemblage

The descriptive analyses make it apparent that at Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. expedient 
retouched forms prevail, whereas more standardized implements omnipresent at bigger 

51  Crandell 2014a, 77-80, fig. 4.
52  Cf. Comşa 1967: 31, Abb. 1, VIII; idem 1976: 243, fig. 1, X.
53  See Chmielewski 2009, 24, Table 1.
54  See Mateiciucová 2007: 679-680, 682-683, table 31.4.
55  See Kaczanowska/Kozłowski 2007: 237, 238; Starnini/Szakmány 1998: 301, table 3.

Fig. 27. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Fragments of macrolithic blades made of ‘Balkan’ flint 
(drawn and photographed by T.J.Ch.)
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settlements of SCC, viz blade trunctations and end-scrapers (for Méhtelek see above56), are 
absent. This clearly points to the narrowed range of tasks performed at Călineşti-Oaş in 
comparison with permanently settled areas from the time. In our view, the group(s) visiting 
the area of St. Mary’s Hill probably pursued some seasonal subsistence strategy that did not 
make them to undertake so many different activities. Importantly, quite numerous trapeze-
shaped projectile points (Fig. 28), as a possible refuse from retooling of weaponary, indicate that 
hunting possibly played considerable role in this seasonal economy.

Having demonstrated that the area of Igniaş and Oaş Mountains was visited by some 
task-groups aimed, among others, at occasional exploitation of local deposits of limnosilicites 
(sinter-opals), we have to ask from where these people were coming. In the argument below 
we  would like to explore rather compelling idea that the Romanian outcrops were probably 
exploited by incomers from the area lying down the Tur river. To corroborate this general 
hypothesis we want to proof or rather substantiate a ‘lemma’ about a role of hamlets like the 
one discovered at Méhtelek-Nadás as settlements of end-users, who were temporally moving 
to camps similar to the one found at  the foot of the St. Mary’s Hill in Călineşti-Oaş and using 
the opportunity exploited local limnosilicites to satisfy some of their own current and foreseen 
needs. Interestingly, even though (1.) suggestion of John Chapman that a vast majority of non-
obsidian pieces (mostly limnosilicites) processed at Méhtelek-Nádas was collected somewhere 
in the close vicinity of the settlement (probably from local gravel beds of the Someş river) has 
never been confirmed,57 (2.) Elisabetta Starnini, when comparing the same stone material with 
knappable rocks from North Hungarian Mid-Mountains – considered by her as the most likely 
outcrops – found it impossible to indicate more precise provenance for over 80% of limnosilicite 
pieces analyzed,58 (3.) occurrence limnosilicites in the Maramureş region has been recognized 
by archaeologists even earlier,59 and (4.) research conducted in the region had already confirmed 
56  Cf. e.g. Szarvas-Egyházföld (Kaczanowska/Kozłowski 2007: 238, 241-242, fig. 31, 3-4; 32, 1,8-9; 34, 4,7; Starnini/
Szakmány 1998: 298, fig. a20:1), Ecsegfalva 23 (Mateiciucová 2007: 689, 692, table 31.24., fig. 31.16. 3,5-8, 15-16).
57  Chapman 1987, 34, 43.
58  Starnini 1994a, 69, fig. 38. It must be mentioned here that the author quoted took into account also “presence of 
these raw materials as pebbles in coarser Pleistocene alluvial deposits of the Bodrog River” (ibidem, 81).
59  Eugen Comşa (1967, 31; idem 1976, 243) described this raw material as a whitish opal and called it ‘Maramureş 

Fig. 28. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. Hunting equipment – trapezes made of limnosilicites (1, 3-6) and 
silicified sandstone (drawn by T.J.Ch.)
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presence of Starčevo-Criş communities close to the latter limnosilicite-bearing area as early as 
in 1960’s (Homorodu de Sus-Ograda Borzului60), any such or similar possibility has been never 
seriously taken into consideration. What pieces of evidence and what premises built on them 
can be used to strengthen the probability of our hypothesis though?
a) character of limnosilicites from Méhtelek and distance from their possible sources

Due to general heterogeneity of this stone material within single areas and 
similarities between limnic quartzites from different areas of Carpathian Basin, as well as 
consequent difficulties with their source-specific identification with the use of macroscopic, 
microscopic or even physico-chemical methods, provenance of the vast majority of the 
discussed findings cannot be indicated with certainty.61 Still, on the basis of comparative 
analyses conducted with the use of the Lithoteca held in the Hungarian National Museum and 
other collections of the kind, we can say that ‘sinter-opals’ from the Maramureş region show 
not only great variety within the area but also striking similarity to lithic materials from many 
places in the Tokaj-Zemplény area (for instance to those from Rátka,62 Fony,63 or Hejce64) or 
Mátra Mountains (e.g. those from Gyöngyösoroszi65), and – what is crucial here – to those 
used by the stoneknappers from Méhtelek-Nádas.66 Additionally, very small number of pieces 
discovered at Méhtelek were made of high quality limnosilicites or hydrosilicites that with 
all certainty can be determined as originating from the North Hungarian Mid-Mountains. 
This can be contrasted with the situation known from contemporaneous sites in the Middle 
Tisza Basin. Recall just, for example, the assemblage from Ecsegfalva 23, where just the 
easily recognizable Mezőzombor hydrosilicite accounts for over 40% of all limnosilicites and 
hydrosilicites (24% of whole the lithic set analyzed).67 Considered these facts and taking into 
account the proximity of the Igniaş and Oaş Mountains (ca 30-40 km along the convenient 
river-lane), the alternative that the Neolithic community living at Méhtelek used the 
Romanian outcrops as a main source of limnic quartzite supply is much more plausible than 
the hypothesized procurement of limnosilicites from the Tokaj-Prešov Mountains68 lying in a 
distance of ca 110-120 km as a crow flies.69 
b) technological structure of limnosilicite assemblage from Méhtelek and those from sites in the 
Middle Tisza Basin

Despite the striking sameness of reduction strategies applied and products obtained, 
the share of regular preferential blanks in the generalized technological structure of the limnosilicite 
assemblage from Méhtelek-Nadás (similarly as it was in the case of Seini-Dagas) is significantly lower 
than at any Early Neolithic site from the Middle Tisza Basin (blades comprise, for instance, more than 
40% of the assemblages from Tiszaszőlős-Domaháza-puszta70 or Szarvas-Egyházföld,71 and slightly

flint’. Cf. also e.g. Biró 1998, 34; Kaminská 1991, 24; Păunescu 2001, 475-530.
60   See Bader 1968.
61   Cf. e.g. Biró 1998, 34; Crandell 2014a, 74-75, 77-80, fig. 78; idem 2014b, 48-49, 51, fig. 3; Szekszárdi 2005, 58. 
Katalin Biró (Biró 1987, 142, fig. 17) jokingly described this amalgam of raw material as a ‘stone pulp’.
62   L86/133, L88/12, L92/94.
63   L88/12, L92/10-11,077.
64   L86/095, L92/076.
65   L86/041,049,63, L88/12.
66   See e.g. photographs in Kaczanowska/Kozłowski 2010, Fig. 7.
67   Mateiciucová 2007, 681-682, table 31.4.
68   Mateiciucová 2007, 680; Starnini 1994a, 102; eadem1994b, 67, 69, 81.
69   The distance of 70 km, as it is given by E. Starnini and J. Chapman, is an obvious mistake.
70   See Chmielewski 2012, cat. [47].
71  Kaczanowska/Kozłowski 2007; Starnini/Szakmány 1998, 298, 302, table 3. 45.7% according to the Polish 
archaeologists quoted. Data provided by E. Starnini for the remaining part of the lithic set in question are not 
precise enough to calculate blade/flake ratio for the whole assemblage in question.
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over 50% at Ecsegfalva 2372; Fig. 29). If there was no difference in quality between the 
limnosilicites and hydrosilicites from local outcrops and those originating from the North 
Hungarian Mid-Mountains, relatively smaller number of blades in the assemblage from 
Méhtelek would indicate that some part of the end-products brought and obtained on-the-
spot (be they blanks or ready-made tools) had been discarded elsewhere within or beyond 
the settlement. The first supposition cannot be fully verified because the  remaining part of 
the settlement has been almost completely destroyed. Nevertheless, considering the extent 
of the area unearthed during the rescue excavations conducted at the site in 1970’s as well as 
character and richness of the deposits of lithic discard discovered on that occassion, it does not 
seem very likely. As for the second possibility under discussion, the qualitative characteristics 
of raw materials occurring in both the hydrosilicite- and limnosilicite-bearing regions under 
discussion and corresponding technological structures of production based on them clearly 
show that so distant stone material of the sort simply could not be and was not attractive for 
stoneknappers from the Middle Tisza Basin. Still, the supposition could be regarded as true if 
only we were able to demonstrate that considerable quantities of blanks, tools and/or prepared 
cores made of such limnosilicites were used by neighbouring related communities living to 

72  Mateiciucová 2007, 687, fig. 31.1-2, tables 31.6., 31.10., 31.15.

Fig. 29. Ternary plot showing share of cores, flakes and blades within different raw material groups 
(white dot – limnosilicites; gray dot – silicified sandstones; black dot – obsidians): 1 – Călineşti Oaş-
D.S.M.; 2 – Ecsegfalva 23; 3 – Ibrány-Nagyerdő; 4 – Méhtelek-Nádas; 5 – Seini-Dagas; 6 – Tăşnad-Sere; 

7 – Tiszaszőlős-Domaháza-puszta; 8 – Zăuan-Dîmbul Cimitirului (drawn by T.J.Ch.)
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the West or to the South on the Alföld, viz settled a little bit further from the outcrops in the 
region where no knappable stone materials occur naturally. Is there any evidence speaking for 
existence of such an redistributive network then?
c) lack of any traits of possible redistribution of ‘the Maramureş limnosilicites’ from settlements 
like the one discovered at Méhtelek-Nadás

As the example of Méhtelek shows us, already at the periphery of the  Maramureş 
raw material sub-province limnosilicites and hydroquartzites that for a large part mot probably 
originated from there were losing importance to volcanic glass imported from a much longer 
distance. Moreover, the local ‘sinter-opals’ were not forwarded in any considerable quantities 
even to neighbouring valleys. Enough to mention that in lithic assemblages from big stable 
settlements localized in the Upper Barcău/Berettyó Basin, such as Tăşnad-Sere or Zăuan-
Dîmbul Cimitirului, over 95% of chipped stone end- and by-products were made of high quality 
obsidian, whereas any limnic quartzites are basically absent.73 

6. Conclusions
As demonstrated by Laszló Bartosiewicz, whereas the earliest agricultural 

communities spreading over the Great Hungarian Plain along Tisza were strongly attached 
to their traditional form of husbandry based for a large part on exploitation of sheep and – to 
much lesser extent – goats, these non-indigenous animals were particularly ill-adapted to the 
marshy areas of the Alföld. Additionally, spring- and summertime floods must have evidently 
forced the Neolithic herdsmen to seasonal movements of their flocks into drier regions, until 
they could return to the rejuvenated pastures in the low-lying floodplain areas.74 Although the 
first agricultural communities settling the northern part of the Upper Tisza Basin, i.e. the so-
called ‘Méhtelek facies’, originated from Transylvania,75 and their subsistence probably relied 
not so much on ovicaprines as on cattle76 (a small sample of domestic mammals recovered at 
Ibrány-Nagyerdő seems to prove the point),77 sheep still played important role in their economy. 
Consequently, difficulties in herds keeping they had to face while reaching the marshy plain, 
a short-term reaction to these environmental stresses must have been quite the same. What is 
very probable then, Early Neolithic groups started to penetrate the Oaş highlands mainly in the 
search for suitable grazing areas78 and the site discovered at Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. represents 
one of related, conveniently localized (Figs 3 & 30), seasonal camps laying on the fringe of 
larger, more stable settlement system. Heartland of this settlement cluster lay most probably 
down the Tur river and consisted of hamlets similar to the one discovered at Méhtelek-Nádas.

Whatever the primary reason for penetrating Oaş Mountains by the Neolithic 
pioneers, rich stone findings found at the foot of the St. Mary’s Hill in Călineşti-Oaş clearly 
show that the groups visiting the area operated also in search for lithic resources and undertook 
off-site-oriented production of blade blanks and preparation of cores. Such behaviour is 
absolutely understandable, as people whose everyday activity so much depended on stone tools 

73  Chmielewski 2012, 33.
74  Bartosiewicz 2012, 202-203.
75  Recently e.g. Domboróczky/Raczky 2010, 212, Fig. 1; Потушняк 2005, 185-186. For different opinion see Kalicz 
2011, 45.
76  See El Susi 2008, 95-96, 99-100, Table 1-2. Interestingly, similar herding preferences can be observed in the First 
Temperate Neolithic in the eastern part of the Balkan Peninsula (see Benecke 2006, 180-182).
77  See Kovács/Gál/Bartosiewicz 2010, 239-242, Table 2.
78 This hypothesis is corroborated by palaeobotanical record from neighbouring Gutâiului Mountains. An increased 
fire activity followed by a small peak of ruderal as well as plant indicators of pasturelands and meadows in the Early 
Atlantic (AT1) is the first clear sign of human impact in the area. This sequence dated to ca 7900/7800-7500 cal BP 
coincides with an advent of the Neolithic in the area, and can be interpreted as limited clearing of woodlands to 
obtain fields for grazing and plant cultivation (Feurdean/Astaloş 2005, 65, Table 1).



Floating stones down the Tur river. Comparative study of chipped stone assemblages...

67

must have had it simply in their blood to use every good opportunity for ‘lithic scouting’ as 
well as gathering stone supplies for satisfying their current and foreseen needs. Of course, 
stoneknappers who left behind all the rich stone refuse discovered at Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. 
could had come there from some less distant area than the Someş/Szatmár-Bereg Plain, but in 
the case of the communities living in the lowland (like the one from Méhtelek) these sinter-
opals have been all the more attractive due to considerable distance from obsidian outcrops 
in the Tokaj-Prešov zone and lack of any closer sources of knappable rocks within the Great 
Hungarian Plain. Even if the raw materials accessible on such occasions were not of very high 
quality, they could be important during periods of knappable siliceous rocks shortages.

Until quite recently most lithic analysts working in the region treated the 
limnosilicite- and hydrosilicite-rich North Hungarian Mid-Mountains as the only possible 
source of supply for the Early Neolithic stoneknappers from all the North-Eastern part of the 
Carpathian Basin. Of course, we are far from denying that these outcrops played considerable 
role in a long-distance procurement of limnic quartzites. However, distribution patterns 
inferred from the comparative raw material and technological analyses of the lithic collections 
from Méhtelek-Nádas, Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M., as well as other contemporaneous chipped 
stone assemblages from the Middle and Upper Tisza Basin allow us to provide an alternative 
model for (more diversified) procurement and circulation of regional limnosilicites. As it 
occurs now, high quality rocks of the kind originating from North Hungarian hills, such as the 
well-known stripped Mezőzombör hydrosilicite or Mátraháza-Felnémet opalites, were much 
more important for everyday economy of the Early Neolithic incomers from the Middle Tisza 
Basin than those living along the Tur, Someş, Crasna or in the Upper Basin of the Barcău 
River. Settlers from the latter region used rather local raw materials of the kind. Apparently 
the accessibility of the raw material which some the communities from the Upper Tisza 

Fig. 30. Călineşti-Oaş-D.S.M. The plateaux at the foothill - one of the most attractive grazing places in 
the area (photo by T.J.Ch.)
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Basin had at hand to some extent compensated deficiencies in mechanic properties, shape 
and volumetrics of stone pieces processed or visual attractiveness of products. Despite of the 
local abundance of sinter-opals and other knappable rocks (silicified sandstone!) though, they 
never became a basis for a completely autarkic lithic economy neither for local community 
living in the Tur River valley, and the more for wider supra-local community (as we can learn 
from the example of the Early Neolithic settlements situated in the Upper Barcău Basin). 
All the area still belonged to the big raw material province supplied mainly with obsidian 
from the Tokaj-Zemplén region.

Afterword
Comparative case studies like the one presented above offer an excellent opportunity 

to raise the problem of exploitation of different knappable siliceous rocks from the North-
Eastern part of the Carpathian Basin in context of economic strategies of the pioneering agrarian 
communities arriving to Central Europe in the 6th millennium BC.79 We hope that our results 
will give some impetus to further archaeological and geological inquiries in this direction. 
Not to look far, we still cannot say anything about eventual procurement and use of similar raw 
materials occurring on the neighbouring territory of the Transcarpathian Ukraine.80
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The village and the house in the early Neolithic. 
Research into activity areas and rubbish disposal at the late Criş-settlement of 

Tăşnad (Satu Mare County, Romania)
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excavation methods, taphonomy

Abstract: This paper presents the excavation methods utilized on the Early Neolithic (Criş) site of 
Tăşnad – Sere (North-Western Romania) in the larger context of a discussion about the emergence 
of villages as a marker of the Neolithisation process. In the UCL excavation at Tăşnad – Sere we 
document the exact threedimensional location of every find in order to understand the taphonomic 
processes responsible for the formation of occupational layers and pit assemblages.

Starting from the different definitions of a village, theories about early villages from the Near East 
and South-East/Central Europe are presented. The excavations in Tăşnad are, in this context, 
an occasion for a contribution to the theoretical debates about early villages and  houses at the 
beginning of the Neolithic way of life. 

Early agricultural villages
Villages are habitually associated with agriculture and a settled way of live. 

The process of Neolithisation has been linked to the development of houses as homes - 
Hodder’s “domus”1 - and the origin of the village as a distinct community of house-dwellers. 
Agricultural villages were contrasted with short-time Fisher-Gatherer-Hunter (FGH in the 
following) camp-sites and described as part of the “Neolithic package”. This idea of villages 
as a typical Neolithic development owes much to the neo-evolutionist ideal-type of the horde 
as the archetypical FGH way of organisation. The influential volume of “Man the Hunter”2 
mainly portrayed societies where conflict resolution predominantly proceeded by fissure, and 
investment in fixed, communally used structures, for example fish-weirs (Ertebølle-culture)3 
or stone-built funnel traps like the desert kites of Jordan and Saudi-Arabia4 was minimal. By 
using !Kung/Bushmen and Pygmies as the model of FGH-societies, highly mobile egalitarian 
communities with a fluid membership were contrasted with assumedly fully sedentary 
farmers, which produced a satisfyingly clear  contrast.

Ethnographers, on the other hand, prefer to talk about degrees of sedentism, 
which is not systematically connected with economic factors5. It is well known that there are 
sedentary fisher-hunter-gatherers, for example the native groups of the North-West coast of 
Northern America and shifting cultivators who change the location of their fields and villages 
every few years, for example the Indonesian Dayak6. Other agriculturalists change location on 

1  Hodder 1990.
2  Lee/De Vore 1968.
3  Mertens 2000.
4  Holzer et al. 2010.
5  Schlesier 1977, 81.
6  Freeman 1955.
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a bi-annual basis, either the whole group (for example the Mexican Rarámuri7) or part of it 
(Alpine transhumance, Turkish yaila etc.).

In 1972, Kent Flannery criticised the simple equation of domestication with 
sedentary life8 and drew attention to the existence of settled FGHs long before the advent of 
farming on the one hand and mobile cultivators on the other. In order to break up the simple 
equation between agriculture, sedentism and village life, he postulated a general development 
from earlier compounds of small round houses and communal storage to the advent of 
villages composed of rectangular houses with internal storage. Here, sharing was restricted 
to the core family, and there were increased “opportunities” for intensification9. He saw this 
as a worldwide trend, which he illustrated with examples from the Levant and Mexico. Full 
Neolithisation for Flannery thus implies the reduction of unconditional sharing among the 
whole co-habiting group, as found with many FGHs, to a family unit or a household. Marshall 
Sahlins was later to link this reduction in sharing to the core-family to the production of 
surplus and thus the potential development of inequality and political power10. He used 
Alexandr Chayanov’s studies of 1920s Russian peasant villages11 to formulate Chayanov’s law 
as adapted to the domestic mode of production, which states that “the greater the working 
capacity of the household, the less its members work”. This can be transferred to any sharing 
unit up to the size of a band or village.

Since the publication of Flannery’s article, the relation between the different phases 
of Neolithisation and the development and the internal structure of villages has been discussed 
intermittently, mainly based on case-studies from the Near East12.

Near East
Ian Hodder13 has famously claimed that the domestication of the human mind, 

the adaptation to different forms of co-habitation precedes the domestication of plants or 
animals14. These social changes have mainly been traced by changes in settlement structure 
and house architecture15.

B. F. Byrd16 has set out some of the expected architectural traits indicative of 
increased intra-settlement co-operation and integration for the early Neolithic of the Levant, 
coinciding with an shrinking social network for sharing (household level instead of band/
tribe level) and the development of “more institutionalized mechanisms for integrating the 
community as a whole”17. These would be represented by communal buildings like shrines, 
communal areas for congregation and different house-forms, i.e. the change from round 
houses in the Natufien and PPNA to rectangular houses in PPNB. Privacy was expected to 
increase (restricted physical and visual access to houses) and features for storing, preparing 
and consuming food were expected to be relocated inside the houses. I. Kuijt and N. Goodale18 
have looked at changing patterns of artefact distribution between the Natufien and the PPNA, 
concluding that there was a change from a fairly unorganised use of space in the Natufien to 

7   Graham 1993.
8   Flannery 1972, 23 ff.
9   Flannery 1972, 48.
10  Sahlins 1972.
11  Chayanov 1966. See also Hammel 2005.
12  see Kuijt et al. 2011 for a recent overview.
13  Hodder 1990.
14  cf. Wilson 1988.
15  Banning 2003.
16  Byrd 1993.
17  Byrd 1993, 641.
18  Kuijt/Goodale 2009.
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a “more delineated use of space” during the PPNA, maybe as a result of decreased mobility19.
In a detailed study, Karen Wright (2000) has interpreted the distribution of ground 

stone and cooking facilities in Levantine settlements to indicate a change from public food-
preparation and consumption in the early to food- and storage related activity zones inside the 
houses in the late PPNB, which in her view probably correspond to a changed position of women 
in society20. Kuijt et al.21 have used mortuary behaviour to argue for a more individualistic and 
household-centered society in the later Pre-pottery Neolithic.

The existence of communal features and structures like shrines, cemeteries 
and rubbish dumps22 has also been interpreted as evidence for the genesis of true village 
communities. This would be accompanied by changes in the social structure of the settlement 
and the formation of supra-family solidarity. In contrast, the ceramic Neolithic society at Çatal 
Höyük in the Anatolian zone has been described as entirely house-based, without any obvious 
communal structures except the middens. Hodder and Cessford23 claim that memory and bodily 
practices served here to bind individuals into tight domestic groups that made living together on 
a restricted space and delayed consumption feasible.

The definition of a village
Before looking for the archaeological correlates of a village, be they based on evident 

(architecture) or latent (finds distribution) traits24, it is important to actually define what a 
village is. Flannery and other US-American scholars of the substantivist school define villages 
in contrast to compounds or camps, that is, the abodes of FGH-groups. These are normally 
transient, but, as Flannery underlines, not necessarily so. In comparison with FGH-bands, the 
denizens of a village have a reduced range of solidarity, and direct reciprocity will be restricted 
to the core family, which is normally equated with the inhabitants of a house or a farm, that is, 
the house and other buildings like stables and outhouses which are a part of the economic unit.

This specific US-American anthropological view contrast sharply with the models 
of social development developed by the European Enlightenment which have been influential in 
social philosophy in Europe. Philosophers like Rousseau (Contrat Social), Locke (Leviathan) and 
Hegel (Rechtsphilosophie) all assert an increasing social cohesion through history. They started 
their - entirely speculative - account of the development of human society with a single savage, 
who progresses, for varying reasons, to form a family, local communities, a people and a state.

In comparison, Flannery’s model is certainly nearer to the archaeological record, 
but it seems to ignore the need for group cohesion on village and supra-village level. Adopting 
a new subsistence strategy, as well as spreading out into novel environments is a high-risk 
strategy, and early Neolithic groups as well as later farmers were constantly faced with the 
danger of crop failure or the destruction of a harvest. They could only survive as part of a 
network of mutual help and sharing. Sedentism also meant that the acquisition of raw materials 
and marriage partners could only be achieved by maintaining trading connections, sometimes 
over quite large distances. As fission was made much more costly by the investment in the 
clearing of land and the erection of permanent buildings, new ways to deal with conflicts 
between households had to be developed. In other words, early agricultural villages may have 
been characterised by the reduction of direct reciprocity to a single household, even if we see 
no compelling reason for assuming this, but social institutions must be in place to ensure help 
in times of crisis, and to maintain social cohesion on a settlement level. Nothing of this is new, 
19  Kuijt/Goodale 2009, 403.
20  Wright 2000.
21  Kuijt et al. 2011.
22  Hardy-Smith/Edwards 2004.
23  Hodder/Cessford 2004.
24  Cziesla 1990.
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and indeed Central European definitions of a village focus very much on the character of a 
village as a community.

Confusingly, in archaeology, the term village is often used without proper definition. 
Everybody seems to know what a village is - the Encyclopedia Britannica (15th edition, 1980) 
does not even have a lemma for the term.

Nevertheless, the term is not without problems. The word is used differently in 
different academic subjects, the translation from one language to another can also subtly 
change meanings. Normally, a settlement called village is contrasted with a town on the one 
and a hamlet or single farmstead on the other hand. In the Human Geography of German-
speaking countries, a village (“Dorf ” or “Gemeinde”) is defined by the traits of size, form, 
economic function and social function. Frequently, the number of inhabitants or households 
is used as the defining criterion, with the cut-off point anywhere between 5-16 houses. The 
criterion of form admits only buildings that are aggregated25; again, there is no agreement on 
the actual distance between buildings, or rather, that distance changes according to cultural 
factors and the type of environment.

In a functional definition, the village “is differentiated from the smaller hamlet by 
the presence of services, administration, church, schools and retail trade, which serve to supply 
the peasantry with a certain range of consumer goods”26. A village can also be defined as a co-
operating unit. Medieval villages held most or some land in common ownership (commons), 
and in open-field systems rules were enforced on what to grow (compulsory rotation, 
Flurzwang)27, how to grow and even when to sow, mow and harvest in order to secure access 
for everybody. In the Slavic “mir”, land was held in common and re-distributed annually28. 
In parts of the Hebrides (Scottland), the arable land was distributed among the members of 
the village by casting lots every three years29. Communal villages were common from Austria 
and Poland to Romania, especially Moldavia and Wallachia, where they persisted till the 20th 
century30. An economic definition of a village is thus based on the way production is organised. 
A. Tschuprow thus defined villages as “a group of households, holders of a territory, bound 
among themselves by relations such that the group has the right to interfere, according to 
precise rules in the econmic activity and the legal rights of each particular household”31. H. 
H. Stahl defined a communal production based on villages. According to his definition, “The 
village community is … a mode of economic exploitation of a collective territory by pastoral 
and very rudimentary agricultural techniques.”32 

The archaeologist Herbert Jankuhn stated that a small settlement can be identified 
as a village if “in addition to the cumulative position of single farmsteads, elements of close 
and common organization are evident33. He claims that the definition is derived from the use 
in Human Geography, without providing a source, however. Older definitions are based on the 
absence of a fortification and sometimes of a market. Thus Meyers Konversationslexikon from 
1894 defines a Dorf as “a rural settlement, an open place without gates or walls, the inhabitants 
of which earn their living by agriculture and animal husbandry, or used to do so.” (vol. 7, 122).

Up to the 18th and 19th century, in much of Central and Eastern Europe a village 

25  Dübler 2004.
26  Uhlig/Lienau 1972, 15.
27  See Warriner 1931; Latouche 1936; Scharlauer 1961, 270-273.
28  Goehrke 1964.
29  Carmichael 1884, 466.
30  Stahl 1980, 7.
31  Tschuprow 1902, quoted after Stahl 1980, 36.
32  Stahl 1980, 37.
33  Jankuhn 1977, 113.
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was also a legal body that partly administered itself and also administered some governmental 
functions. To be a member of a village conferred duties and privileges and was often linked to 
owning property. The village could also be a fiscal unit34.

The German, Anglo-Saxon and Scandinavian term Dorf/throp/thorp is derived from 
a root indicating a fortified area, irrespective of the size and number of houses (Schützeichel 
1977). In contrast, the French and English word “village” is derived from Latin villa, demesne. In 
18th and 19th century German research, “Gemeinden” were seen as a very ancient institution, 
typifying the free and democratic lifestyle of the Germanic tribes before the Roman conquest, 
whereas the villae originated in areas that were part of the Roman Empire (for a concise account 
see Krünitz 1773-1858, lemma “Dorf ”). This attempt to link village organisation to “tribal”, 
pre-state forms of organisation is also found in other areas of Europe35. In addition, German 
geographers of the late 19th and early 20th century tried to link certain forms of settlement and 
field-systems to certain ethnic units and also use them to create a chronology of settlements, 
which further muddied the waters. The German term thus carries an ideological load the English 
one is presumably free of.

In his influential textbook on “settlement archaeology”, Herbert Jankuhn claims that 
villages had been around since the early Neolithic36 and lists indicators of collective activity, 
like fences, fortifications, a shared well or cemetery as potential archaeological indicators of 
their existence. In addition, he claims that the structure of a settlement can also indicate the 
presence of a community, as well as a system of trackways connecting individual farmsteads37. 
Dubler38 lists “a compact settlement area, planned development, fences, trackways and fields” as 
indications. A common system of drains, as in the Neolithic settlement of Skara Brae on Orkney 
could also be added. We would further argue that the distribution of refuse, for example shared 
middens like in Hilzingen Försterbahnried39 and in Çatal Höyük40, for example, can also be 
classified as communal facilities. Temples can be used by the whole community41, but, as the 
discussion of Çatal Höyük demonstrates42, a differentiation between domestic and public can be 
difficult, if not impossible.

All in all, many Anglo-American authors seem to define Neolithic “villages” as the 
product of segmented societies, whereas Central European authors assume a far more cohesive 
type of society. It is not quite clear where Ian Hodder fits into this picture. In ”The domestication 
of Europe”43 he seems to equate “the wild” with antisocial impulses. He underlines that being 
sedentary in a larger settlement “involves sacrificing the flexible and immediate response of the 
small unit to the needs and demands of the larger whole.” 44 When he talks about the “constraints 
of the larger whole”45, he seems to imply that there are less constraints in a FGH-group, a 
proposition not every anthropologist would agree with. Hodder here seems to fit firmly in the 
18th century “lone savage” frame of thinking. On the other hand, he claims that the “civilising 
process” happens inside the household or “domus”46.  No form of organisation beyond the level 

34  Stahl 1980, 39f.
35  cf. Stahl 1980, 35-62.
36  Jankuhn 1977, 114.
37  Jankuhn 1977, 114.
38  Dubler 2004.
39  Fritsch 1998.
40  Martin/Russell 2000.
41  Kornienko 2009.
42  Düring 2007.
43  Hodder 1990.
44  Hodder 1990, 37.
45  Hodder 1990, 38.
46  “Any social conflict, whether between men and women, old and young, local group and local group could 
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of household is considered. The settlements Hodder describes do not work as villages, but simply 
as agglomerations of houses. While he does not quote the work of Lüning (see below), he seems 
to follow his interpretation for the LBK and beyond.

We are thus dealing with two quite different models of early agricultural villages, and 
a third view that denies the existence of villages altogether. Unfortunately, these very different 
models are only lumped together, which is bound to create confusion. In the following, we are 
going to use the term village to describe a cooperating group made up of several households.

In contrast, the term house or household seems pretty straightforward. It is often 
assumed that individual houses are inhabited by core or extended families. Obviously, the 
definition of relatedness is culture-dependent (agnatic vs. cognatic etc.)47. Both the Greek oikos 
and the Roman familia included not only a married couple and their descendants, but also slaves, 
servants and other retainers. In a similar way, an early modern farm would have had numerous 
servants and often more distant relatives attached. It was the basic unit of both production 
and social reproduction. Often, house and household are equated, but ethnography provides 
numerous examples of different forms of organisation, from homesteads made up of houses for 
individuals, as common in much of East Africa to the longhouses of central Borneo inhabited 
by to 700 people 48. Co-residence is not necessarily organised by kinship, however defined. There 
are also examples of men’s houses, for example in New Guinea, or houses built specifically for 
children or unmarried adolescents, not to mention religious communities organised by sex and 
the degree of initiation.

I. Kuijt and his collaborators define a household as a “task-oriented residence that 
combines aspects of economic production and consumption, is co-residential at some level, and 
is socially constructed around symbolically meaningful groups.”49, but this definition is difficult 
to operationalise archaeologically.

The waters have been further muddied by the sometimes rather uncritical adoption of 
Claude Levy-Strauss’ concept of Societé de la Maison for prehistoric communities50. Nevertheless, 
the discussion has drawn attention to the role of buildings in memory and identity-formation 
and the role of the family in the transgenerational transmission of wealth51.

South-East Europe
The early Neolithic settlements of the Balkan area have generally been interpreted as 

villages in the European sense, even if they normally lack obvious communal features. The tightly 
built-up houses of most tell settlements in the South-western part of the distribution area of the 
Starčevo/Körös/Criş (SKC in the following) necessitated some form of village-wide planning, 
especially if the orientation of the houses was changed periodically, as has been claimed by 
D. Gheorghiu52. J. Chapman has theorized a tight social control on tell settlements in general, 
masking social inequalities that could only be expressed outside the settlement proper53. This is 
also reflected in the architecture itself54. For St. Souvatzi, communal efforts like the building of 
ditches and boundaries did created a tightly knit community55.

be negotiated in terms of the need better to control ‘the wild’ by bringing it within the control of ‘the domus’” 
(Hodder 1990, 39).
47  see Wilk and Rathje 1982 for discussion and definitions.
48  Metcalf 2010, 35.
49  Kuijt et al. 2011, 503.
50  Tringham 2000, Boric’ 2007, Düring 2007.
51  Gillespie 2007, 6-10.
52  Gheorghiu 2013.
53  Chapman 1990.
54  Müller-Scheeßel et al. 2010.
55  Souvatzi 2013.
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Many authors concentrate more on the social role of houses than on the structure of 
the settlement as a whole56. This may be linked to the normally small exposures in tell settlements, 
with limited opportunities to obtain a plan of the settlement by remote sensing.

There have been some studies of house-related activity areas, but they were mainly 
concerned with the problem of incipient craft-specialisation57. Müller and Hofman58 have 
analysed the finds distribution in Butmir houses at Okolište in Bosnia. In this case, very similar 
houses, built in a tight grid-pattern have very different finds-assemblages, which the authors 
interpret as evidence of social inequality.

The houses and settlement plans of the early Neolithic SKC culture are not very 
well known outside the distribution area of tell-settlements in the South-Eastern part of the 
distribution area of this culture. The number of house-plans excavated is limited. In Romania, 
they were discussed by C. M. and Gh. Lazarovici59. For the western part of Romania, 324 SKC 
sites are recorded in a catalogue published in 201160. This number may indicate a high settlement 
density, but it is normally assumed that the majority of these settlements were rather small and 
short-lived. Most frequently, settlements are located along rivers, the houses following the levees 
of the rivers. Other settlements, especially specialized ones are found in the vicinity of resources 
such as salt or lithic raw material outcrops61. More rarely, settlements are found on higher 
terraces or in caves or rock shelters. Settlements are generally small, in most of cases under 
one hectar, but some larger settlements do exist. They may have been what Gh. Lazarovici calls 
‘main settlements’. The smaller ones would be ‘secondary’, or ‘specialized settlements’, linked to 
the exploitation of raw materials, pastoralism, transhumance, etc)62. This may be the case for 
the settlement of Călineşti-Oaş - Dâmbul Sfintei Mării, where a workshop for limnic silicites 
exploitation was uncovered63.

Three main types of houses were identified on early Neolithic sites: pit houses, semi-
subterranean houses and surface house, the latter ones often built on large posts like those found at 
Tăşnad, Gura Baciului or the Serbian locality of Donja Branjevina64. Pit-houses and semi-subterranean 
houses were preponderantly found in the early stages of the development of a settlement, for example 
at Gura Baciului65, Miercurea Sibiului66 and Cristian I67. For Gura Baciului, in central Transylvania, 
the excavators are claiming an evolution from sunken houses in the early phases of the settlement 
to surface houses in the later phases, and a return to pit houses in the latest phase of the settlement68. 
Surface houses are  normally small, with a mean size of 4.8 m2 at Gura Baciului. Larger multi-room 
houses, as at Ostrovu Golu on the Danube, are rare. Often, the surface houses are identified by an 
agglomeration of archaeological materials (sherds, daub, bones, hearth remains, etc.) in the form of 
plattforms69. However, with the exception of Ecsegfalva 23 in Hungary70 no detailed analysis of finds 
distribution has yet been undertaken .inside houses and especially between houses.

56  Borić 2007, Tringham 2000, Souvatzki 2013, but see the contributions in Hansen 2010.
57  Nanoğlu 2008.
58  Müller/Hofman 2013.
59  Lazarovici and Lazarovici 2006; 2011.
60  Luca/Suciu/Dumitrescu-Chioar 2011.
61  Lazarovici/Lazarovici 2006.
62  Lazarovici/Lazarovici 2006, 2011.
63  See the paper by Chmielewski and Astaloş in this volume.
64  Lazarovici/Lazarovici 2006.
65  Lazarovici/Maxim 1995.
66  Luca/Diaconescu/Suciu 2008.
67  Luca et al 2014.
68  Lazarovici/Maxim 1995.
69  Lazarovici/Lazarovici 2006.
70  Whittle/Zalai-Gaál 2007.
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Some of the settlements show indications of what could have been communal 
structures. At Gura Baciului, there is an empty space in the centre of the settlement where only 
two pits, without any finds, were uncovered. One of them preserved the traces of a 50-70 cm 
thick post with stones nearby, meant to fix the post. A central post may have had a ritual role 
for the community71. At the early Criş settlement of Cristian I (south Transylvania), three pit-
houses are surrounding a structure interpreted by the excavators as a sanctury composed of 
ritual pits72. In the last stage of the SKC culture, probably already linked to the Vinča A cultural 
milieu, some fortifications (ditches, palisades) appear for the first time in this area, for example 
at Ostrovu Golu and Gornea73.

Central Europe
Beyond the Danube, there are almost no tell settlements74. In open settlements, the 

Neolithic surface is rarely preserved, thus the finds from pits offer the only clue to activities 
conducted both in the houses and in the areas between individual buildings. Lüning claims 
that there are no village-communities proper in the LBK settlement-area, even if several, 
sometimes even up to a hundred houses can be found in one agglomeration75. But he sees 
these as made up of individual farms that are economically autonomous, with fences and 
ditches to protect the animals as the only communal features76. However, other authors have 
pointed out communal rubbish dumps77 and maybe fireplaces78. There are also ditches and 
wells as well as communal cemeteries, and ritual locations such as Herxheim were shared by 
several communities79. Still, the rarity of preserved occupation layers as well as the unresolved 
relation between houses and pits in general80 makes the definition of settlement organisation 
in the LBK a problem difficult to solve.

Occupation layers
When digging “flat” Neolithic sites, the main attention is normally focussed on the 

discovery of postholes and other structures, like ovens and sunken features. Pits are treated as 
closed finds and used to determine the chronology of the site. As occupation surfaces contain 
chronologically mixed material and mask features dug into the subsoil, they are often removed 
without detailed documentation, especially on rescue-excavations.

However, if we aim to understand the structure of a settlement and the kind of society 
that created it, the finds between the houses are as important as the finds in the houses. The latter 
should indicate the use and re-use of houses and help to find differences between houses, which 
could indicate social inequality81 or craft specialisation. The former can throw a light on the use 
of open space and thus the organisation of settlement life - was it a cooperating village or not?

As the occupation layers normally show no stratification, potentially originated from 
a wide variety of different depositional events and were modified by a wide range of “disturbance-
processes”, only a very careful documentation of the provenance of all finds, coupled with a 
detailed taphonomic analysis can produce reliable results. We should not assume that items 

71  Lazarovici/Maxim 1995, Lazarovici/Lazarovici 2006.
72  Luca et al 2014.
73  Lazarovici/Lazarovici 2006.
74  Rosenstock 2005, 2009.
75  Lüning 1982, 25, 33.
76  Lüning 1982, 25.
77  Fritsch 1998; Hoppe/Kuhlmann 2012.
78  Lenneis et al. 2010, 85.
79  Museum Herxheim 2014.
80  cf. Stäuble/Wolfram 2012.
81  Hansen/Müller 2007.
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remained where they were dropped (Pompeii-premise82). All these problems are very familiar to 
Palaeolithic archaeologists, and we have indeed borrowed most of our excavation methods from 
Palaeolithic archaeology, as we will outline in the following section.

In addition to containing information about site structure, occupation layers can also 
help to better understand the use and history of sunken features. The contents of pits can be the 
result of conscious discard or structured deposition83, in which case they will be contemporary 
with an adjacent house. They can also have been re-used for rubbish disposal after the house 
they belonged to was abandoned, in which case the fill will be slightly later than the house in 
question. If the pit-fills are a product of the erosion of the surrounding surface, they will contain 
a wide mix of materials, depending on how long the settlement was in existence and on the local 
topography. Finally, a combination of all three options is possible and indeed probable.

The orientation of finds and refitting between objects in the occupation layer and 
in pits can help to decide which depositional process was at work and also produce criteria to 
differentiate between the different options outlined above. Obviously, this will influence the 
interpretation of pits and their chronology, and also the chronology of houses, if their dating is 
based on pits, as it is the case in the LBK84. It will also have an impact on the interpretation of the 
contested semi-subterranean buildings common in the South-East European Neolithic.

The Excavations in Tășnad-Sere
The site of Tăşnad-Sere (47°46’38’’/22°58’20’’), located near the town of Tăşnad, 

Satu Mare county, North-Western Romania, was chosen for long-term research into intra-
site distributions because it offers an excellent preservation. The settlement remains are 
buried almost two meters deep under heavy clays deposited by the Cehal River, a tributary 
of the Ier, component of the Middle Tisza watershed. The postholes of Criş houses and the 
pits accompanying the houses beneath this riverine deposit are in turn covered by a 30-50 cm 
thick occupation-layer that has been preserved in-situ. Based on the pottery style, the site is 
attributed to the later phases of the SCK complex85 (phases IIIb-IVa according to Gh. Lazarovici’s 
classification system86) which fits the opinion that the Neolithization process took place later in 
North-West Romania than in Transylvania proper or the Banat.

The site of Tăşnad-Sere was discovered in 1980’s and small scale excavations took 
place from 1989 to 199987. The Satu Mare County Museum has been conducting large scale rescue 
excavations at Tăşnad-Sere since 200188, uncovering the occupation layer, postbuilt houses, pits, 
ovens and numerous finds from the early to middle Neolithic period and the Copper Age. This 
means that the fine-grained results of our research-excavations can be linked-in to wider-scale 
explorations of the site, which is vital to the project.

Excavation methods
The aim of our project, started in 2012, was to elucidate the settlement structure and 

intra-settlement activity areas of the late Criş village. The excavation is a joint project between 
UCL Institute of Archaeology, London (UK) and the Satu Mare County Museum, Satu Mare, 
Romania89. It is scheduled to continue for at least three more years. The excavation is conducted 
by archaeology students of the UCL Institute of Archaeology and from other universities.
82  Binford 1981.
83  Chapman 2000.
84  Stäuble/Wolfram 2012, 44.
85  Iercoşan 1995.
86  Lazarovici/Lazarovici 2006.
87  Iercoşan 1995; Luca/Iercoşan 1998.
88  See excavation reports at: http://ran.cimec.ro/sel.asp?descript=tasnad-oras-tasnad-satu-mare-situl-arheologic-
de-la-tasnad-la-sere-cod-sit-ran-136651.01.
89  Astaloş/Sommer/Virag 2013.
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Fig. 1. Planning the surface of an excavated square

Fig. 2. Potsherds cracked in situ by the drying clay soil
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Where possible, 
we excavate in natural layers, 
otherwise in horizontal 5 cm 
spits (artificial layers). The 8x10 
m trench is divided into meter 
squares which form the basic 
unit of excavation until features 
are discovered. For every 1x1 
m2 square, 5 cm thick spit and 
context, environmental samples 
are taken and processed on site 
by bucket-flotation. Wet-sieving 
is targeted at discovering small 
items like beads and fishbones. 
All artefacts >1cm are left in situ, 
then the surface of the square is 
planned (fig. 1) and documented 
by photogrammetry. The rectified 
images are used to check the 
plans, and can also be consulted to 
identify sherds of the same colour 
that presumably belong to one 
pot. As the clay sediment dries 
out very quickly and forms deep 
cracks which can destroy pottery 
(fig. 2) and other fragile finds, we 
keep the whole surface covered 
with plastic sheets. Only the areas 
under excavation are exposed. This unfortunately makes it difficult to get a good impression 
of the overall finds distribution and any features present. The photographic record of every 
square and spit enables us to view each spit as a whole, even if it was never uncovered at the 
same time.

The precise provenance of each find >1cm is recorded with a total station (fig. 3), 
as well as its orientation and dip (in both axes). This is an unusual way to excavate Neolithic 
settlements and more similar to techniques commonly used on Palaeolithic sites90. It allows a 
comprehensive assessment of the depositional processes at work91 and a detailed analysis of the 
finds-distribution in the occupation layers. Once pits have been uncovered, the relationship 
between finds in the occupation layer, the finds in the pits and any possible house-plans can be 
investigated using these data.

As the surface of the occupation layer is sloping to the East, the surfaces created 
by the excavation do not correspond to the original surface. However, the point-clouds 
created by the total station allow us to assess the relation of the finds to any recreated 
surface. The alternative would have been to dig parallel to the surface, but this is much more 
complicated to carry out, and as we cannot be sure that the occupation layer is of equal 
thickness everywhere, it would not necessarily uncover the original surface either, which 
probably was very uneven anyway.

90  cf. Hahn 1988.
91  Sommer 1991, 1992.

Fig. 3. Recording finds with the total station 
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For every find >1 cm, dip (direction in the horizontal along the long axis if they have 
one, the higher end recorded first) and strike (vertical angle) are recorded. The action of water 
or soil movement (solifluction) will orient finds in the direction of the flow. Any preferential 
horizontal orientation of finds should thus indicate post-depositional disturbances. As the rose 
diagram in fig. 4a indicates, the main orientation of the finds is South-North, with a secondary peak 
for an East-West orientation. While this pattern is certainly not created by riverine deposition or 
disturbance, the strong dominance of the main directions is worrying. Although the excavators 
where advised to record the orientation of a find to the nearest 22.5° (1/8 circle segment), most 
of them seem to have recorded only the main direction. Selecting those excavators who had 
recorded a more detailed orientation at some point and only using their data produced a slightly 
different picture (fig 4b). The main directions still strongly dominate, which indicates that these 

55 1010 1515 2020 2525 3030 55 1010 1515 2020

Fig. 4. Dip of all finds >1cm with a pronounced long axis. Arrow indicates average value.
a. all recorded finds 

b. only finds by excavators who recorded intermediate directions

55 1010 1515 2020 2525 3030 55 1010 1515 2020 2525 3030

Fig. 5. Dip of all finds by depth. Arrow indicates average value. 
a. spits 1-4; b. spits 5-7. 
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data are not wholly reliable either. In both 
cases, there are two main orientations, South-
North and East-West, with a pronounced 
tendency of finds to have their higher ends 
towards the South-Eastern quadrant. There 
does not seem to be a difference by depth (fig. 
5 a, b), but this needs to be looked at in more 
detail. As a result of this analysis, we are now 
using a compass to record the orientation of 
finds, and excavators note down the degree, 
not a simply direction. This illustrates the 
need to constantly check for distorting factors 
introduced during excavation. In this case, 
this was not visible when simply checking the 
finds-documentation in the evenings.

A representation of the strike, 
recorded to the nearest 10° with the help of a 
clinometer (fig. 6) shows a surprising number 
of oblique finds, with around 10% almost 
vertical. This could be items that have fallen into cracks formed by the clay, a theory that can 
be investigated by taking into account the size-distribution as well. The SE-bias is visible in the 
strike data as well. By looking at dip and strike separately for each square, it will hopefully be 
possible to reconstruct the shape of the original surface. The high number of oblique finds hints 
at a very uneven surface, which was maybe shaped through treadage by humans and animals. 
We will conduct some experiments with modern sherds to see how trampling by humans and 
cows affects their orientation - in connection with the wetness of the soil. On a more practical 
note, finds that are oblique or vertical often need to be recorded in two different spits, but should 
obviously only receive one individual number. This proves to be quite difficult when dealing 
with over 200 finds per square and spit in some cases.

Smaller finds and items accidentally displaced during excavation are only recorded 
by square and spit. Up to now, ca. 8.000 finds have been three-dimensionally recorded. Pottery 
forms the main component of the assemblage, followed by burnt clay. There are almost no bone 
fragments, which is probably due to bad preservation in the upper levels of the site.

Fig. 6. Strike of all finds >1cm. Arrow indicates 
average value.

Material 2012 2013 2014 sum %
pottery 2314 2963 708 5985 75.9
burnt clay 312 774 81 1167 14.8
hearth 0 22 8 32 0.4
bone 8 12 1 21 0.3
burnt bone 36 157 57 250 3.2
obsidian 54 99 13 166 2.1
other siliceous 11 5 1 17 0.2
charcoal 9 47 4 60 0.8
misc. 36 1 1 38 0.5
total 2823 4176 883 7882

Fig. 7. Types of finds, excavations 2012-2014
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Finds consist of pottery, chipped 
stone artefacts made from obsidian, local 
and imported flint and limnic quarzite, 
groundstone axes, hearth-fragments, daub, 
animal bones, a figurine and a pintadera 
(fig 7). The lithic assemblage is dominated 
by obsidian (92%), followed by local raw 
materials. Blond Balkanic flint is present 
in small quantities. Cortical pieces prove 
that the obsidian was brought to the site 
as bombs. Up to now, we have recovered 
very little microdebitage, which means that 
knapping took part in another part of the site. 
Seed remains are also rare, again a possible 
indicator of the spatial differentiation of 
refuse. The percentage of tools is low, but 
this statistic is distorted by the presence of so 
many small pieces of debitage not normally 
recovered.

We do a rough recording of 
finds on site (fig. 8), documenting traits 
that will help us to analyse the finds 
distribution. Thus, raw material and weight 
are recorded for every find, for the pottery 
we note thickness and colour as well. Finds are generally quite small (fig. 9 a-b). Even taking the 

Fig. 8 In-site recording of pottery

Fig. 9a Size-distribution of finds: all finds
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Fig. 9b Size-distribution of finds: pottery
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“distortion” introduced by the careful excavation into account, the pottery is highly fragmented, 
compared to assemblages from pits. This points to heavy mechanical stress, most probably 
trampling. Refitting sherds are often found close together, indicating distinct dumping episodes. 
Many finds concentrations are dominated by sherds of one specific colour and similar thickness. 
This may indicate a dumping event started when one individual vessel broke. As other sherds 
have been deposited between the sherds of the dominant pot (fig. 10), its remains were not 
simply collected and discarded together, but other materials were included as well. Maybe the 
sherds were swept up in a basket. 

The other finds would then indicate the dirt lying around in a normal house. 
Obviously, this idea needs more testing, and a preliminary scientific analysis of the pottery 
fabric and surface treatment is undertaken at the moment.

All in all, excavating this way is quite a slow process, beset by a number of practical 
problems about the recording methods. But, as we hope to have shown in the first part of 
this contribution, the results should address some wider questions of Neolithic archaeology 
in general. Specifically, we hope to understand how the areas between the houses were used. 
Was the settlement divided into separate farmyards, and labour organised at household level, 
or did communal areas exist where the inhabitants not only feasted, but also worked together92? 
Were the fields owned and worked by single families, as has been suggested for the LBK93, or 
cultivated collectively by the whole community? Did special activity areas for crafts like flint-
knapping, the working of ground stone and pottery production exist and how do these relate 

92  cf. Molist 1998.
93  Bogaard 2004, 2011.

Fig. 10 A square dominated by the remains of one pot.
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to individual houses? Given the relatively small size of the Criş houses, it is to be expected that 
much of the work and maybe even the cooking happened outside, especially in summer, much 
as it happens today in single-room houses. The organisation of these workspaces will influence 
the distribution and composition of the finds assemblage94. Separate threshing spaces might 
explain the paucity of botanical finds so far, for example95.

The analysis of individual finds concentrations should help us to understand if 
individual houses developed a style of their own, producing pottery that was subtly different 
from that of the neighbours, or if the social cohesion of the settlement was expressed by very 
similar artefacts. The refitting of lithic artefacts can help to investigate, among other things, if 
raw materials were acquired and used by single individuals or the village as a whole. Thus, the 
detailed analysis of a very small area should help us to understand the settlement as a whole and 
also have implications for the interpretation of other early Neolithic settlements.
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Some aspects about the Neolithic settlement from Tăşnad
(Satu Mare County, Romania)

Cristian VIRAG

Keywords: Upper Tisa Basin; Pişcolt Group Complex; Painted pottery, Tăşnad, Cehal river.

Abstract: The archaeological site of Tăşnad Sere is situated on the first and the second terrace of 
the old Cehal river. During the last two decades, important discoveries were made in the sites of 
Tăşnad–Sere. The researches from the period between 1989-2006 were concentrated on the first 
terrace of the Cehal river, leading to the discovery of numerous features, mainly from prehistory 
(Neolithic: Starčevo-Criş culture - phases IIIB-IVA, Pişcolt group, phase IA, Coțofeni culture, 
Roman Age: 2-4th centuries AD). Starting from 2006, the excavations extend to the second terrace 
of the valley where discovered features from the Neolithic (Pişcolt group, phase II), Bronze Age 
(Cehăluţ-Hajdúbagos culture), La Tène C (Celts), Roman Age (c. 2-4 AD), and a feature from the 
6-7th centuries AD.

The town of Tăşnad (Satu Mare county) is situated at the western limit of the Tăşnad 
Hills, which, in this area, have a maximum altitude of ca. 230 m asl. The place called „Sere” (after 
the greenhouse once existing near the site) is situated at the south-western outskirts of the town, 
on the western bank of the Cehal river (a tributary of the Ier/Ér river). Towards west and south-
west the Cehal valley is limited by relatively small hills, while upstream the valley is narrower 
and the hight of the hills reaches ca. 330 metres asl. Today the Cehal valley has a regularized 
flow, the old river flowing in the past some hundreds of metres towards east close to the present 
base of the hills.

The Cehal valley (or Santău valley, as it is named downstream, near the village of 
Santău) has a large openning towards the Ier and Someş Plains, and the lower courses of the 
Ier, Crasna and Someş rivers. Until the recent past (until the drainage works of the 18-19th 
centuries) the Ecedea Marsh was situated at less than 30 km towards the north-west. Even 
today, the Cehal valley is preserving in part a marshy aspect, especially towards the confluence 
with the Ier valley. Of course, the appearance of this microzone changed through time. As an 
example, the older maps are indicating a bigger area covered by forests. Towards the end of the 
18th century the area of the Neolithic settlement was also covered by forests. The habitations 
from different periods evolved on the first two terraces of the Cehal river (up to an altitude of 
ca 140 m asl).

The archaeological site of Tăşnad Sere is situated on the first terrace of the old 
Cehal river (nowadays it has a changed flow by the excavation of a channel through the 
Neolithic site). The old river bed (nowadays dried up) is situated at a few hundreds metres 
south-east of the channel.

Since the end of the 19th century and the beginning of the 20th century, the north-
western area of nowadays Romania drew an interest for some historians who have published 
several informative articles on these issues as they came into contact with many chance findings. 
In this respect we mention the articles of E. Orosz1 and M. Roska2 on Neolithic discoveries 
from Tăşnad area. Marton Roska published some papers regarding the counties of Satu Mare 

1  Orosz 1909, 10.
2  Roska 1910, 354–361.
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and Bihor and an Archaeological Repertorium of Transylvania, mentioning numerous new 
discoveries, especially from the Ier valley and the Nir Plain3.

After the establishment of the Museum of Tăşnad, several incidental findings 
from the area in question entered the museum’s collection. Also, the works performed in the 
area of the thermal spa led to the discovery of materials from the Neolithic and Bronze Ages 
to the 2nd and 4th centuries4.

In 1986, Neța Iercoşan made a survey of the area, discovering some features on the 
banks of the Cehal channel. First excavations took place in 19895, directed by Neța Iercoşan: 
trench SI/1989 and the partial survey of two large pits (G1-G2) out of six features identified on 
the banks of the Cehal channel (Starčevo-Criş culture). He continued the excavations in 19956 
[(4 sections (S II-V); important results: L1, a surface dwelling (in S III and the pits A and B), a 
garbage pit (in S III)], 19967 [(S VI-VIII, a pit in the bank of the Cehal brook (G 3) and a hearth 
with a chime (V 1)], 19988 [(S IX-XI: surface dwelling in S X (L.2), two garbage pits (in S IX), 
a large-sized pit in S XI and pit G 4 on the bank of the Cehal brook], 19999 [(S XII-XIV: 5 pits 
and, on the bank of the Cehal brook, test pit A, nearby G1/1989, near the remains of a human 
skeleton (Neolithic grave or Coţofeni?)].

After Iercoşan’s death, the excavations continued under the supervision of J. Németi, 
C. Astaloş and C. Virag10. Thus, in 2001, J. Németi and C. Astaloş carried out a rescue excavation 
along the wastewater discharge channel from the swimming pool (S I), opening trenches opposite 
the most important features crossed by the channel: five features out of which four belonged to 
the Starčevo-Criş culture and one to the Coţofeni culture. Also, they made on the left bank of the 
Cehal channel further excavations in the pits G 1 and G 2/1989, severely affected by flooding. In 
G 2 was found a Starčevo-Criş grave with the skeleton in crouched position, very well preserved. 
The excavations in this point were stopped suddenly by a strong flood of the Cehal River without 
the features having been fully excavated11.

The rescue excavations conducted by J. Németi, C. Astaloş, and C. Virag continued 
in 2002. Four trenches were investigated (Su I-IV) and three test pits of 250 m² in all and nine 
features were discovered dating from the Neolithic and Eneolithic periods12.

Starting in 2004, the excavations were continued with some interruptions by C. 
Virag (200413, 200514, 200615, 2009, 2012). The excavations had a preventive and rescue character 
being determined by public works carried out by the Tăşnad City Hall and by the extension of 
the building works surrounding the thermal water spa. 

The research from the period between 1989-2006 was concentrated on the first 
terrace of the Cehal river, leading to the discovery of numerous features, mainly from prehistory 
(Neolithic: Starčevo-Criş culture - phases IIIB-IVA, Pişcolt group, phase IA, Coțofeni culture, 
Roman Age: 2-4th centuries AD). Part of the excavations from 2006 were made along Tăşnad-
Marghita road, on which occasion some Bronze Age features were discovered.

3   Roska 1939. 34–53, Roska 1940, Roska 1942.
4   Regarding the Roman Age see: Gindele 2007, 2007, 43- 61; Gindele 2010, 271-272, 383-388 Taf. 107-112.
5   Iercoşan 1994-1995. 9-23.
6   Iercoşan 1996.
7   Iercoşan 1997.
8   Iercoşan 1999.
9   Iercoşan 2000.
10  Băcueț-Crişan/Virag 2007.
11  Németi et al. 2002.
12  Németi et al. 2003.
13  Astaloş 2005.
14  Virag et al. 2006.
15  Virag et al. 2007.
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The excavations from 2009 were made both on the first terrace of the Cehal valley 
(Su X/2009) and the second terrace of the valley (Su XI, XII, XIII). The features discovered in 
Su X are dated to the Neolithic, Starčevo-Criş culture, phases IIIB-IVA, and contained a rich 
pottery inventory, lithics, pintaderas, clay weights, anthropomorphic figurines. In Su XI-XIII were 
discovered features from the Neolithic (Pişcolt group, phase II), Bronze Age (Cehăluţ-Hajdúbagos 
culture), La Tène C (Celts), Roman Age (c. 2-4 AD), and a feature from the 6-7th centuries AD16.

From 2012 up to the present day the project ”Between the Mountains and the Flood”, 
a collaboration between the UCL Institute of Archaeology from London (Ulrike Sommer) and 
the Satu Mare County Museum (C. Virag, C. Astaloş) is going on17.

Feature Cx 44 was discovered during the rescue excavations of 2006. It is a semi-
sunken house with two post holes in the central part of the feature. The feature was uncovered 
only partially, as part of it was destroyed by a thermal water pipe. 

The Neolithic settlement of Tăşnad is well-known as a site dated to the IIIB-IVA 
phases of the Starčevo-Criş culture. However, the artefacts from Cx 44 belong to an early phase 
(I/II) of the Pişcolt group In this context, as a task for the future, the materials coming from 
Iercoşan’s excavations must be re-analysed.

The pottery is of good quality, tempered dominantly with chaff, burnishing being 
realized with slip, most of the time only partially preserved. Pottery shapes include high-footed 
bowls; pots with rims of Lippenrand type; amphorae with globular body and handle on the 
shoulder; pots with four protuberances made from the inside, in the median area, etc. The 
material is generally well fired in a reducing atmosphere and the slip is of a brick-red colour.

As regards decoration, some sherds with incised and painted motifs are present, 
with analogies at: Ciumeşti - La Silozuri/Fântâna Păşunii (Legelő kút/Silógödrök), Pişcolt18, in 
feature C1 at Urziceni - Vamă19, and at Căpleni20.

As regards the anthropomorphic representations, it is remarkable a triangular 
shaped figurine head with the eyes marked by two incisions, the nose in relief, with analogies at 
Hortobány-Zám21. Another piece is the posterior part of a steatopygous figurine. 

Feature Cx 44 from Tăşnad, on the base of the ceramic material and stratigraphic 
observations, confirms the contemporaneity between the first phase of the Pişcolt group and the 
phase Starčevo-Criş IVA.

Feature Cx. 216 is an oval shaped feature identified in the trench Su XIII (25 x 50 m.), 
on the second terrace of the Cehal valley.

Pottery is tempered, in various proportions, with chaff and sand; sand and 
chaff; chaff and grog; sand, grog and chaff; chaff, sand and gravel; fine sand; gravel and 
grog; coarse sand.

The aspect of the coarse pottery is very smooth because of the use of chaff and other 
vegetal remains as temper. This phenomenon is present from the Starčevo-Criş IVA phase but 
especially during the phase IVB, a fact observed also at Zăuan - Dâlma Cimitirului22. During the 
same phase, for the semi-fine pottery, a good quality paste is tempered with a very well chopped 
chaff and with sand. The vases are well burnished, well fired, and sometimes traces of painting 
are observable, applied directly on the pot’s background colour. 

16  Stanciu/Virag 2013.
17  Astaloş/Sommer/Virag 2013.
18  Lazarovici/ Németi 1983, 28, fig. 10/5; 11/8; 11/17.
19  Virag 2004, fig. 15.
20  Iercoşan 1992-1993, fig 4/11, 6/4-5.
21  Kalicz/ Makkay 1977, Tafel 85/3.
22  Lazarovici/Lakó 1981, 19.
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The firing is good, probably in a reducing atmosphere. Relatively a small amount of 
pottery fired in an oxidation atmosphere is present, especially in the case of coarse pottery, the 
aspect of brick-red colour being given by the slip applied on the pots.

Barbotine decoration has analogies at: Berea II - Miriştea lui Csányi23, Berea XVI 
- Grădina florilor24, Ciumeşti - Lutărie/Cărămidărie, Sacuieni - Horo25, Căpleni26, in feature C1 
from Urziceni - Vamă27, and at Tiream28.

Strokes have analogies at: Berea XII - Viile Berei, Săcuieni - Horo29, Căpleni30, Halmeu 
- Vamă31, in feature C1 from Urziceni - Vamă32, in Slovakia at Velke Raskovce33.

Incised and applied ornaments have analogies at: Moftinu Mic - Pescărie B34, 
Berea I - Stavila Mică35.

Pinches combined with incisions were found at: Berea XII - Viile Berei, Berea IXa 
- Togul lui Sultész, Ciumeşti - La Silozuri/Fântâna Păşunii, Berea I - Stavila Mică36; Moftinu 
Mic - Pescărie B37.

Pinched decoration has analogies at: Berea XII - Viile Berei, Berea II - Miriştea lui 
Csányi38, Berea IXa - Togul lui Sultész39, Berea XVI - Grădina florilor40, Ciumeşti - La Silozuri/
Fântâna Păşunii, Berea I - Stavila Mică41, at Pişcolt - Lutărie42 in the pits nr. 5/197543, 4/197344, 
and 1/198045, at Moftinu Mic - Pescărie B46, Halmeu - Vamă47, Căpleni48, Urziceni - Păşune49, at 
Urziceni - Vamă in the feature C150, in Slovakia at Velke Raskovce51.

Short slashes forming an ornamental field are found at: Berea I - Stavila Mică, 
Berea XII - Viile Berei, Berea XVI - Grădina florilor, Ciumeşti - Lutărie/Cărămidărie, in 
pit nr. 5/1975 from Pişcolt - Lutărie52. In a lower proportion, this decoration technique 
is found also in the later phases of the Pişcolt group at the sites of Halmeu - Vamă53, 

23  Virag 2008.
24  Păunescu 1963, 1/4; 6-8; Virag 2008.
25  Luca/Iercoşan 1997, 5/1; Comşa/Nanasi 1972, fig. 10/10-11.
26  Iercoşan 1992-1993, fig 4/2.
27  Virag 2004, fig. 6, 11, 26.
28  Ciarnău/Lazarovici 1985, fig 2/12.
29  Luca/Iercoşan 1997, fig. 2/4.
30  Iercoşan 1992-1993, fig 2/3.
31  Virag 2004, fig. 8/2.
32  Virag 2004, fig. 5, 15, 23.
33  Vizdal 1973, pl. IX/4; XVI/3, 6, 8, XVII/3.
34  Németi 1986-1987, fig. 5/9.
35  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig. 8/2.
36  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig. 7/10.
37  Németi 1986-1987, fig. 2/6.
38  Virag 2008.
39  Comşa 1963, 3/1; 3/6-7; Virag 2008.
40  Păunescu 1963, 1/11; Virag 2008.
41  Lazarovici/ Németi 1983, 7/6.
42  Németi 1986-1987, fig. 1/3.
43  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig. 9/1; pl. IV/8, 13.
44  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, pl. IV/1.
45  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, pl. I/2-4; IV/4-7; pl. VII/4-5.
46  Németi 1981-1982, fig. 3/5.
47  Virag 2004, fig.8/7; 8/9, Virag 2015.
48  Iercoşan 1992-1993, fig 2/2.
49  Németi 1986-1987, fig. 10/9.
50  Virag 2004, fig. 5, 15, 23.
51  Vizdal 1973, pl. XV/1, 3; XVI/4.
52  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, pl. IV/12.
53  Virag 2004, fig. 4/2; 4/7; 8/6; Virag 2015.
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Urziceni - Vamă54, Blaja - Grind Cehal55, in Slovakia at Velke Raskovce56, in Ukraine at 
Zavtavne - Kovadomb I57.

Short slashes on the vessel’s rim occurs at: Berea X - Colina cu măcriş58, Berea XII 
- Viile Berei59, Ciumeşti - Lutărie/Cărămidărie60, Blaja - Grind Cehal61, Urziceni - Vamă62, in 
Ukraine at Zavtavne - Kovadomb I63.

The incised ornaments are linear, zig-zag lines organized sometimes in triangles, and 
oblique lines. Analogies were found at: Berea I - Stavilă Mică64,, Berea II - Miriştea lui Csányi65, 
Berea IXa - Togul lui Sultész66, Berea XII - Viile Berei, Berea XVI - Grădina florilor67, Ciumeşti 
- La Silozuri/Fântâna Păşunii, Pişcolt - Lutărie68, Moftinu Mic - Pescărie B69; Săcuieni - Horo70, 
Căpleni - Aşezarea neolitică, Halmeu71, Urziceni - Vamă72, Kisvarsány - Hideri73, Sonkád74.

Incised curvilinear lines are ornaments with analogies at: Berea I - Stavilă Mică75, 
Berea II - Miriştea lui Csányi, Berea IXa - Togul lui Sultész76, Berea XII - Viile Berei, Berea XVI 
- Grădina florilor77, Ciumeşti - La Silozuri/Fântâna Păşunii; Pişcolt - Lutărie78, Moftinu Mic - 
Pescărie B79, Săcuieni - Horo80, Halmeu81, Urziceni - Vamă82. 

Meander incised decoration under the rim of the vessel have analogies at: Halmeu83 
and Sonkád84. Incisions under the rim marking a short rim of Lippenrand type are found at: 
Ciumeşti - La Silozuri/Fântâna Păşunii, Berea XVI - Grădina florilor, Berea IXa - Togul lui Sultész, 
Berea I - Stavilă Mică85, Pişcolt - Lutărie86 (pits nr. 5/1975; 1/1980; 4/1973; 1/1970; 11/1971), 
Moftinu Mic - Pescărie B87, Săcuieni - Horo88.

54  Virag 2004, fig. 12.
55  Virag 2007. Pl. 9.
56  Vizdal 1973, pl. XV/6; XVII/47; XXVII/8.
57  Potushniak 1997, pl. III/5, 10.
58  Virag 2008.
59  Virag 2008.
60  Virag 2008.
61  Virag 2007.
62  Virag 2004, fig. 12-13.
63  Potushniak 1997, Pl. III/5, 10.
64  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, 8/1, 6, 8, 10-11.
65  Virag 2008.
66  Comşa 1963, 3/23; Virag 2008.
67  Păunescu 1963, I/1, 3; 2/6; Virag 2008.
68  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig. 11/3, 7, 12, 15, 18.
69  Németi 1986-1987, 3/4; 4/4.
70  Luca/Iercoşan 1997, 1/1.
71  Virag 2004, fig. 8/4; Virag 2015.
72  Virag 2004, fig. 19.
73  Korek 1983, fig. 7/6, 8/1.
74  Korek 1983, fig. 24/5, 7, 9, 11.
75  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, 8/3, 9; Virag 2008.
76  Comşa 1963, 3/15, 17, 19, 20, 22; Virag 2008.
77  Păunescu 1963, 2/3-4, Virag 2008.
78  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig. 10/3; 11/4.
79  Németi 1986-1987, 2/1.
80  Luca/Iercoşan 1997, 1/2.
81  Virag 2004, fig. 7/1; 7/3; Virag 2015.
82  Virag 2004, fig. 19.
83  Virag 2004, fig. 6/5, Virag 2015.
84  Korek 1983, fig. 22/1; 24/1- 4.
85  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, 7/1, 7, 9-10; 8/4; Virag 2008.
86  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, 9/2, 4, 7-9; 10/1,4-5; 11/8, 11, 13, 16, 19; pl. III/1-3, 5, 9; pl. V/5; VIII/1-5.
87  Németi 1986-1987, 1/3-4.
88  Luca/Iercoşan 1997, 2/2, 5.
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The painted decoration presents a great variety of motifs. The painting is made with 
bitumen which often falls down leaving only its imprint. Other times the painting is thin and 
better applied.

The painted decoration consists in the filling of the vessel’s body with large 
curvilinear lines forming intertwined spirals, ogives, triangles etc. Analogies were found 
at: Ciumeşti - La Silozuri/Fântâna Păşunii, Berea IXa - Togul lui Sultész, Berea X - Colina 
cu măcriş, Berea II - Miriştea lui Csányi, la Pişcolt-Lutărie89, Săcuieni-Horo90, Halmeu91, 
Tiream92, Căpleni93, Urziceni-Vamă94, in Slovakia at Velke Raskovce95, in Ukraine at Zavtavne 
- Kovadomb I96.

Motifs consisting on thin parallel lines disposed vertically, horizontally or oblique, 
have analogies at: Berea X - Colina cu măcriş, Ciumeşti - La Silozuri/Fântâna Păşunii, la Berea 
XVI - Grădina florilor97; Berea IXa - Togul lui Sultész98, Săcuieni-Horo99, Pişcolt-Lutărie100, 
Tiream101, Halmeu - Vamă102, Urziceni-Vamă103, Căpleni104, Andrid-La păşune, in Slovakia at 
Velke Raskovce105, in Ukraine at Mukachevo - Mala Hora106.

Another characteristic motif is represented by hatched areas with wavy lines, wide 
bands arranged in crosses or meanders. It occurs at: Ciumeşti - La Silozuri/Fântâna Păşunii, 
Berea IXa - Togul lui Sultész107, Săcuieni-Horo108, Tiream109, Pişcolt110, Urziceni-Vamă111, Moftinu 
Mic - Pescărie B112, in Slovakia at Velke Raskovce113.

More rarely are met curvilinear incisions combined with painting. Analogies are 
found at: Ciumeşti - La Silozuri/Fântâna Păşunii, Pişcolt-Lutărie114, in feature C1 from Urziceni 
- Vamă115, and at Căpleni116.

At this chronological horizon the following shapes are met: 

89  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, pl. XI/8,9; fig. 12/1, 5.
90  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig.17/1,4,6; Comşa/Nanasi 1972, 3/2-5, 12-13, 16-17, 20, 22, 36; 5/5.
91  Virag 2004, fig. 5/3; 6/3, 8/1-3, 5; Virag 2015.
92  Ciarnău/Lazarovici 1985, fig 3/1-2, 7.
93  Iercoşan 1992-1993, fig 3/5.
94  Virag 2004, fig. 3–6, 8–10, 12–13, 16–17, 20, 23, 25–26.
95  Vizdal 1973, pl. I/1; II/1-2; III/1; IV/1, 3-4, 6-7; VI/1; VIII/1-3, 6, 10, X/8-9, XII/9; XIV/5; XX/2; XXIX/9, 13.
96  Potushniak 1997, pl. III/1, 4-6, 8-10, 13-17, 19-22, 24, VIII/14, 17.
97  Păunescu 1963, 1/11.
98  Comşa 1963, 4/3-4.
99  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig 17/1; Luca/Iercoşan 1997, fig. 4/5; Comşa/Nanasi 1972, 3/8-9, 15, 19, 25, 33; 5/14, 
17-18, 7/4-5, 9.
100  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, 12/6.
101  Ciarnău/Lazarovici 1985, fig 2/7, 4/3; Németi 1986-1987, fig. 3/2.
102  Virag 2004, fig 8/7.
103  Virag 2004, fig. 3–6, 13, 19–21, 23.
104  Iercoşan 1992-1993, fig. 5/1.
105  Vizdal 1973, pl. IV/5, 11; V/12; VI/2, 5; VIII/9; X/1, 3, 7; XIII/8; XIV/2; XX/1-2; XXVII/2; XXVIII/4, 8; XXIX/12; 
XXXVII/1.
106  Potushniak 1999, PL. III/2.
107  Comşa 1963, 4/5; Virag 2008.
108  Comşa/Nanasi 1972, 3/27-28; 5/8; Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig 17/8; Luca/Iercoşan 1997, fig. 3/5.
109  Ciarnău/Lazarovici 1985, fig 2/8, 10; 3/6; 4/2; Németi 1986-1987, fig. 3/3.
110  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig. 13/4.
111  Virag 2004, fig. 3-5, 9-10, 13, 17, 20, 26.
112  Németi 1986-1987, 7/6; 8/2.
113  Vizdal 1973, pl. V/7; VII/1; X/4.
114  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, 28, fig. 10/5; 11/8; 11/17.
115  Virag 2004, fig. 15.
116  Iercoşan 1992-1993, fig 4/11, 6/4-5.
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a) Bowls are tronconical, with analogies at: Săcuieni117, Halmeu118, Andrid, Bicaz, 
Căpleni119, Male Raskovce120, Pişcolt121, Urziceni122, Velke Rascovce123; semispherical 
with lobed rim, with analogies at Pişcolt-Lutărie124 and Halmeu125; tronconical 
with lobed rim, with analogies at Velke Rascovce126, Zavtavne127 and Pişcolt128; 
bitronconical with analogies at Moftinu Mic129.

b) The deep bowls with conical body and the rim marked with an incision of Lippenrand 
type have analogies at Pişcolt130 and Halmeu131; globular bowls were found at 
Sonkád132 and Halmeu133; bowls with conic body and straight rim were found at: 
Andrid, Urziceni134, Zaluzice135, Velke Rascovce136, Mukachevo137, Zavtavne138, 
Carei139, Supuru de Jos140, Moftinu Mic141, Cămin142, Săcuieni143, Tiream144, Pişcolt145, 
Nyiregyhaza-Oros146, Berea147, Ciumeşti148.

c) Vessels with the median area of the body pushed from the inside in four points were 
found also at: Pişcolt149, Tiream150, Zaluzice151, Zbudza152, Zavtavne153, Săcuieni154, 

117  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig. 17/1.
118  Virag 2004, fig. 6/3; Virag 2015
119  Iercoşan 1992-1993, fig. 6/12.
120  Vizdal 1997, Pl. IV-35/14; Cx. 1/1988.
121  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig. 16/4; Gr. II/1971, Németi 1986-1987, fig. 5/2.
122  Németi 1986-1987, fig. 10/2; Gr. 1.
123  Vizdal 1973, Pl. II/3; III/1, Cx. 1/1971.
124  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig. 16/5.
125  Virag 2004, fig 4/6.
126  Vizdal 1973, Pl. XXXIV/1; Cx. 3/1972.
127  Potushniak 1997; PL. V/7, 9; VII/1.
128  Németi 1986-1987, fig. 6/3; Gr. 2/1980.
129  Németi 1986-1987, fig. 5/1; Gr. III.
130  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, 31, fig. 13/1,4-5.
131  Virag 2004, fig. 4/7; Virag 2015.
132  Korek 1983, fig. 21/1-2.
133  Virag 2004, fig 6/5, 7/2.
134  Németi 1986-1987, fig. 10/1, 3; Gr. 1, Virag 2004, Cx. C1, C3.
135  Vizdal 1997, Pl. IV-36/12; Pl. IV-37/13; Pl. IV-39/12; Cx. 1A/1991; Pl. IV-40/11, 14; Cx. 2/1994; Pl. IV 42/8; Pl. IV 
43/2; Pl. IV 44/1; Pl. IV 46/6, Pl. IV-47/5, Pl. IV 48/6, 8-9, Cx. 5/1991; Pl. IV-50/1, Cx. B/1993; Pl. IV-1/3, 9; D/1988; 
Pl. IV-10/2, 7; Pl. IV-16/10, Cx. E/1988; Pl. IV-2/3; Cx. D/1988; Pl. IV-7/1; Cx. E/1988; Pl. IV-7/2, Cx. F/1988; Pl. IV-
8/5-6, 9, Cx. E/1988; Pl. IV-19/7, 8, Pl. IV-20/10, 11, Cx. 1/1985; Pl. IV-24/2, Pl. IV-25/6, 7, Cx. 1/1992.
136  Vizdal 1973, Pl. I/1, II/1, III/4, Cx. 1/1971, Pl. XXXIII/2, XXXII/2, Cx. 3/1972.
137  Potushniak 1999; PL. I/4.
138  Potushniak 1997; PL. III/2, 3, 6, 9-10, PL. IV/2-3, PL. VI/2, 4, 6-7, 9-13, PL. VII/4, 7.
139  Németi 1986-1987, fig. 25/5.
140  Németi 1986-1987, fig. 23/1.
141  Németi 1986-1987, fig. 2/1, 2/3, Gr. 2, fig. 7/4; Gr. 6.
142  Németi 1986-1987, fig. 17/6, 18/6.
143  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig. 17/1.
144  Ciarnău/Lazarovici 1985, fig. 2/3, 3/2.
145  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig. 11/8, 11, 16, 19; Gr. 4/1976; fig. 12/2, 3, Gr. 2/1980; fig. 14/1, 3, 4, 16/5; Gr. II/1971; 
Németi 1986-1987, fig. 1/1, Gr. 2/1980.
146  Virag 2011.
147  Virag 2008.
148  Virag 2008.
149  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, 31, fig. 10/4; Gr. 1/1980, fig. 15/4; Gr. II/1971, fig. 16/7, 18/7, 19/3.
150  Ciarnău/Lazarovici 1985.
151  Vizdal 1997, Pl. IV-40/3; Pl. IV-41/16, Cx. 2/1994; Pl. IV-42/5, 7; Pl. IV-43/10, Cx. 5/1991.
152  Vizdal 1997, Pl. IV-20/9; Cx. 1/1985.
153  Potushniak 1997; PL. III/1.
154  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig. 17/8.
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Nyiregyhaza-Oros155, Berea156, Ciumeşti157, Halmeu158.
d) The amphora-shaped vessel with the wall pushed from the inside in four points 

to suggest a quadrangular vessel, with two small handles on the shoulder, has 
analogies at: Pişcolt - Cărămidărie159, Moftinul Mic - Pescărie B160, Halmeu - feature 
Cx. 2/2001161, in Ukraine at Zastovne - Kovadomb I162, in Hungary at Sonkád163. 
Amphorae with profiled shoulder, short neck and straight rim were found also at: 
Urziceni - Vamă164, Male Raskovce165, Zavtavne166, Nyiregyhaza-Oros167. 

e) The cup with a short or high pedestal has analogies at Halmeu168, the variant with 
lobed rim has analogies at Halmeu169 and Zaluzice170.

f) The „S” shaped vessels, shorter or higher, have analogies at Pişcolt-Lutărie171, 
Halmeu172 and Săcuieni-Horo173.

g) Pots with cylindrical neck and globular body have analogies at Halmeu174;
h) Storage jars with analogies at: Halmeu175, Pişcolt, Tiream, Căpleni, with usual shapes 

also in other phases.
i) The short tray, sometimes with notches on the rim has analogies at: Urziceni - Vamă176, 

Andrid, Zaluzice177, Male Raskovce178, Zbudza179, Slavkovce180, Velke Rascovce181, 
Mukachevo182, Zavtavne183, Pişcolt184, Căpleni185.

155  Virag 2011.
156  Virag 2008.
157  Virag 2008.
158  Virag 2004, fig. 4/4-5, 5/1, 9/1; Virag 2015.
159  Németi 1981-1982, fig 5/1.
160  Németi 1981-1982, fig 8/1.
161  Virag 2004, fig. 5/3.
162  Potushniak 1997, pl. VII/8.
163  Korek 1983, fig. 29/12.
164  Virag 2004, Cx. 1.
165  Vizdal 1997, Pl. IV-28/6, Cx. 1/1988.
166  Potushniak 1997; Pl. VI/14.
167  Virag 2011, Cx. 1066.
168  Virag 2004, fig. 1/1-8; fig. 2/2-5; Virag 2015.
169  Virag 2004, fig. 2/1; Virag 2015.
170  Vizdal 1997, Pl. IV-41/3; Cx. 2/1991.
171  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, 31, fig. 13/6.
172  Virag 2004, fig. 4/1, 5.
173  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, 31, fig. 17/2.
174  Virag 2004, fig. 6/4, 7/3-4.
175  Virag 2004, fig. 9/2; Virag 2015.
176  Virag 2004, Cx. 1, Cx. 6.
177  Vizdal 1997, Pl. IV-36/11, Pl. IV-37/4, 5, 7-8, Cx. 1A/1991, Pl. IV-43/1; Cx. 5/1991.
178  Vizdal 1997, Pl. IV-28/1, Cx. 1/1988.
179  Vizdal 1997, Pl. IV-24/9, 11, Cx. 1/1992.
180  Vizdal 1997, Pl. IV-1/2; Cx. D/1988; Pl. IV-12/1; Cx. E/1988, Pl. Pl.IV-2/6, 8, IV-14/7; Cx. D/1988.
181  Vizdal 1973, Pl. XIV/7; Cx. 1/1971.
182  Potushniak 1999; Pl. I/1.
183  Potushniak 1997; Pl. VI/1, 3, 5.
184  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, fig. 15/11; Gr. II/1971.
185  Iercoşan 1992-1993, fig. 2/9.
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Fig. 1.  The area of the Neolithic settlement of Tășnad-Sere
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Fig. 2. Pottery from Cx. 44.
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Fig. 3. Pottery from Cx. 44.
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Fig. 4. Pottery from Cx. 44.
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Fig. 5. Pottery from Cx. 44.
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Fig. 6. Pottery from Cx. 216.
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Fig. 7. Pottery from Cx. 216.
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Fig. 8. Pottery from Cx. 216.
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Fig. 9. Pottery from
 Cx. 216.
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ice din Cx. 216.
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Fig. 13. Pottery from Cx. 216.
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Fig. 14. Pottery from Cx. 216.
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Fig. 15. Pottery from Cx. 216.



Some aspects about the Neolithic settlement from Tăşnad...

123

Fig. 16. Pottery from Cx. 216.
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Fig. 17. Pottery from Cx. 216.
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Fig. 18. Pottery from Cx. 216.
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Fig. 19. Pottery from
 Cx. 216.



Middle Neolithic Painted Pottery from Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County, 
North-Eastern Hungary

Piroska CSENGERI

Keywords: Neolithic, North-eastern Hungary, Alföld Linear Pottery culture, regional pottery styles, 
painted ceramics

Abstract: Middle Neolithic painted pottery from the territory of Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County 
of North-eastern Hungary is presented here. The first Neolithic culture of this County was the 
Alföld Linear Pottery (ALP) culture (or in Slovakian terminology: Eastern Linear Pottery culture). 
Painted ceramics were made in the 1st phase of the culture and they were used in different scale and 
manner within ALP 2 pottery style and by the late regional groups/pottery styles of the “incised 
block” of ALP (Tiszadob, Bükk, Szakálhát). Beside this “own painted pottery” also occurred sherds 
and vessels which have been referred to contacts with the “painted block” of the Middle Neolithic 
(Esztár group/style of Eastern Hungary and adjacent parts of Romania and non-Esztár group/
style of North-eastern Hungary, Eastern Slovakia, South-western Ukraine and North-western 
Romania) at these settlements. All of the mentioned painted ceramics of different sites of Borsod-
Abaúj-Zemplén County have been introduced and analysed here in a supposed chronological order.

Introduction
Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County is an administrative district of North-eastern 

Hungary. Its territory extends to 7.248 km2 and is characterized by a varied geography. North 
Hungarian Mid-mountains (“Északi-középhegység”: highlands, hilly lands, river valleys) 
constitutes 60% of its territory and the Great Hungarian Plain (“Alföld”: floodplains, alluvial 
plains) have been located to 40% of it.1 The County has 36 micro-regions2, so mosaic-like 
character of the geology and geography of Hungary has considerably been represented here.

One of its micro-regions, the Hungarian part of the Bodrog–Tisza Interfluve 
(“Bodrogköz”) is part of the Upper Tisza Region.3 The river Tisza courses at the south-eastern 
edge of this area nowadays. But, on the basis of the research of Z. Borsy, E. Félegyházi and É. 
Csongor and later J. Lóki and E. Félegyházi the image of the Upper Tisza Region was different 
in the Boreal and Atlantic phases,4 so in the Neolithic, too. Tisza flowed more westerly than now 
(in the mid of the modern Bodrogköz)5, so this micro-region of Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County 
even more belonged to the Upper Tisza Region in the Neolithic than nowadays.

Middle Neolithic sites of Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County were collected by the 
author in the frame of a PhD work in the last years. Dissertation has been concerned with the 
late groups of the Alföld Linear Pottery culture in the County (from this point ALP culture in the 
text) and the analysis of its archaeological sites and find materials in a broader scale.6 Heritage 
of Tiszadob, Bükk and Szakálhát regional groups or pottery styles of the 3rd and 4th phases of 
1  F. Nagy/Molnár 2003, 7.
2  On the basis of categories of Marosi/Somogyi 1990 and Dövényi 2010 for micro-regions.
3  Marosi/Somogyi 1990, 161–165; Dövényi 2010, 144–148.
4  Borsy et al. 1989, 71–72 and Fig. 5–6; Lóki/Félegyházi 2008.
5  Borsy et al. 1989, 71 and Fig. 5–6; Lóki/Félegyházi 2008.
6  Csengeri 2013.
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Middle Neolithic have been found in this region. These groups belonged to the “incised block” 
of the ALP culture and mainly have been characterized by incised linear decoration.

Although the main theme of the PhD work of the author was the analysis of these 
late groups of ALP culture, collecting of the sites into Excel and GIS databases was extended to 
all four phases of Middle Neolithic of the region in question. Nándor Kalicz and János Makkay 
already assembled the sites of this County for their monograph Die Linienbandkeramik der 
Grossen Ungarischen Tiefebene7 at the end of 1960s, but the number of Neolithic settlements 
grew up significantly in the past more than 40 years. And from the 1990s, important new sites 
were discovered due to large scale excavations and systematic field works.

N. Kalicz and J. Makkay analysed 189 Middle Neolithic sites of Borsod-Abaúj-
Zemplén County.8 In the database of the author there have been 473 sites and find materials that 
could be classified surely or with great probability to the Middle Neolithic period in this region.9 
In the case of other 259 sites and find materials the most accurate category has only been the 
Neolithic (both kinds of Neolithic sites see on Fig. 1). However, based on empirical observations 
of the author it might be said that 80–90 % of these latter ones also belonged to the Middle 
Neolithic with great possibility. So it’s probable that more than 600 settlements of this period are 
known in Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County in our days.

When materials of hundreds of archaeological sites were looked over for this PhD 
work, painted ceramics had been found in many of them. This “collection” of painted finds 
yielded the inspiration for this study.

7  Kalicz/Makkay 1977.
8  See the site catalogue of Kalicz/Makkay 1977 and Map 1.
9  Csengeri 2013. Data collecting for database was finished in May 2012.

Fig. 1 Middle Neolithic and Neolithic sites in Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County
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ALP 1 phase or pottery style
The first Neolithic culture was the ALP culture (or in Slovakian terminology: 

Eastern Linear Pottery/ELP culture) in the territory of Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County. 
Painted decoration appeared with its earliest phase (simplified: ALP 1 phase or Szatmár II 
group in Hungary10, earliest ELP culture (Protolinear and Proto-Kopčany phase?) in Slovakia11,

10  As the later phase (II) of the Szatmár group which was thought to be a transitional period between Körös and 
ALP cultures at Kalicz/Makkay 1972; 1977, 18–20, 22–29. Later on, Szatmár II group was equaed with ALP 1 phase 
by Makkay 1982, 54, 73; Raczky 1983, 187; Kalicz 1985, 23; Raczky 1988, 27–28; 1989, 234; Nagy 1998, 69; Kovács 
2001, 80–81; Csengeri 2003. The whole ALP 1 period was labelled as „Szatmár group” by Kalicz/Koós 1997, 125, 129; 
2000, 45–46, 67–69; 2002, 46, 74–75; 2014, 62. Problematic of this horizon was summarized by Kovács 2007, 31–36 
and Piatničková 2010, 328–332. L. Domboróczki proposed again that only the features with a transitional character 
(Körös elements) of ALP 1 settlements should have been classified to the Szatmár group (it means that only the 
earliest features of this phase) : Domboróczki 2005, 9–11; 2009, 114–118; 2010, 182–184; 2012, 61–63. 
11  „Protolineárna keramika” for Košice-Červený rak by Šiška 1989, 58–61, 114. „Älteste östliche (Alföld-) 
Linearkeramik” for the same site by Pavúk 1994, 139. Proto-Linear phase or earliest Linear Pottery culture at 
Vizdal 1997, 44 and a subsequent Proto-Kopčany phase that was thought to be contemporary with an AVK I–II 
phase by Vizdal, 1997, 44. Proto-Kopčany phase to Moravany by Kozłowski et al. 2003, 136. Proto-Kopčany phase 
was equaed with ALP 1 phase by Kovács 2007, 33–34. Körös/Early Linear transition for Košice-Červený rak by 
Kaminská et al. 2008. Early Eastern Linear Pottery Culture with some earliest sites at Kozłowski–Nowak 2010, 
Fig. 18. Problematic of this horizon was summarized and some sites and settlement features were re-classified by 
Piatničková 2010, 332–337. In M. Potushniak’s opinion sites of Proto-Kopčany phase represented the earliest part 
of early (Kopčany) stage of Painted Pottery Culture that were distinguished from Eastern (Alföld/Tisza) Linear 
Pottery Culture by him (Potushniak 2011, 70). On the basis of fine (partially painted) ceramics, J. K. Kozłowski 
and M. Nowak classified some features of Zastavne-Malá horá and Rivne-Kismező of the Ukraine into earliest 
settlements of the Early Eastern Linear Pottery culture (Kozłowski/Nowak 2010, Fig. 18 and 79–86). 

Fig. 2. Sites of ALP 1 phase in Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County with new settlements 
of the Hernád valley (named ones)
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the 1st phase of Pişcolt group in Romania12). Éva Selján and János Veres collected 15 settlements 
of this phase from the County in question in their work in 2008.13 Nowadays, 28 settlements and 
three other uncertain sites are known from this area (Fig. 2). Out of them has been thought to be 
very important new settlements of the Hungarian part of the Hernád valley and its environment, 
namely: Hejce-Püspöktábla, Gibárt-Túzsa-dűlő, Ináncs-Dombrét and Szentistvánbaksa-
Anyagnyerő. So, beside Novajidrány-Elkerülő út14 we have knowledge about four other 
remarkable sites from this region (Hernád valley and Szerencsköz micro-regions; Fig. 2).

Hejce-Püspöktábla site was excavated by Ferenc Losits in 1982 and was assigned by 
him to the Bükk Culture.15 Instead of it, on the basis of looking over of its material it must be said 
that a settlement of the 1st phase of the ALP culture with incised and painted pottery was there, 
followed by a later Tiszadob group settlement.

Gibárt-Túzsa-dűlő site was discovered by Mária Wolf and Katalin Simán in 1981. 
Beside the finds of several other archaeological periods, Neolithic remains were also revealed 
there.16 In 2013, József Galkó, a technician of Herman Ottó Museum, re-localized the site and 
found a large material of the 1st phase of ALP culture with a figurine.17

Ináncs-Dombrét has been an important Bronze Age settlement that was excavated 
by Judit Koós in 1985–1986. There were revealed a feature and some stray finds of the Bükk 
culture in the season of 1986.18 Besides Bükk finds, some incised and painted ceramics of the 
1st phase of ALP culture and some stray finds of Late Neolithic Tisza culture were found in the 
course of looking over its material.

Szentistvánbaksa-Anyagnyerő site was found at an inspection of the fieldwork of a 
rampart, more precisely at the clay mining of this construction, in 2011. At the excavation 15 
archaeological features came to light from the 1st phase of ALP culture including clay extraction 
pits and some smaller settlement pits.19 Due to favourable soil conditions (high moisture content 
of the soil) numerous sherds of painted vessels were preserved here.

Painted decoration of ceramics was common at the 1st phase of ALP culture20 – 
independent painting and combination of painted and incised decoration, too. But percentage 
of painted ceramics within ceramic material of the settlements has been varied from site to site. 
N. Kalicz and J. Koós referred less than 100 painted sherds from the thousands of ceramics from 
Mezőköved-Mocsolyás.21 Black painting was recorded on over 10% of the circa 3.000 sherds at 
Slavkovce by Marián Vizdal22 and high frequency of black painted decoration among the almost 

12  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, 37; Németi 1999, 166; Virag 2004, 14; 2008, 114; Hágó in press.; S. Băcueţ-Crişan 
supposed the contemporarity of this phase not only with ALP 1 phase, but also with the ALP 2–Barca III incised 
group and with the painted Kopčany group: Băcueţ-Crişan 2008a, chronological table on page 23 and 2008b, 47. 
The problem was summarized by K. Kovács in the Hungarian literature: Kovács 2007, 33–34.
13  Selján/Veres 2008. Number of the known settlements of this phase were 22 in Hungary in 2007 (Kovács 2007, 33).
14  Csengeri 2003.
15  Losits 1983. Material has been inventorized by numbers 84.2.1–84.2.2065. in Hungarian National Museum and 
has been unpublished yet.
16  L. Wolf/Simán 1982; 1985. Material has been in Herman Ottó Museum as uninventorized one and is 
unpublished yet.
17  New material has been uninventorized in Herman Ottó Museum and unpublished yet.
18  S. Koós 1987a; 1987b. Whole material has been unpublished yet. Inventory numbers in the Archaeological 
Collection of Herman Ottó Museum: 92.78.1–92.78.1384.
19  Material has been uninventorized in Herman Ottó Museum and has been unpublished yet.
20  Kalicz/Makkay, 1977, 24; Raczky 1983, 171, 177; Kalicz/Koós 1997, 129; Nagy 1998, 77, Kalicz/Koós 2000, 67; 
Domboróczki 2001, 211; Kovács 2001, 79; Kalicz/Koós 2002, 74; Csengeri 2003, 52–53; Kovács 2007, 24–25; Kalicz/
Koós 2014, 49–53.
21  See at Kalicz/Koós 2014, 49–53.
22  Vizdal 1997, 50–55; Kozłowski/Nowak 2010, 76.
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8.000 ceramic sherds of Moravany was mentioned by Janusz K. Kozłowski and Marek Nowak.23

At Novajidrány-Elkerülő út site of the Hernád valley were revealed almost 38.000 
ceramic sherds and only on 74 pieces could be recorded remains of painted decoration. That 
is less than 0.2%! It could be the consequence either of the unfavourable soil conditions or the 
non-representative quantity of the 25 excavated archaeological features for the whole Neolithic 
settlement. It should be noted that the huge ceramic material of Novajidrány came to light from 
a small excavated area, 675 m2.24

From Szentistvánbaksa-Anyagnyerő site of Szerencsköz (near to the eastern bank 
of river Hernád) numerous sherds of painted vessels have been known with plentiful repository 
of decorations from an excavated area of 3.000 m2. 75% of ceramic material of the whole 15 
archaeological features of the site was revealed from a clay-extraction pit (S14).25 Out of the circa 
3.700 ceramic pieces of this feature painting can be detected on 565 sherds. It is 15,3% of the 
whole ceramic material of this Neolithic pit!

Forms and decorations of painted pottery of Novajidrány and Szentistvánbaksa 
will be analysed below, in detail. The black paint that had been of vegetal origin26 was remained 
very rare in original form on the surface of painted ceramics of these sites. Usually pale trace 
of it can only be detected. Two kinds of painting with some subtypes can be observed on 
vessels and sherds:

1) painting without incised decoration (independent painting)
1a) narrow, parallel stripes

1a1) bunches of straight, slanting lines which have been counter-slanting (Pl. 1, 4)27

1a2) painted quadrangular areas surrounded by bunches of straight, slanting lines 
which have been counter-slanting (Pl. 1, 5; Pl. 2, 6)

1a3) combination of slanting, horizontal and vertical straight lines (Pl. 1, 1)
1a3) arched lines
1a4) concentric circles with a knob in the middle of them (Pl. 2, 7–9)
1a5) wavy lines
1a6) zigzag lines

1b) wider parallel stripes
1b1) bunches of straight, slanting lines which have been counter-slanting
1b2) painted quadrangular areas surrounded by bunches of straight, slanting lines 

which have been counter-slanting
1b3) arched lines
1b4) concentric circles and between them hanging triangles (Fig. 5)
1b5) wavy lines (Pl. 2, 1 and 3)
1b6) zigzag lines (Pl. 1, 2–3)

1c) narrow, horizontal line under the rim and sometimes around the neck (may be 
emphasized by an incised line; Pl. 2, 12)

1d) narrow, horizontal line around the neck (Pl. 2, 5)
2) combination of painted and incised decorations

2a) painting between the incised lines

23  Kozłowski/Nowak 2010, 76.
24  Material has been uninventorized in Herman Ottó Museum.
25  From this feature came to light also some small finds: pieces of clay bracelets and arched clay amulets as well as 
a foot fragment.
26  Birch bark tar on the basis of the analysis by J. Sándorné Kovács and P. Raczky on Late Neolithic ceramics 
(Raczky/Sándorné Kovács 2009) and by J. Jakucs and J. Sándorné Kovács on Middle Neolithic ones (Jakucs/
Sándorné Kovács 2012).
27  Csengeri 2003, Fig. 9, 1 and 3.
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2a1) arched/circular incised lines inside of which wholly covered by painting and 
between them painted decoration built up from narrow, straight, slanting lines 
(Pl. 2, 2 and 4; Pl. 5, 1) 

2a2) angular/quadrangular incised lines inside of which wholly covered by painting 
and between them painted decoration built up from narrow, straight, slanting 
lines (Pl. 2, 10–11; Pl. 3, 1–2; like 1a2) type)28

2a3) angular and wavy incised lines inside of which wholly covered by painting and 
between them painted decoration built up from narrow, straight, slanting lines 
(Pl. 6)

2a4) painted decoration built up from narrow, wavy lines between wavy, incised 
lines29

2a5) broader painted decoration that covered whole arched areas between the 
incised lines (Pl. 4, 1–2)

2a6) broader painted decoration that covered whole angular areas between the 
incised lines (Pl. 4, 3–4)

2a7) incised horizontal or wavy line(s) under the rim emphasized by black painting 
(Pl. 4, 2–3)

2a8) incised horizontal lines under the rim emphasized by black painting and 
between them decoration built up from short, vertical dashes (Pl. 6)

2a9) incised horizontal line under the rim and narrow or broader painted line above it
2b) painting on the incised lines with narrow or broader stripes to emphasize the 

incisions – variants of this subtype have been aligned to incised decoration motives 
(Pl. 3, 3; Pl. 5, 2–5)30

Black painted lines most often have occurred with plain margins on Novajidrány and 
on Szentistvánbaksa ceramics and only sometimes can be noted pearled margins (Pl. 2, 12).31 
Black-pearled painting of the 1st phase of ALP culture could have originated from the Körös/
Criş culture32 and forth from the Balkans.33 In their monograph on Mezőkövesd-Mocsolyás, N. 
Kalicz and J. Koós mentioned that on sites of Eastern Slovakia and North-western Romania this 
type of painting lacked.34 They alluded that besides the black-pearled painting a variant of it with 
“vibrating” lines often had appeared in that site.35 This latter shape of margin of painted lines has 
also been frequent on Szentistvánbaksa painted pottery (Pl. 1, 5; Pl. 2, 6 and 10–11; Pl. 6) and it 
occurs in Novajidrány material (in unpublished part of it), too.

On below vessel types can be observed painted decoration (see also on Fig. 3 and 4):
1. vessels with low or high neck and globular or quadrangular body (in different sizes; 

Fig. 5; Pl. 1, 1–5; Pl. 2, 2 and 5, 7–11),
2. conical, deep bowls often with quadrangular mouth (Pl. 3, 1–3; Pl. 4, 2–4; Pl. 6),36

3. hollow-pedestalled bowls (Pl. 2, 3; Pl. 5, 1–3),
4. conical cups often with quadrangular mouth,37

28  Csengeri 2003, 52 and Fig. 9, 2 and 4.
29  Csengeri 2003, 52 and Fig. 9, 5 and 6.
30  Csengeri 2003, 52 and Fig. 11, 5.
31  Csengeri 2003, 52 and Fig. 9, 1.
32  Raczky 1988, 27; Nagy 1998, 85.
33  Kalicz/Koós 2014, 52; Nagy 1998, 85.
34  Kalicz/Koós 2014, 52. But Kozłowski/Nowak 2010, Fig. 9, 7 published a ceramics with black-pearled painting 
from Slavkovce.
35  Kalicz/Koós 2014, 52.
36  Csengeri 2003, Fig. 9, 4.
37  Csengeri 2003, Fig. 9, 5–6 and Fig. 11, 1.
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5. cups and bowls with profiled neck and often with quadrangular body (in different 
sizes; Pl. 2, 1),38

6. hemispherical cups,
7. big vessels of house ware (forms cannot be determined),
8. cups and bowls with slightly inverted rim (Pl. 4, 1)39,
9. deep cups with thicken rim,
10. sieving vessels (Pl. 5, 4–5),
11. deep bowls/vessels (form could not be determined exactly).

NOVAJIDRÁNY
Vessel forms

NOVAJIDRÁNY
Independent painted 

decoration 
(number of pieces)

NOVAJIDRÁNY
Painting combined with 

incised decoration 
(number of pieces)

1. vessels with low or high neck 
and globular or quadrangular 

body (in different sizes)
11 0

2. conical, deep bowls often with 
quadrangular mouth 1 4

3. hollow-pedestalled bowls 0 5

4. conical cups often with 
quadrangular mouth 0 3

5. cups and bowls with 
profiled neck and often with 

quadrangular body 
(in different sizes)

2 0

6. hemispherical cups 0 2

7. big vessels of house ware 
(forms cannot be determined) 1 2

8. cups and bowls with slightly 
inverted rim 1 0

9. deep cups with thicken rim 0 1

10. pouring vessels 0 0
11. deep bowls/vessels (form 

cannot be determined exactly) 0 0

vessel form couldn’t be 
determined 24 11

In sum: 40 28

38  Csengeri 2003, Fig. 9, 3.
39  Csengeri 2003, Fig. 9, 2.

Plate 3, Vessel forms of painted pottery of „Längsgrube” (consisted of S2, S4, S7 stratigraphical units) 
from Novajidrány-Elkerülő út site
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SZENTISTVÁNBAKSA
Vessel forms

SZENTISTVÁNBAKSA
Independent painted 

decoration 
(number of pieces)

SZENTISTVÁNBAKSA
Painting combined with 

incised decoration 
(number of pieces)

1. vessels with low or high neck 
and globular or quadrangular 

body (in different sizes)
108 9

2. conical, deep bowls often with 
quadrangular mouth 1 76

3. hollow-pedestalled bowls 5 34

4. conical cups often with 
quadrangular mouth 0 2

5. cups and bowls with 
profiled neck and often with 

quadrangular body 
(in different sizes)

3 0

6. hemispherical cups 0 7

7. big vessels of house ware 
(forms cannot be determined) 0 0

8. cups and bowls with slightly 
inverted rim 0 0

9. deep cups with thicken rim 0 0

10. pouring vessels 0 3

11. deep bowls/vessels (form 
cannot be determined exactly) 0 17

vessel form cannot be 
determined 108 142

In sum: 225 290

Furthermore, on the basis of the data of Fig. 3 and 4 it can be said that there was a 
relation between the forms of vessels and the main types of painting of them in Novajidrány and 
in Szentistvánbaksa, too. For example, in the case of necked vessels with globular or quadrangular 
body almost always and cups with profiled mouth exclusively the 1) type, painting without incised 
decoration was used. Contrary to this, on deep bowls with rounded or quadrangular mouth and 
on hollow-pedestalled bowls always and on conical cups often with quadrangular mouth, on 
hemispherical cups and on sieving vessels exclusively can be found the 2) type, combination of 
painted and incised decorations. The meaning of this phenomenon is not known yet.

In sum, it can be said that the best parallels of vessel forms and types of painted 
decoration of Novajidrány and Szentistvánbaksa ceramics can be found among Füzesabony-

Plate 4, Vessel forms of painted pottery of clay-extraction pit S14 from 
Szentistvánbaksa-Anyagnyerő site
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Gubakút40 and Mezőkövesd-Mocsolyás41 pottery finds. Beside the general characteristics, our 
analysed materials have been less similar to ceramics of Tiszaszőlős-Aszópart,42 Tiszavalk-
Négyes43 or Tiszacsege-Homokbánya, Rétközberencs-Paromdomb and Ebes-Agyagbánya.44 It 
possibly could be explained by their different chronological position within the ALP 1 phase or 
by their diverse micro-regional styles.

In the author’s opinion, painted ornaments of Novajidrány and Szentistvánbaksa 
partially have been different from published examples of Slavkovce45 and Moravany.46 It also 
could be explicated by chronological reasons47 but a slightly diverse cultural background is 
thinkable, too.48

40  Domboróczki 2001, Pl. 11.
41  Kalicz/Koós1997, Abb. 7; 2000, Fig. 12; 2002, Abb. 17–18, Abb. 19, 13, Abb. 20, 4; 2014, 44–47, Fig. 47–58, Pl. 
19, 3, Pl. 21, 1–12, Pl. 22–30, Pl. 36, 3, Pl. 104.
42  Kovács 2007, 21–24 and Fig. 3–16.
43  Raczky 1988, Fig. 20 and Fig. 23–29; Nagy 1998, 74–78 and Plate 1–23.
44  Kalicz/Makkay 1977, Taf. 4–16 and Taf. 163–168.
45  Kozłowski/Nowak 2010, Fig. 9, 5–9.
46  Kozłowski et al. 2003, Fig. 6, 7–8; Kozłowski/Nowak 2010, Fig. 11, 5 and 7.
47  These sites are thought to be earlier than Novajidrány and Szentistvánbaksa settlements.
48  See the opinion of J. K. Kozłowski and M. Nowak: “Some groups expanded from the middle/northern Tisza 
areas towards the north and reached the Košice basin. Other groups moved from the Transylvania or rather Crişana 
in the north-western direction to what is now Transcarpathian Ukraine and north-eastern part of Hungary, and 
further on to the Eastern Slovakian Lowland” (Kozłowski/Nowak 2010, 87/89).

Fig. 5. A necked vessel with quadrangular body from pit S14 of Szentistvánbaksa-Anyagnyerő site
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Forms of the incised and undecorated pottery of Novajidrány and Szentistvánbaksa 
have been similar to ones of painted ceramics of the same sites49. Best analogies of them can be 
found in Mezőkövesd-Mocsolyás settlement.50

Another clay-extraction pit has to be mentioned from Szentistvánbaksa – feature 
S1 – full of wattle-and-doub pieces but with much less ceramics and among them much less 
painted pieces (Pl. 2, 1–4) than of S14. Had this feature a different function? This observation 
can lead us to the conclusion that the number of painted ceramics found in an ALP 1 settlement 
can be in connection not just with the soil conditions but either with the number of excavated 
features or with the deposing practice of the Neolithic community of the site.

AMS Lab. 
code Site, feature Sample type Archaeologi-

cal age

Radio-
carbon 

age (BP)

Radiocarbon age
(cal BC – 68.2%)

Radiocarbon 
age

(cal BC – 95.4%)

DeA-
2616.1.1

Mezőzombor-
Temető, grave 

49/2001
Human bone Tiszadob 6376±28 5459 (5.24%) 5453

5375 (94.76%) 5316
5467 (24.46%) 5403
5386 (75.54%) 5308

DeA-
2619.1.1

Szentistván-
baksa-

Anyagnyerő, 
pit S14

Animal bone

ALP 1 phase 
(probably the 

end of this 
period)

6350±28 5361 (100%) 5309

5464 (3.59%) 5444 
5422 (1.78%) 5408 
5380 (87.31%) 5294 
5267 (7.32%) 5226

DeA-
2620.1.1

Szentistván-
baksa-

Anyagnyerő, 
pit S1

Animal bone

ALP 1 phase 
(probably the 

end of this 
period)

6319±28 5324 (58.32%) 5294 
5265 (41.68%) 5228 5356 (100%) 5222

DeA-
2617.1.1

Felsővadász-
Semjék-dűlő, 

grave S18
Human bone Tiszadob 6290±28 5307 (32.6%) 5288 

5270 (67.4%) 5226 5316 (100%) 5218

DeA-
2618.1.1

Novajidrány-
Terpesz Kelet, 

grave S44
Human bone Tiszadob 6246±28 5297 (73.3%) 5244 

5231 (26.7%) 5213

5308 (87.96%) 5206
5164 (7.36%) 5118 
5107 (4.68%) 5078

Poz-35278
Garadna-

Elkerülő út, site 
No. 2, grave S20

Human bone
Tiszadob-Bükk 

transitional 
phase

6220±40
5292 (10.6%) 5268
5227 (12.9%) 5204
5170 (44.7%) 5075

5303 (42.8%) 5191
5183 (52.6%) 5057

Poz-35279

Garadna-
Elkerülő út, site 

No. 2, grave 
S191

Human bone
Tiszadob-Bükk 

transitional 
phase

6200±40 5218 ( 8.8%) 5201
5177 (59.4%) 5069

5296 (10.0%) 5240
5232 (85.4%) 5046

DeA-
2615.1.1

Mezőzombor-
Temető, grave 

21A/2001
Human bone

?Bükk C
(yellow in-

crusted)
6194±28

5213 (8.65%) 5205 
5167 (54.6%) 5116 

5111 (36.75%) 5076

5282 (0.73%) 5274
5225 (99.27%) 5048

Poz-35280
Sajószentpéter-
Kövecses, grave 

22
Human bone Bükk AB 6190±40 5214 ( 6.9%) 5201

5177 (61.3%) 5068
5293 ( 5.4%) 5248
5229 (90.0%) 5026

For the absolute age of Novajidrány settlement there has been no information, yet. In 
the case of Szentistvánbaksa site we have two radiocarbon dates (Fig. 6). One measurement from 

49  For Novajidrány: Csengeri 2003, Fig. 10, Fig. 11, 2–3, Fig. 12. Szentistvánbaksa material hasn’t been published yet.
50  Kalicz/Koós 1997, Abb. 8–10; 2000, Fig. 13–15; 2002, Abb. 19–23; 2014, 44–47, Fig. 31–46; Pl. 31–101, Pl. 104.

Fig. 6. New radiocarbon dates from Middle Neolithic settlements of Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County 
(DeA measurements: Debrecen Radiocarbon Laboratory, calibration data set: intcal09.14c, Reimer et 
al. 2009, 1 year moving average; Poz measurements: Poznan Radiocarbon Laboratory, calibration data 

set: OxCal v4.1.5, Bronk Ramsey 2010, r:5, atmospheric data from Reimer et al. 2009)
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an animal bone sample of pit S14: 5361 (68.2%) 5309 cal BC, and another one from the pit S1: 
5324 (68.2%) 5228 (Fig. 6). These ones refer to the very end of the 1st phase of ALP culture for the 
excavated part of this Neolithic settlement.

From the territory of Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County only from Mezőkövesd-
Mocsolyás51 have been available comparative dates.52 They imply a partially contemporary life 
with the Szentistvánbaksa settlement section. Earlier N. Kalicz and J. Koós suggested a three-
stage development for the ALP 1 phase.53 But in the light of their detailed work on Mezőkövesd-
Mocsolyás material they modified it for a two-stage one: with a first stage represented by Kőtelek-
Huszársarok and with a second stage maintained by settlements on a territory from Füzesabony-
Gubakút to Ebes and from Mezőkövesd-Mocsolyás to Novajidrány.54

As regard the other settlements of ALP 1 phase, radiocarbon data from Füzesabony-
Gubakút,55 Tiszaszőlős-Domaháza-puszta56 and Polgár-Ferenci-hát57 ought to be mentioned. 
On the basis of these measurements, it can be said that excavated section of Szentistvánbaksa 
settlement could be contemporary with a part of the long life of Füzesabony-Gubakút, exactly 
with its 3rd and/or 4th settlement phases. However, the Tiszaszőlős-Domaháza-puszta and Polgár-
Ferenci-hát settlements seem to be earlier than Szentistvánbaksa one within the ALP 1 phase. In 
the same manner, radiocarbon dates of Moravany58, Slavkovce59 and Košice-Červený rak60 refer to 
an earlier life of them than Szenitstvánbaksa Neolithic settlement section.

ALP 2 pottery style
According to the opinion of N. Kalicz and J. Makkay, the ALP culture was divided 

into regional groups (Tiszadob, Esztár, Szakálhát) from its late (3rd) phase.61 Contrary to this, the 
Slovakian scholars started the regionalization of the Eastern Linear Pottery culture from its early 
stage (i.e. ALP 2 phase) with the Barca III group (incised pottery) and Kopčany group (painted 
ceramics).62 On the basis of new radiocarbon dates, Ferenc Horváth and Ede Hertelendi and, 
later, based on a new excavation material, Ferenc Horváth and Florin Draşovean presumed that 
the Esztár culture had already begun in the time of the 2nd phase of ALP.63 These researchers 
joined also a same early date to the beginning of the Szakálhát culture.64 Júlia G. Szénászky as well 
as F. Horváth and F. Draşovean allowed that Szakálhát culture has not an ALP origin and started 
directly after the life of the Körös culture in the Körös–Maros Region.65 In concept of Mikhailo 
Potushniak, the independent Painted Pottery Culture (PPC) began with its early (Kopčany) stage 
in the Transcarpathian Ukraine66 which could be contemporary with the ALP 2 phase.

On the basis of the results of PhD research of the author there have been very few 
settlements with ALP 2 pottery style in Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County. Only 17 sites and find 
51  Kalicz/Koós 2000, 68; 2014, 63.
52 There also are unpublished measurements from Bükkábrány-Bánya, site No. VII and from Hejőpapi-
Hulladéklerakó.
53  Kalicz/Koós 2000, 69.
54  Kalicz/Koós 2014, 61. But on the page 65 they sketched in a three-stage development, again.
55  Domboróczki 2003, Fig. 1A–1D; 2006, 477; 2009, 84, Table 1A–1D, Fig. 6, 89 and Fig. 9; 2010, Fig. 1; 
2012, Table 1.
56  Domboróczki et al. 2010, 113, 117 and Fig. 6.
57  Raczky/Anders 2009, 43–44 and Fig. 8–9.
58  Kozłowski et al. 2003, Table I.
59  Kozłowski/Nowak 2010, Fig. 14.
60  Kozłowski/Nowak 2010, Fig. 7.
61  Kalicz/Makkay 1977, 96, 100, 104–106 and Tabelle 2.
62  Pavúk/Šiška 1980, 145, 157; Šiška 1982, 261; 1989, 61–74, Tabela II, 118–126, 203.
63  Horváth/Hertelendi 1994, 118; Horváth/Draşovean 2013, 122 – 123, Fig. 22.
64  Horváth/Hertelendi 1994, 116–118; Horváth/Draşovean 2013, 122 – 123, Fig. 22.
65  G. Szénászky 1983; 1988, 15–16; Horváth–Draşovean 2013, 123–124.
66  Potushniak 1997, 37; 2011, 69–70.
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materials can be connected to it with no doubt. It refers either that 1.) this pottery style could 
have been used for a brief time period or 2.) it was not applied in the whole studied region. 
However, based on the sites of “Polgár island” Pál Raczky and Alexandra Anders supposed 
recently that ALP II (2) and ALP III (3) types were contemporary pottery styles.67

On the grounds of new finds came to light in Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County, 
painted decoration (black painting) also was used with ALP 2 pottery style, but in far lower 
quantities than in the ALP 1 phase.68

Tiszadob group/ or communities using Tiszadob pottery style
In the territory of Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County can be found the settlements of 

“incised block” of ALP culture: in the 3rd phase Tiszadob group and maybe Szakálhát culture. 
Although the incised decoration was the hallmark of the Tiszadob group, “own painted 
decoration” (maybe ALP heritage) also was in common use even if in lower number, in this 
period. There are known 72 sites and find materials of Tiszadob group in the County nowadays. 
Two settlements are set out of them in order to represent its painted pottery, namely Hejőkürt-
Lidl and Encs-Kelecsény.

Hejőkürt-Lidl is thought to be one of the most important newly discovered 
archaeological sites in this region. There was revealed a five hectare part of a large, multiperiod 
site by J. Koós and her colleagues in 2005 (unpublished). On the basis of preliminary data, the 
Neolithic part of it can be classified to the earliest and the early Tiszadob style. 239 Middle 
Neolithic settlement features and 45 burials were excavated there. Among painted ceramics of 
the site have been found pieces resembled to above mentioned painted pottery of the 1st phase 
of ALP culture. On vessels with lower or high, truncated conical or cylindrical neck and with 
globular, squashed globular or quadrangular bodies have occurred mainly 1) type, painting 
without incised decoration. Motives usually consist of bunches of narrow or wider black painted 
stripes and concentric circles (Pl. 7, 1–4). New elements also need to be mentioned: painted wolf-
teeth motif and deep, short, vertical notches (Pl. 7, 4). On some vessels and on other ceramic 
types like hollow-pedestalled bowls and deep cups have been found 2) type, combination of 
painted and incised decorations. Among them are needed to allude to the painting between the 
incised lines and painting on the incised lines (Pl. 8, 2–3; Pl. 9, 2). The mentioned ceramic 
types also have occurred with “normal”, incised decorations of Tiszadob style at this site (Pl. 8, 
1). Examples of ALP 1 type painting ought to be mentioned from an old material of Uppony-
Mogyorós from western part of Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County that may be classified to the 
earliest sites of Tiszadob pottery style like Hejőkürt-Lidl.69

Beside this “own painted pottery of Tiszadob group” there have been other ceramics 
with painted decoration at Hejőkürt-Lidl. Latter ones might have referred to the interactions 
between Hejőkürt Neolithic community of the “incised block” of the ALP culture and the 
contemporary groups of the “painted block”. In this respect should be mentioned fragments of 
an Esztár style deep vessel with red slip and narrow, black-painted wavy lines (Pl. 9, 1) and two 
pieces with non-Esztár type painting that may be associated to Raškovce style (Pl. 9, 3–4).70

67  Raczky/Anders 2009, 39–40.
68  For example, finds of Sajószentpéter-Harmadik vető, site No. 3 excavated by Krisztián Tóth and Ágnes Király in 
2012 can be mentioned. Thanks for kind permission of referencing to the excavators.
69  Korek 1971, Taf. 4, 3–5. Uppony-Mogyorós was published as a younger ALP site by Korek 1971.
70  Labelling of painted groups of Middle Neolithic of the Upper Tisza region has not been uniform in the 
archaeological literature. The author uses the „Esztár type” term and the „non-Esztár type” term here. Latter one 
means „Painted pottery of Szamos region” (Kalicz/Makkay 1977, 106; Korek 1977; 1983, 26) or “Painted Pottery of 
Szatmár” (Makkay 2003, 42) or „Middle Neolithic Painted Pottery of the Upper Tisza Region” (Jakucs 2010) of the 
Hungarian scholars, furthermore the Kopčany and Raškovce painted groups of ELP culture and eastern painted 
group of Bükk culture of Slovakian researchers (Pavúk–Šiška 1980, 145–146, 157–158; Šiška 1979; 1982, 261–266; 
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In concept of P. Raczky and A. Anders, ALP culture can be divided not only into an 
“incised” and a “painted block” by pottery decoration but also may create a new cultural sub-
division on the grounds of uniformity of some symbols of face-decorated vessels and figurines 
and the possible beliefs behind them. These symbols have referred to a “northern block” 
(Tiszadob-Bükk and Esztár cultures) and a “southern block” (Szakálhát culture) of ALP with 
two major “ideological spheres” but with common roots.71 It may be considered as an important 
theory because it may refute the conception of M. Potushniak about the Esztár group as a part 
of the independent PPC culture72 and to the opinion of F. Horváth and F. Draşovean about 
different origin of this group from ALP culture.73

The other remarkable site, Encs-Kelecsény was a settlement of the late Tiszadob group 
or style that had been excavated by M. Wolf and K. Simán in 1983.74 There was revealed a large clay-
extraction pit with a huge material of ceramics and remains of an oven. Among these ceramics 
also ware found painted ones, but in lower proportion. Wide black painted stripes between the 
incised lines and black painting on the incised lines have been the most characteristic kinds of 
painted decoration of this site (Pl. 10, 1–7). Paintings most often occurred on the surface of fine 
ceramics with thicker wall (Pl. 10, 2–7) that resembled the decorated pottery of earlier stages of 
ALP culture. Very few examples have been known from finest ceramics with thin walls (Pl. 10, 1).

Bükk culture/ or communities using Bükk pottery style
In the 4th phase of the Middle Neolithic the “incised block” of the ALP culture 

still lived in the territory of Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County. Heritage of Bükk and Szakálhát 
cultures or pottery styles can be found there. The whole number of the sites characterized by 
Bükk pottery style are in number of 184 in the County, nowadays.

Painted decoration of ceramics was not characteristic for the Bükk culture but 
two kinds of painting have been traced in its material, in a very low number. One type may 
be said the Domica Ib style painting75 of early Bükk, namely an independent black painting 
with geometric, crisscross, hatched, chessboard and rarely spiral motives that may have been 
classified as a changed heredity of earlier stages of ALP culture or the contemporary impact of 
Szakálhát culture.76 The other one has been the Szakálhát type red crusted painting on decorated 
Bükk house ware that probably was made by the influence of Szakálhát culture. The latter type 
appeared for instance on a large, face-decorated storage vessel from Garadna.77

In the “Tiszadob-Bükk transitional phase” when Tiszadob pottery style was shifting 
to Bükk style,78 the “own Tiszadob painting” were also used. It may be seen for instance on 
ceramics of Garadna-Elkerülő út, site No. 2.79 An interesting example of rare independent painting 
of this phase has been known from a cylindrical pit (S55) of Garadna. Beside the incised pottery 
(Pl. 12, 1–4) and coarse ware (Pl. 11, 2; Pl. 12, 5) of this feature, a unique hemispherical cup 
came to light (Pl. 11, 1a–1b). Its black painted decoration consists of circles in panels divided by 
vertical lines (Pl. 11, 1a–1b). There hasn’t been known parallels of it, so far.

1989, 67–74, 80–83, 91–100, Tabela II, 122–126, 129, 135–138), as well as the PPC culture with three stages of M. 
Potushniak (Potushniak 1997, 37–41; 2011, 64–74).
71  Raczky/Anders 2003, 166, 170–171.
72  Potushniak 1997, 37, 40; 2011, 54.
73  Horváth/Draşovean 2013, 121–123.
74  L. Wolf/Simán 1984.
75  Lichardus 1968, 33–42 with Obr. 4 and 6, 115, 118.
76  Painted sherds from the settlement in front of the Aggtelek-Baradla cave (Korek 1970, Fig. 7, 1, Fig. 14) may be 
in connection with this type of painting. New examples of painted ceramics from Baradla cave were introduced by 
Orsolya Laczi in her MA thesis (Laczi 2011).
77  Csengeri 2010a, 229 and Fig. 3–4; 2011, 68–69, 75, 82.
78  The term was introduced by the author in Csengeri 2013.
79  Csengeri 2010a, Fig. 10.
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Szakálhát culture/ or communities using Szakálhát pottery style
On the grounds of PhD research of the author it has become established that 

communities characterized by using of Szakálhát pottery style also lived in the territory of 
Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County.80 N. Kalicz and J. Makkay determined the northern boundary of 
Szakálhát culture at the line of Füzesabony–Tiszafüred in their monograph, but they mentioned 
two uncertain sites far north from this line: Tard and Bogács-Pazsagpuszta.81 On the basis of 
their results the presence of Szakálhát sites was expected in the area in question. It also could be 
thought that most of the sites formerly ranked to the “Szilmeg group” from this region actually 
belonged to the Szakálhát culture.

In the course of PhD work of the author 13 sites could be classified to Szakálhát 
pottery style surely or with great probability. These settlements are located in the south-western 
part of the County which could have been an interaction zone between Bükk and Szakálhát 
cultures. A strong influence caused by Bükk pottery style may be seen on Szakálhát culture’s fine 
and coarse ware in this territory.

In the researched Szakálhát materials can be met black or red narrow lines 
under the rims of the vessels painted before firing and crusted red painting between the 
incised decorations (at Mezőkeresztes-Cet-halom and Mezőkövesd-Nagy-fertő).82 Both 
characteristics often occurred in the core area of the Szakálhát culture, namely in the Middle 
and Lower Tisza Regions.83

Interactions between communities, reflected by painted pottery
From almost all of the excavated Middle Neolithic settlements of the County from 

the 3rd and 4th periods have been known painted ceramics that referred to interactions between 
neighbouring groups.84 Esztár and Raškovce style painted ceramics from Hejőkürt-Lidl and the 
red crusted painting of the Bükk culture (in the whole studied County) that were probably inspired 
by the Szakálhát culture have been already mentioned above. Usually, a few such pieces can be 
found among the hundreds of ceramic sherds. These “imports” and “foreign inspired” painted 
finds from new sites of the County have been summarized in Fig. 7. They refer to closest contacts 
of Middle Neolithic communities of this region with the painted Esztár culture’s settlements. More 
less data shows the past interactions with the painted groups using non-Esztár type painting.

Only two Middle Neolithic sites of Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén have to be mentioned 
with greater proportion of painted ceramics in its material. First exemplar is the old known site 
of Sátoraljaújhely-Ronyva-part85 with Tiszadob, Bükk and Raškovce style ceramics while the 
other one is a new site of Bodroghalom-Medvetanya, Hydroglobus (or Sertéshizlaló). At the 
latter case a Bükk B and an Esztár style vessel were found in the same context (on the basis of 
some human bones probably in a grave) by a local resident, János Zsoldos in 1979 (Pl. 13, 1–2).86 
The site was attested by Magdolna Hellebrandt in the course of a fieldwork in 1978 when large 
numbers of obsidian finds were found.87

80  See also Csengeri 2010b.
81  Kalicz/Makkay 1977, 84, 159 (Kat.-Nr. 377), 122 (Kat.-Nr. 33), Tabelle 3.
82  Mezőkeresztes: unpublished; Mezőkövesd: Csengeri 2010b, 17.
83  Kalicz/Makkay 1977, 91; G. Szénászky 1979, 76; Horváth 1983, 45–52; Goldman 1984, 31–32; Hegedűs 1985, 
36–38; G. Szénászky 1988, 12.
84  Unlike, ceramics that referred to the contacts with communities of (Transdanubian) Linear Pottery culture 
(LBK) can be found only on a few sites.
85  Visegrádi 1907; 1912; Tompa 1929, 22, 51–52,Taf. 2, 5, Taf. 16, 1–3, 9; Taf. 46, 2–5, Taf. 47–48, Taf. 49, 1–4.; 
Korek/Patay 1958, 37 (Kat.-Nr. 58); Kalicz/Makkay 1977, 153 (Kat.-Nr. 332), Taf. 171, 14; Šiška 1989, 91.
86  B. Hellebrandt/Simán 1980. Inventar numbers of the vessels in the Archaeological Collection of Herman Ottó 
Museum: 79.34.15–16.
87  Unpublished material. This work was mentioned only in the documentation of the excavation of the Celtic 
cemetery of Bodroghalom-Medvetanya, Farkasdomb by M. B. Hellebrandt (Inventar number of the documentation 
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Name of the site Middle Neolithic styles of 
the site „Foreign” painted ceramics

Bodroghalom-Medvetanya, 
Hydroglobus Bükk B Esztár

Felsővadász-Várdomb Bükk B–C
Non-Esztár (Diakovo 

phase) or belonged to a Late 
Neolithic phase of the site

Hejőkürt-Lidl Early Tiszadob Esztár; Non-Esztár 
(Raškovce phase)

Mezőkeresztes-Cet-halom
?ALP 3, Early Tiszadob, 

Tiszadob–Bükk transition, 
Szakálhát

Esztár

Mezőnagymihály-Salamon-
tanya

ALP–Tiszadob or ALP–
Szakálhát transition, 

Szakálhát
Esztár

Mezőzombor-Temető
Tiszadob, Tiszadob–Bükk 
transition, Bükk AB, Bükk 

B–C
Esztár

On the basis of these finds, it can be said that the Bodrogköz micro-region of the 
Upper Tisza Region (where Sátoraljaújhely and Bodroghalom settlements have been found) 
might be a contact zone between the “incised block” of ALP culture and the “painted block” of 
Middle Neolithic. And the above mentioned settlements may refer to a higher level of contacts 
between these major “blocks”. Location of the contact zones between the ALP and PPC cultures 
have already outlined by M. Potushniak.88 It would be worthy to examine the proportion of 
incised and painted ceramics on the sites within these zones and nearby them. Following this, it 
would be important to analyse the shifting of the proportions from west to east and from south 
to north in these territories to make conclusions about the aspects of the relations between the 
groups using different manners of pottery decoration (namely, incised and painted).

Beside the Bodrogköz as frontier zone between the “incised” and “painted blocks” of 
Middle Neolithic, another contact zones within the “incised block”, between Bükk and Szakálhát 
cultures can be observed in the territory of Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County. One of them (western 
part of South Borsod) with the influence of Bükk pottery on Szakálhát ceramic tradition has 
already been mentioned at the description of Szakálhát culture. Another area can be detected in 
the adjacent territory of the Bükk Mountains (in the southern and eastern part of it) on the basis 
of larger number of Szakálhát style fine and house ware (but no more than 10 sherds/per site) 
found at cave settlements of the Bükk culture in this micro-region. The presence of Szakálhát type 
finds in cave material of the Bükk culture had already been referred by F. Losits.89 

in Archaeological Data Ware of Herman Ottó Museum: 1406-78).
88  Potushniak 2011, 67.
89  Losits 1976, 82.

Fig. 7. „Foreign” painted ceramics from new excavated Middle Neolithic sites of 
Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County
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A particular site of this region has thought to be Bükkaranyos-Földvár. Fine ware 
of this settlement90 has a characteristic of “mixed style” and there it has not been possible to tie 
it to a certain pottery style (Bükk or Szakálhát).91 Beside Szakálhát style fine ceramics of the 
settlement, there have been sherds with classical or late Bükk style (Bükk B–C) and what is 
more, the duality of decoration may have been observed on singular vessels.92 This site may have 
alluded to a higher level of contacts between Bükk and Szakálhát communities.

Finally, some remarks will follow about the correlation of pottery styles with 
radiocarbon dates of Middle Neolithic settlements of Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County. New 
radiocarbon dates just roughly have confirmed succeeding phases of ALP culture defined 
by pottery markers and introduced by chapters here. It is obvious that pottery styles had 
not followed each other with cutting in the past. Furthermore, on the basis of the results 
of some new dates from Garadna (Tiszadob–Bükk transitional phase) and Sajószentpéter-
Kövecses (Bükk AB phase) it also seems that changes in ceramic styles could passed at 
different territories in different times and possibly with diverse tempo. In this case, it may 
be supposed that while the styles of Tiszadob–Bükk transitional phase still were used in 
the Hernád valley at the same time the Bükk AB styles had already been introduced in the 
Sajó valley. It points out the necessity of new sets of radiocarbon measurements in order to 
determine contemporary settlements and to draw changes of each pottery decoration style 
by time in particular micro-regions.
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9 (Miskolc 2014).
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Pl. 2, Painted sherds from Szentistvánbaksa-Anyagnyerő site of the 1st phase of ALP culture, 1–4 from 
pit S1; 5–12 from pit S14
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Pl. 3, 1–3 Conical, deep bowls with quadrangular mouth and with combination of painted and incised 
decorations from pit S14 of Szentistvánbaksa-Anyagnyerő site of the 1st phase of ALP culture
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Pl. 4, 1 A cup and 2–4, bowls with combination of painted and incised decorations from pit S14 of 
Szentistvánbaksa-Anyagnyerő site of the 1st phase of ALP culture
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Pl. 7, 1–4 N
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Pl. 8, 1 A vessel with incised decoration of the earliest Tiszadob style and 2–3, fragments of vessels with 
combination of “own Tiszadob painting” and incised decoration from pit S86 of Hejőkürt-Lidl site
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Pl. 9, 1 An Esztár style deep bow
l from

 pit S300 and 2, a fragm
ent of a vessel w

ith com
bination of “ow

n Tiszadob painting” and incised decoration from
 pit S86 

and 3–4, Raškovce style sherds from
 pit S86 of H

ejőkürt-Lidl site of the earliest Tiszadob style
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Pl. 10, 1–7 Fine ceramics with Tiszadob style incisions combined with black painting (“own Tiszadob 
painting”) from Encs-Kelecsény site



Piroska Csengeri

158

Pl. 11, 1a–1b A unique cup with independent black painting and 2, a storage vessel from pit S55 of 
Tiszadob–Bükk transition of Garadna-Elkerülő út, site No. 2
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Pl. 12, 1–4 Fine ware and 5, coarser ware with incised decoration from pit S55 of Tiszadob–Bükk 
transition of Garadna-Elkerülő út, site No. 2
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Pl. 13, 1 A liquid-storing vessel with classical Bükk (B) style and 2, an Esztár style deep vessel from a 
possible grave from Bodroghalom-Medvetanya, Hydroglobus site



The Eastern Linear Pottery Culture in the Western Tisza Region in Eastern 
Slovakia. The Tiszadob Group as a Base of the Bükk Culture

Kristína PIATNIČKOVÁ

Keywords: Upper Tisza region, western Tisza region, Middle Neolithic, Tiszadob Group, Bükk 
Culture, decoration.

Abstract: The Eastern (Alföld) Linear Pottery Culture originated in the Upper Tisza region in 
the second quarter of the 6th millennium BC and spread gradually throughout the territory of the 
Great Hungarian Plain, eastern Slovakia and adjacent parts of the Transcarpathian Ukraine and 
northeastern Romania. It represented a significant cultural phenomenon in the Middle Neolithic in 
the eastern part of the Carpathian Basin. The Tiszadob and Raškovce Groups represented the late 
and the final stages of the Linear Pottery Culture in eastern Slovakia according to classification by 
S. Šiška. This is followed by the Bükk Culture as a separate phenomenon in the Upper Tisza region. 
Conversely, it is still considered as a part of the Linear Pottery Culture in the Hungarian literature. 
The primary objective of the present paper is to determine the close interrelation in decoration 
styles of the Tiszadob Group and Bükk Culture on selected examples of composition and motifs of 
the principal decoration. Its technique and method of engraving achieved the highest perfection in 
northern Tisza region. 

Introduction
The Eastern Linear Pottery Culture (hereinafter ELPC), respectively the Alföld 

Linear Pottery Culture (hereinafter ALPC) was formed in the Upper Tisza region in the second 
quarter of the 6th millennium BC. According to Hungarian scientific literature it is divided into 
four phases. The first, formative phase is associated with the Szatmár Group – Szatmár II and 
also with the beginning of the Middle Neolithic; in the second phase the ALPC spread to the 
north in present-day Slovakia and to the south, into the primary territory of the pre-existing 
Körös Culture. In the third and fourth phases the formation and gradual crystallization of two 
distinct cultural groups or units occurred, represented by the Tiszadob, Bükk and Szakálhát 
pottery with typical engraved ornaments on the one hand, and with black painted ware of the 
Esztár, Raškovce, Pişcolt and Lumea Nouă groups on the other hand1. According to traditional 
classification of the ELPC in Slovak scientific literature, its development begins within so-
called Proto-Linear Pottery stage with representative thick-walled pottery coming from the 
site Košice-Červený rak in the Košice Basin, followed by the Barca III Group in the western 
Tisza region. These two cultural and geographic areas in the north of the river Körös may be 
associated with the above-mentioned groups with engraved and painted ware. After the Barca 
III and Kopčany Groups, the development continued to evolution of the Tiszadob and Raškovce 
Groups and subsequently to their phases representing the late and also the final stage of the 
ELPC2. Particularly in the last three decades the research has obtained new results, but at the 
same time raised a number of issues. To the site at Košice-Červený rak, meanwhile qualified 

1  E. g. Raczky 1989; Raczky/Anders 2003, 156–158 etc.
2  Šiška 1989.
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as a representative of the Méhtelek Group on the territory of Slovakia3, other significant sites 
were discovered in the Zemplín region – in the Eastern Slovak Lowlands. For all, it is worth 
mentioning at least Slavkovce and Moravany considered as one of the earliest sites of the ELPC4. 
Regarding the development of the northern Tisza region at the end of the Middle Neolithic, 
ceramic style of the Esztár Group and the Szakálhát Culture is characteristic, but in particular it 
is the Bükk Culture with unmistakable engraved ornaments, on which evolution the Tiszadob 
Group had significantly participated. The technique of engraving as well as the decoration itself 
applied on the Bükk Culture pottery can righty be described as the culmination of the pottery 
art in the Middle Neolithic in northern Tisza region.
History Of Research On The ELPC In Eastern Slovakia Focused On The Western Tisza Region

The first finds of the linear pottery itself were already discovered in the second half 
of the 19th and in the first half of the 20th centuries. Because of the rare occurrence or incorrect 
cultural attribution it did not receive due attention. As the earliest Neolithic settlement in the 
eastern Slovakia the finds of the Bükk Culture were considered due to its unique decoration that 
cannot be confused with any other culture5. The beginnings of a systematic field survey of this 
region are associated with K. Andel who discovered in 1953–54 on the Eastern Slovak Lowlands 
a number of sites with previously unknown pottery. He assigned it to “the Szilmeg Group, Criş 
Culture and Eastern Slovak Linear Pottery Culture”. He also pointed out to “a specific group 
of the Bükk Culture with black painted ware”.	Despite the fact that his classification was not 
accepted, many of the discovered sites have become the basis for future research on the Neolithic 
and Aeneolithic in northern Tisza region. K. Andel was the first to draw attention to diverse 
cultural developments in this area6.

The first field surveys and excavations on the settlements of the ELPC in the 
monitored area of the western Tisza region started also in the early 50s of the 20th century. As 
the following overview shows, attention was focused mainly on the Košice Basin.

From the perspective of the beginnings of research on ELPC in the Košice Basin the 
excavation at the site Košice-Barca III (Pl. 1, Nr. 61) carried out by L. Hájek in 1952–1953 played 
a key importance, during which nine settlement pits with different pottery were discovered 
under the layer of the Bükk Culture7. This pottery, together with the finds from the site at 
Valaliky-Farské zeme (Pl. 1, Nr. 146) became the basis for the classification of the type Barca 
III – Valaliky8, later the Barca III Group representing the early stage of the ELPC9. A settlement 
of the later phase of the ELPC, of the Tiszadob Group, was discovered by the above mentioned 
author at the site of Košice-Barca-Nad Begánskym mlynom (Barca I) (Pl. 1, Nr. 62), in the years 
1951–1954 during the excavation of the Otomani Culture fortified settlement. J. Pástor from the 
East Slovak Museum in Košice carried out between the years 1958 to 1975 several excavations 
in different but situated close to each other locations in the cadastres of Blažice and Bohdanovce 
(Pl. 1, Nr. 13)10. The Neolithic is represented with the Barca III and Tiszadob Groups and the 
Bükk Culture11. A settlement of the Tiszadob Group was unearthed by M. Lamiová-Schmiedlová 
in 1965 during the extensive evaluation excavation at the site of Peder-Kenderkert (Pl. 1, Nr. 95) 

3  Pavúk 1994, 139; 2004, 42–43.
4  E. g. Kozłowski/Nowak 2010, 73–79; Kozłowski/Nowak/Vizdal 2003; Nowak et al. 2010; Vizdal 1997 etc.
5  Budinský-Krička 1947, 57–58; Eisner 1933, 18–22 etc.
6  Andel 1955, 148–150; 1957, 47–52.
7  Hájek 1957, 3–9. Excavation of the layer of the Bükk Culture carried out by J. Pástor in 1951 (Pástor 1952, 214). 
8  Lichardus 1964b, 848–852.
9  Pavúk/Šiška 1980, 145; Šiška 1989, 62–67, 118–122.
10  Due to the proximity of each of these locations, they are traditionally perceived as a one poly-cultural site 
situated on the left bank of the river Olšava (cf.: Šiška 1989, 148). 
11  Pástor 1965; 1970a; 1970b; 1976; 1978.
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(hereinafter Peder). Neolithic pottery often occurred in disturbed settlement layers and features 
together with finds of later periods12.

In 1980 a salvage excavation was carried out at the site of Košice-Červený rak (Pl. 
1, Nr. 63)13. Obtained thick-walled pottery was due to applied stamped decoration put into the 
context with the pottery of “the Starčevo – Criş cultural complex”, mainly with “Tisza, Criş 
Culture”. The origin of the ornament was derived from the pottery decoration of the Méhtelek 
type, known from the eponymous site in northeastern Hungary14. Finds from the site of Košice-
Červený rak have become a representative of the earliest settlement of the ELPC not only in 
the Košice Basin, but in the entire evaluated area.15 These were associated with the stage of the 
Proto-Linear Pottery16.

A dense settlement of present-day Košice city and its wider vicinity in the various 
phases (stages) of the ELPC is documented also by the results of subsequent research excavations17. 

Regarding a further distinctive part of the western Tisza region – Šarišské 
Podolie18, crucial research excavation was carried out by F. Blahuta in the years 1955–1957 
at the site of Kapušany (Pl. 1, Nr. 51). In 1956, significant pottery found in a large settlement 
pit was associated with the Bükk Culture according the author of the excavation19. Later it 
turned out that this is a typical late Linear Pottery Culture analogous to the Tiszadob Group 
in the adjacent part of northeastern Hungary. In the Slovak scientific literature the definition 
of this time period is utilized according to the eponymous sites as the Tiszadob-Kapušany 
Group20. At present, for the entire settlement area a consistent term, the Tiszadob Group, 
is used21. The transitional phase of the ELPC, respectively the initial phase of the Tiszadob 
Group, was classified based on the research excavation carried out by S. Šiška in 1973 at the 
site of Prešov-Šarišské Lúky-Drevokombinát (hereinafter Prešov-Šarišské Lúky) (Pl. 1, Nr. 
101)22. Otherwise, finds in the large feature no. 1 contained elements of the Barca III Group of 
the early stage of the ELPC, but on the other hand, new ornaments indicating the beginning 
of the Tiszadob Group have already appeared23.

The key site and until recently the only one of its kind in eastern Slovakia was the 
location Šarišské Michaľany-Fedelemka (hereinafter Šarišské Michaľany) (Pl. 1, Nr. 120). In 
the years 1981–1987 long-lasting research excavation was carried out by S. Šiška at this site. 
He documented the settlement of the latest phase of the ELPC Tiszadob Group as well as the 
subsequent Bükk Culture24. The material of the last-mentioned culture was associated with its 
classical phase, with intervention also in the late phase25. Typical material of the Tiszadob Group 

12  Šiška 1989, 161–162.
13  Kaminská 1981, 129–131.
14  Šiška 1989, 59.
15  One isolated find of a storage vessel from Kuzmice situated in the Eastern Slovak Lowlands, belonging to the 
eastern Tisza region (district Trebišov), was associated with this stage with a question mark (Šiška 1989, 155; 
Vizdal 1982, 63).
16  Šiška 1989, 58–61, 113–118.
17  Horváthová 2003, 55–56; Hreha 2005, 135–139; Kaminská 1999, 93–94; 2001, 96–97.
18  Šariš region.
19  Blahuta 1959.
20  Lichardus 1970, 81; Pavúk/Šiška 1980, 145.
21  Šiška 1989, 84–90; 129–134.
22  At present, Šarišské Lúky is a part of the village Ľubotice. 
23  Šiška 1976, 83–90. In 1973 the feature no. 20 was also excavated. It contained only Bükk Culture pottery. The 
finds collected in both features have allowed to determinate a relative chronological position of the ELPC and the 
Bükk Culture (ibid., 83–92). 
24  The Bükk Culture finds were recently evaluated by R. Hreha within his dissertation (Hreha 2010) that shall be 
published soon. 
25  Šiška 1995 – here additional literature.



Kristína Piatničková

164

was obtained from surface collection by G. Trus in 1998 and subsequent evaluation excavation 
by M. Nowak26 and M. Vizdal27 in the years 1999 and 2001 at the site of Fintice-Košariská I 
(Pl. 1, Nr. 34) (hereinafter Fintice)28. Another finds of the Tiszadob Group were obtained 
from the surface collection by G. Trus in 1999 and evaluation excavation carried out by both 
aforementioned researchers in 2001 at the site Košariská II (Pl. 1, Nr. 35), 400 m away from the 
previous location29.

A specific position of the ELPC is observed in the Gemer region – the Slovak Karst 
and the Rimava Basin. Considering the Slovak Karst, the excavation were focused mostly 
on the well-known caves: Ardovo Cave (Pl. 1, Nr. 8), Čertova diera Cave (Pl. 1, Nr. 53) and 
Domica Cave (Pl. 1, Nr. 54). The last two sites are located in the village Kečovo. All of them are 
famous particularly due to the unique finds of the Bükk Culture30. Following earlier surveys and 
excavations in the 30s and 50s of the 20th century (L. Bánesz/J. Bárta/J. Böhm/J. Eisner et al.), 
J. Lichardus carried out research excavations in these caves, which brought, in addition to the 
Bükk Culture, finds of the Linear Pottery Culture31. Based on the results of research excavation 
in the Domica Cave he classified the pottery of the Domica Ia and Domica Ib types with typical 
black painted ornaments32. Regarding some finds in particular from the Ardovo Cave and 
Čertova diera Cave, but also Domica Cave, J. Lichardus classified as “the Ardovo-Čertova diera 
horizont”, later as “the Gemer Linear Pottery type”, as a specific kind of “late Linear Pottery” in 
the Slovak Karst33. S. Šiška described “the Gemer Linear Pottery” in his summary work entitled 
“The Eastern Linear Pottery Culture in Slovakia” only as “a local variant of the Tiszadob Group 
in the Slovak Karst”34.

A systematic field survey in the Gemer region began after 1981, when Š. B. Kovács 
discovered several Neolithic sites. To the middle, respectively to the transitional phase of the 
ELPC, finds from the sites of Bátka-Dulovo-Lapos (Pl. 1, Nr. 11)35 and Šafárikovo-Králik-
Švermova street (now Tornaľa, part Králik) (Pl. 1, Nr. 119) have been assigned36. From open 
settlements, the site at Figa-Stránska-Szőlő máródal/Stránska-Pri kravíne (Kraliny I) (now just 
Stránska) was dated to the “Gemer Linear Pottery”, i.e. the late stage of the ELPC, on which 
Š. B. Kovács realized surface collection in 1981, later evaluation excavation carried out by R. 
Kujovský, G. Nevizánsky and O. Ožďáni in 2003, followed by rescue excavation by R. Rusnák in 
2004 (Pl. 1, Nr. 33). According to the authors of the excavation in 2003 the pottery assemblage 
is reputedly similar to the Tiszadob Group, but should have also contained “several elements of 
the Gemer Linear Pottery, as is known from the caves of the Slovak Karst”37. Unfortunately, the 
finds have not yet been comprehensively evaluated and published. Finds of the late phase of the 
ELPC – Tiszadob Group – also come from the site Včelince-Feketesár (Pl. 1, Nr. 147), on which 

26  Institute of Archaeology, Jagiellonian University, Kraków, Poland.
27  Philosophical Faculty, Prešov University, Prešov, Slovakia.
28  Nowak/Vizdal 2002, 144; Vizdal 2000, 153. Pottery of the feature 1/99 is currently evaluated by the author of 
this study.
29  Nowak/Vizdal 2002, 144.
30  Equally important are also several caves in Jasov (district Košice-okolie), Silica – Silická ľadnica Cave (district 
Rožňava), caves in Silická Breznica and Silická Jablonica (district Rožňava) and others, also outside of the Slovak 
Karst itself. 
31  Bánesz 1962; Bárta 1957; 1965; Böhm 1933; Lichardus 1964a, 57–60.
32  Lichardus 1964b, 862; 1968, 33–39.
33  Lichardus 1964a, 61–63; 1964b, 852–858; 1972, 109 ff.
34  Šiška 1989, 127, 129, 135. The issue on the Domica Ia and Domica Ib types as well as “the Gemer Linear Pottery 
is briefly discussed further below in the text”.
35  B. Kovács 1982, 165–166.
36  B. Kovács 1984, 46.
37  Kujovský/Nevizánsky/Ožďáni 2004, 107–108.
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the research excavation was carried out by Š. B. Kovács in the years 1982–198438; and from 
Včelince-Osztroga (Pl. 1, Nr. 148) with finds from the evaluation and rescue excavation by K. 
Marková in 200339.

To conclude this chapter, it is necessary to mention that the issue of the ELPC 
itself was solved either in the context of the overall evaluation of the Neolithic development 
(eventually also Aeneolithic) in Slovakia40 or as works dealing only with this culture. Primary 
study is a monograph by S. Šiška – “Eastern Linear Pottery Culture in Slovakia”41. From the 
later studies it is necessary to mention the extensive chapter by M. Vizdal on the pottery 
of the ELPC in the Eastern Slovak Lowlands evaluating the finds from the sites of Malé 
Raškovce, Slavkovce, Zbudza and Zalužice. The author introduced also a new scheme of the 
development of the ELPC in the Zemplín region and synchronized it with the development 
on the territory of northeastern Hungary and Transcarpathian Ukraine. The study is a part 
of the monograph – “The Early Linear Pottery Culture in Eastern Slovakia”, edited by J. K. 
Kozłowski42. M. Strobel also tried to classify this culture in the work titled – „Ein Beitrag 
zur Gliederung der östlichen Linienbandkeramik. Versuch einer Merkmalsanalyse“43. Other 
contributions are sub-studies dealing with selected issues of the Eastern Linear Pottery 
Culture44. More recent is the chapter on the development of the Zemplín region in the Late 
Stone Age by J. Pavúk in the monograph from 2004 “Archaeological Heritage of the Zemplín 
region. Prehistory to the Early Middle Ages”45.

The development of the ELPC on the territory of Eastern Slovakia focused on Western Tisza 
region and the Tiszadob Group

The cultural development in northern Tisza region may be observed in two basic 
cultural and geographical regions, namely the eastern Tisza region and western Tisza region46. 
Eastern Tisza region includes the Eastern Slovak Lowlands and the adjacent northeastern 
Hungary, Transcarpathian Ukraine and northwestern Romania. The border with the western 
Tisza region is represented by the Slanské Hills, on the territory of Hungary it is approximately 
the river Bodrog and the middle course of the river Tisza. Western Tisza region itself is consisted 
of Gemer region, Košice Basin and Šarišské Podolie, in adjacent part of Hungary it is the Bükk 
Hills, Hornád and Sajó river basins47. The above concept of development north of the river 
Körös actually concurs with the interpretation of development of the ELPC, respectively ALPC 
in Hungarian literature. According to that the later part of the Middle Neolithic, in the 3rd and 
4th phases of the ALPC, two extensive cultural entities had gradually crystallized with specific 
pottery styles. On the one hand, there is “the Bükk, Tiszadob, Szilmeg48 and Szakálhát pottery” 
with typical engraved ornaments, on the other hand, the painted pottery of “the Esztár-Pişcolt-

38  B. Kovács 1984, 46–47; 1985, 64.
39  Marková 2004, 133.
40  E.g. Lichardus 1970; Pavúk/Šiška 1971; 1980.
41  Šiška 1989.
42  Vizdal 1997, 43–141. 
43  Strobel 1997. The author of the study focuses on the entire territory of the ELPC, including the territory of 
Hungary, Romania and Transcarpatian Ukraine.
44  Lichardus 1964a; 1972; Kozłowski/Nowak 2010; Nowak et al. 2010; Pavúk 1994; Piatničková 2010; Vizdal 1997 etc.
45  Pavúk 2004, 41–54.
46  Pavúk/Šiška 1980, 145; Šiška 1982, 261 ff.; 1989, 25–26.
47  Šiška 1989, 25–26. The author considered Spiš region including to the western Tisza region (ibid., 26). But it 
culturally belongs to the sphere of influence of the LBK Culture (“Notenkopf “ Phase), later the Želiezovce Group.
48  Concerning the Szilmeg Group, it was proved that there is no argument to consider it as a separate group. It was 
pointed out long time ago by J. Pavúk (1977, 237), later by P. Raczky and A. Anders (2009, 41, 43). 
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Raškovce-Sátoraljaújhely49-Lumea Nouă Groups”50. M. Potushniak identified the western Tisza 
region with the “Tisza Linear Pottery Culture”, later with “the Eastern Linear Pottery Culture” 
and eastern Tisza region with “the Painted Pottery Culture”, of which northwestern part of 
settlement region was occupied gradually by the engraved decoration of the Bükk Culture at the 
end of the Middle Neolithic51. In the western Tisza region, on the territory of eastern Slovakia, 
engraved ornaments had occurred since the early stage of the ELPC, in the Barca III Group to 
its later stage, the end of the Tiszadob Group. Thick engraved lines have already appeared on 
the thick-walled pottery from the site of Košice-Červený rak dated to “the Proto-Linear stage of 
the ELPC” by S. Šiška52. For the Barca III Group and Tiszadob Group, engraved lines applied on 
thin-walled, respectivelly moderately thick-walled pottery were sometimes accompanied with 
black paint between them, respectivelly directly at them. For the Tiszadob Group is well proved 
that engraving dominated in the late stage up to the Bükk Culture. On the contrary, the eastern 
Tisza region is characterized with the above-mentioned category of the black painted ware. A 
similar trend of development as in the western Tisza region can be observed as well. Initially, 
along with the black painted ware, pottery with a combination of engraved and black painted 
ornaments occurred. For the Raškovce Group, i. e. the late stage of the ELPC dominance of black 
painted ware is typical. However, in entire time period of the ELPC, pottery with only engraved 
ornaments had occurred in various amounts on the different sites, firstly in style of the Barca III 
Group, later of the Tiszadob Group53.

In the context of the Tiszadob Group impact on the genesis of the Bükk Culture, the 
study is mainly focused on the western Tisza region and the time period of the middle and late 
stages of the ELPC on the territory of eastern Slovakia. It was in the middle (transitional) phase 
identified as the first phase of the Tiszadob Group, when the ELPC expansion is considered into 
the Košice Basin and other regions – Gemer region and Šarišské Podolie. The most significant 
site is represented by aforementioned Prešov-Šarišské Lúky54. At present, it is necessary to 
expect the existence of the Barca III Group outside the Košice Basin too55. Then in Šarišské 
Podolie the development of the Tiszadob Group continued into the classical (developed) phase, 
representative in the site of Kapušany56. Within the decoration on the thin-walled pottery several 
common features can be observed at the site of Fintice (Košariská I). However, some pottery 
fragments with very fine engraving rather incline to the late, respectivelly the latest phase of the 
Tiszadob Group57. These finds are documented mainly at the sites of Šarišské Michaľany and 
Prešov-Šváby-Solivar (district Prešov)58. Finds of this time period were identified chronologically 
with the sites in adjacent part of northeastern Hungary that were dated by N. Kalicz and J. 

49  It is appropriate to highlight the identity of the Raškovce Group with the pottery found at Sátoraljaújhely, 
which is necessary to consider, even with regard of the geographical location, as part of the settlement area of 
the Raškovce Group.
50  Raczky/Anders 2003, 158.
51  Potushniak 1997, 37–39; 2011, 64–74.
52  Šiška 1989, 58.
53  Šiška 1989, 70–73; 82–83; 94–97; Vizdal 1997, 43–141.
54  Šiška 1976, 83–90; 1989, 77–80.
55  I thank J. Pavúk for his kind notice about the find in the Gemer region. Existence of the Barca III Group in 
Šarišské Podolie may be indirectly expected due to pottery decorated with the early style of the ELPC (individual 
thicker engraved ornaments, combination of thick engraving and black painted ornament, individual painted 
ware). It was found in Prešov-Šarišské Lúky (along with the finds of the first phase of the Tiszadob Group), and also 
in Fintice (Košariská I) currently evaluated . Future research will certainly bring to this effect more positive results. 
56  Blahuta 1959; Šiška 1995, 22.
57  Precise chronological classification of the feature 1/99 will be clear after complete evaluation.
58  In my opinion, the site Prešov-Šváby-Solivar, present-day Prešov, part Solivar belongs to the AB phase of the 
Bükk Culture.
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Makkay59 to the horizon when besides the finds of the late ALPC and the Tiszadob Group, the 
earliest pottery of the Bükk Culture had occurred60. In her recent dissertation P. Csengeri has 
suggested that this “transitional” time period of the Tiszadob Group elements occur along with 
new elements of the Bükk Culture as “the Tiszadob-Bükk transitional phase”, based on new 
research results in the Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén county61.

Another significant site is Peder in the Košice Basin. From the publication, it 
appears that according to the nature of applied decoration, at least some fragments may have 
already inclined to the Bükk Culture62. Therefore, the association with the “transitional time 
period” cannot be excluded, although S. Šiška has classified the finds from Peder to the second 
(developed) phase of the Tiszadob Group63. 

Evaluating the Tiszadob Group and the middle and late stages of the ELPC, we 
cannot avoid the issue of the occurrence of painted pottery of “Domica I type” and “Gemer 
Linear Pottery” and their impact on the evolution of the Bükk Culture in the Gemer region. 

Thin-walled pottery found in the Ardovo Cave, Čertova diera Cave and Domica 
Cave was introduced by J. Lichardus already in his article “Contribution to the study on the 
Neolithic settlement in the Slovak Karst”. He attributed it to ”the Starčevo – Criş Culture painted 
ware” due to the occurrence of “spiral black paint on red background”64. Later, he has recognized 
two horizons based on applied decoration: Domica Ia type – “similar to the Starčevo – Criş 
Culture” found only in the Domica Cave; and Domica Ib type with “the Sesklo Culture traditions” 
prevailing in the Domica Cave and rarely discovered in the Ardovo Cave and Čertova diera 
Cave. Within the ELPC “the Domica Ia type” was classified to the middle (transitional) phase 
and “the Domica Ib type” along with “the Gemer Linear Pottery” to the late phase65. Currently, 
the black painted ware of caves can be observed just on the images in the literature. Based on 
the published pottery of both types some typical ornament patterns of the Raškovce Group are 
clearly noticeable (especially black painted bow-shaped lines)66. 

J. Pavúk also attributed the painted ware of caves in the Slovak Karst and stated that 
the pottery could be associated with the Szatmár II Group or the Raškovce Group occurring 
with the local Linear Pottery Culture67.

According to the above mentioned facts and missing new, relevant evidence, it is 
currently not appropriate to consider these types of the painted ware as a separate development 
horizons of the ELPC in the Gemer region. Finds rather suggest contacts with the eastern 
Tisza region. 

In relation to the Gemer region, the issue of “the Gemer Linear Pottery” have 
constantly been solved. This concept was classified by J. Lichardus within the late “Linear 
Pottery Culture”. According to the most significant eponymous caves of the Slovak Karst it 
was originally named as an “Ardovo-Čertova diera horizon”. He introduced more thick-walled 
pottery made of granular material of reddish colour resulted by the use of terra rossa, which 
occurs in this environment. Along with such a pottery also shapes “of grey washed clay” were 
observed. Engraved lines, creating geometric patterns were superimposed sometimes with pitch 
black paint. J. Lichardus pointed on the uniqueness of this pottery also in the Domica Cave as 
59  Kalicz/Makkay 1977.
60  Šiška 1995, 22.
61  Csengeri 2013. I thank P. Csengeri for the kind supply of information and the opportunity to study her dissertation. 
62  Šiška 1989, tab. 28: 10, 12; 30: 14.
63  Šiška 1995, 22. 
64  Lichardus 1964a, 61.
65  Lichardus 1968, 33; Šiška 1989, 75–76, 116–117. 
66  Lichardus 1964b, Obr. 261; 262; 1968, Obr. 4.
67  Pavúk 1994, 140.
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well in Aggtelek Cave situated on today´s Hungarian part of the Baradla-Domica cave system68. 
The author has later concluded that the Gemer Linear Pottery may be divided into several phases 
based on a comparison of the Ardovo Cave and Čertova diera Cave with the Domica Cave. The 
latest stage occurred together with the earliest elements of the Bükk Culture (phase A); the phase 
AB is represented by traditions of the late phase of the Gemer Linear Pottery on thick-walled 
pottery and late Linear ware of the Tiszadob type. Based on his own research he consider that 
“Gemer Linear Pottery in the karst area contributed to the creation of the early Bükk Culture in 
contrast of the “Tiszadob type” occurring together with pre-classical Bükk Culture”69.

S. Šiška in his monograph on the ELPC in eastern Slovakia pointed out that thicker 
engraved ornament described by J. Lichardus specific for the Gemer Linear pottery, was also 
applied on moderately thick-walled pottery of the Tiszadob Group in common (on the central 
territory of its extension). The Gemer Linear Pottery differs “merely with absence or sporadic 
occurrence of high-quality thin-walled pottery with a polished surface decorated with thin 
engraved ornament”. Therefore, the author considered it only as a “local branch of the Tiszadob 
Group”70 extended on the territory of the Slovak Karst, but also proved outside of this area, in 
the Rimava Basin. 

Relying on the aforesaid, in the present state of research, it may be concluded that 
it is not appropriate to use the specific term “Gemer Linear Pottery” in the Gemer region, but it 
must be seen as a part of the settlement area of the Tiszadob Group. 

As already aforementioned, outside the primary territory, the Tiszadob Group pottery 
occurred in varying intensity in the area of the Raškovce Group in the Eastern Slovak Lowlands 
and also in the LBK Culture in the Spiš region, from where it spread in the Lesser Poland71. 

Some remarks about the Engraved Pottery Decoration of the Tiszadob Group and Bükk Culture
Decoration itself is considered generally on these basic levels72:

1. An element – a basic piece of decoration structure. Individual elements are mostly 
creating higher units – motifs.

2. A motif – a graphical arrangement of the same or different elements with respect for 
rhythm and symmetry. We distinguish principal and complementary motifs. 

3. A composition – motifs joined together and organized into one unit. 
4. An ornament – is one of the creative art forms; a set of elements and motifs with 

the application of all aspects of harmony, i.e. rhythm and repeating of elements and 
motifs (i.e. means of expression). 

5. A pattern – is perceived in a broader sense than an ornament; also includes the use 
of decorative elements (plastic decoration). Often confused with ornament.
In the following part, however, decoration will not be evaluated in such detail – 

but gradually as above outlined categories. In accordance with the primary objective of the 
contribution it is addressed only to two of them, namely motifs and compositions of the principal 
decoration, i.e. decoration on a vessel’s body73. In the evaluation, I have decided to proceed in 
descending order, i.e. from the general to the specific. First, three basic composition groups 
of the principal decoration of the Tiszadob Group will be evaluated in relation to the pottery 
decoration of the Bükk Culture (Pl. 2–5). Then I focus on some specific motifs (principal and 
complementary) in relation to the Tiszadob Group and the Bükk Culture (Pl. 6–7). It is mainly 
about thin-walled or thin-walled/moderately thick-walled ware (about 0,5 to 0,6 cm). 
68  Lichardus 1964a, 61–63.
69  Lichardus 1972, 116.
70  Šiška 1989, 135.
71  Soják 1998, 107. 
72  Podborský et al. 1977, 34–35.
73  In some cases also other parts of a vessel are evaluated. 
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Principal Decorative Compositons 
First, it is necessary to underline the decoration itself, regardless its location on a 

vessel and whether perceived as a whole or as individual motifs, with no splitting (motifs are 
placed continuously along the perimeter of a vessel) or dividing (metopes, later both vertical 
and horizontal – “cassette structure” subdivisions). 

When analysing a mutual comparison of engraved pottery decoration of both the 
above decorative styles within Tiszadob Group impact on the evolution of the Bükk Culture 
three groups of principal decorative compositions are selected as following:

1. Composition characteristic for the Tiszadob Group that is applied on the Bükk 
Culture ware just in a certain time period. 

2. The composition appearing already on the Tiszadob Group ware, however, it 
becomes particularly characteristic for the Bükk Culture ware.

3. The composition already applied on the Tiszadob Group ware or earlier, but existing 
during the whole time period of the Bükk Culture. 

A typical representative of the first group is tall, interconnected bow-shaped lines, 
between them, in the upper part, triangular – “V-shaped” converging straight lines were applied, 
resp. upside-down bow-shaped lines, sometimes with slightly retroflected walls or other motifs 
(Pl. 2: 1–5). Later, on the Bükk Culture pottery the sort of upside-down narrow “Gothic” arches 
were applied between individual bows (Pl. 2: 7). At the lower part of a vessel the principal 
motif is similarly designed with lines often converging to a shape of edgeless triangle (on the 
Tiszadob Group ware) or horizontal rows of incisions (Pl. 2: 6), which are together with lines 
shaped to garlands one of the specific motifs applied above the vessel´s bottoms of the Bükk 
Culture ware. 

A main difference between the composition on the Tiszadob Group ware and the 
Bükk Culture ware is that girth lines of the principal motif are always converging to an edgeless 
triangle shape and usually girted around a protuberance74. Girth lines on the Bükk Culture 
pottery are vertically bow-shaped lines that are not applied around protuberances. 

The second group of the analysed compositions deserves a special attention in 
particular. The motifs are indeed rooted in the Tiszadob Group, but only in the Bükk Culture 
had become one of the characteristic “features” of the Bükk Culture decoration. Unique 
evidence is represented by interconnected or free-standing (affecting only by the external 
lines) double-sided spirals already observed in the Tiszadob Group, but in a simple version. 
However, its development and diversity reached maximum prime in the Bükk Culture. In 
the Tiszadob Group individual spirals consisted of one to three lines (Pl. 3: 1–3). The area 
between them is either undecorated or with simple V-shaped converging lines on an upper 
part, but also on a lower part with bow-shaped lines wedged as garlands between the principal 
motifs. In this case, a remarkable found is represented by a hemispherical bowl found at the 
site of Peder (Pl. 3: 3)75. Its decoration with such a composition remainds the Bükk Culture, but 
technique and way of engraving still correspond with the Tiszadob Group. Further progress of 
the composition may be observed throughout the time period of the Bükk Culture in various 
forms and compositional arrangement, at all phases of this culture (Pl. 3: 4–7). An area between 
two spirals is filled variously. Above a bottom garland motif is applied frequently (Pl. 3: 7). 

The third group of vertical division of decoration76 represents a specific category 
of compositions, which is division of the principal motif, respectivelly several different motifs 
into individual decorative fields (Pl. 4: 1–8; 5). The division of decoration had already occurred 

74  For the Tiszadob Group are characteristic particularly typical vertical protuberances. 
75  Šiška 1989, Tab. 30: 14.
76  Unlike the first two groups with the principal motif applied around the vessel. 
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in the beginning of the ELPC, both in the Barca III and Kopčany Groups77, and continued in 
the Tiszadob and Raškovce Groups and also in the time period of the Bükk Culture. In a later 
development, which led to the Bükk Culture (“transitional phase” according to P. Csengeri)78, 
in addition to vertical also horizontal division – on one and the same vessel – started to occur, 
so it gives the impression of a sort of “cassette” division of decoration (Pl. 4: 8). This maintained 
as well throughout the time period of this culture. 

Vertical division represents a significant element on the Tiszadob Group pottery 
since its stage of formation. It occurred as a single, even after two bands straight vertical, wavy or 
zigzag lines. These often separated developed meander or other meander motif as the principal 
decoration. Vertical division of either the same or different motifs was also applied on a vessel´s 
neck and on a tall hollow foot of footed bowls. This concept of decoration is sometimes applied 
on vessel´s interiors. Within the dividing bands on vessel’s exteriors of the Tiszadob Group a 
typical short vertical protuberance was often applied (Pl. 4: 1–4). 

For the Bükk Culture ware vertical division of decoration in various forms is typical, 
applied on a vessel´s body but also on a vessel´s neck. It is either one and the same motif (often 
spiral motif) or two, eventually three different motifs divided by one (Pl. 4: 5–6), two, in a later 
time period even more vertical narrower or wider bands of usually straight or wavy lines. Bands 
are usually separated by polished undecorated bands, or these are in the middle filled with vertical 
row of incisions (Pl. 5: 2–3). Vertical row of incisions may also be applied on interior lines. 

The specific design of the principal decoration is a division made of vertical line/
lines of separate incisions, which was not so characteristic, but still used to occur. It was found 
in Bodrogkeresztúr79 and Miskolc – Büdöspest barlang80. Pottery fragments are attributed to 
the ”transitional phase”, respectivelly the earliest phase of the Bükk Culture also according 
to the technical expression of decoration. Although not a spiral, but just overall nature of 
decoration is very similar, though not identical with decoration on a bowl from the site of 
the Tiszadob Group – Peder81. The early phase of the Bükk Culture is represented with a 
hemispherical vessel with large meander spiral separated with a vertical discontinuous row of 
incisions from Zemplínske Kopčany (Pl. 4: 7)82. 

To the above group, a separated category of sub-group is included following the 
composition of the principal decoration that was observed already on the Tiszadob Group and in 
more developed and more advanced form primarily on the Bükk Culture ware (Pl. 5: 1–4). In the 
last mentioned culture it was found at sites dating back to the early (phase AB – Pl. 5: 4)83 as well 
as late (phase B-C – Pl. 5: 2–3) time periods. It consisted of one or two vertical, narrower or wider 
bands of straight lines, which are separated by triangle-shaped, respectivelly upside-down bow-
shaped motif. The inner area of the principal motif is filled either with lines arranged in the same 
way (analogous to outside lines) or with differently designed decoration. Observing the relationship 
between the Tiszadob Group and Bükk Culture, attention should be given to a fragment of a bowl 
with vertical bands of straight lines separated by a large upside-down bow found at the site of 
Edelény-Borsod-Derekegyháza (Pl. 5: 2). Its inner area is filled with identical incised bow-shaped 
lines. This decoration in simpler form is seen already in the Tiszadob Group ware, such as at the 
site of Kapušany – also a bowl with winged everted, sometimes slashed rim (Pl. 5: 1).

77  Šiška 1989, 66, 73.
78  Csengeri 2013. 
79  Tompa 1929, Tafel II: 8.
80  Ibid., Tafel XXXIII: 3–6.
81  Šiška 1989, tab. 30: 14. On pottery fragments from Büdöspest Cave girth band of straight lines below a rim is 
complemented with two rows of incisions as a typical sign of the Bükk Culture (see note 77).
82  Šiška 1979, Taf. XII: 5. 
83  Šiška 1979, Taf. XII: 3. 
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Principal Decorative Motifs
As already mentioned above, motifs created by particular decorative elements 

– principal or complementary - are arranged into a higher unit, the composition. Motifs are 
girthed around a vessel’s perimeter continuously (regardless of its part), with no interruption or 
are divided vertically and later horizontally as well. 

The purpose of the present contribution is not to give an exhaustive overview of all 
motifs that directly or indirectly reflect the close relationship between analysed decorative styles, 
but again, it is about to demonstrate each specific groups of motifs on the selected examples84, 
having regard to the principal decoration. We distinguish the following groups of motifs:

1. Characteristic motifs of the Tiszadob Group accompanied with the typical decoration 
of the Bükk Culture for a while.

2. Motifs that have already appeared during the time period of the Tiszadob Group, 
eventually earlier, but remained in existence or developed to a characteristic style 
for the Bükk Culture. 

3. Other.

The first group of motifs is represented with a meander motif and its variations: 
composite – developed meander, various refracted zigzag bands – simple or more composite, 
individual or interconnected that fill the open area between the principal motifs (e.g. between 
two-sided spirals, etc.). This group includes also a large meander spiral which was applied as 
the principal motif on a hemispherical vessel from Zemplínske Kopčany (Pl. 4: 7)85. Shape 
clearly reflects the strong traditions of the Tiszadob Group. In terms of the entire composition 
(groups of incisions-imprints in two rows below the rim, disconnected vertical row of incisions-
imprints separating repetitive principal motif, a row of incisions-imprints above the bottom) it 
is definitely belonging to the Bükk Culture decoration. Significant example of connected styles 
of the Tiszadob Group and Bükk Culture was applied on a bomb-shaped vessel found in the 
grave S191 in Garadna-Elkerülő út (site Nr. 2). Although the Tiszadob Group motifs dominated 
(different design of meander motif including a simple “Y-shaped” meander as a principal motif), 
overall design of decoration (filling the space with a meander motif, anthropomorphic shape 
with a “T-shaped” motif, and zigzag line below a rim) and also vessel´s profile clearly tends to 
the Bükk Culture (Pl. 6: 1A, 1B)86.

The second group includes motifs that occurred in the previous development, but 
continued throughout the Bükk Culture. A specific subgroup is of those based on the Tiszadob 
Group motifs, but occurred as the typical “Bükk Culture-like” design on the Bükk Culture 
ware. A very good example is the already mentioned motif, a simple “Y-shaped“ meander, 
as one of the characteristic motifs of the Tiszadob Group.87 In general, it was applied on the 
Bükk Culture pottery in two ways: either one or more engraved girth lines (Pl. 6: 1A, 1B, 3) 
or made of several engraved lines (Pl. 6: 4–5). In the first case, several “Y-shaped units” are 
joined together, wherein the inner surface is filled with crosshatch or is undecorated, polished, 
or crosshatch and polishing alternate (Pl. 6: 3)88. “Y-shaped units” in the second example are 
similarly interconnected (Pl. 6: 4–5). Another significant motif of this group is zigzag bands that 
are also applied in various ways, as well as with decorative techniques characteristic for the Bükk 
Culture (engraving, “negative ornament technique”, and incision). This includes the following: 
a polished inner surface is bounded by densely arranged round incisions (Pl. 6: 6, 9) or an 

84  Applied not only on a vessel‘s body but also on other parts of a vessel. 
85  See note 82.
86  Csengeri 2010, Fig. 5.
87  It appears also on the contemporary Raškovce Group ware in the painted version.
88  See also Šiška 1995, Obr. X.
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incised line (Pl. 6: 8), sometimes additionally complemented with round incisions, or with inner 
hatched area (Pl. 6: 7), etc. Analysed motifs are a part of the so-called supporting decoration that 
fills an area between the principal motifs on a vessel´s body. Nevertheless, it was also applied 
in the decorative field as one of the principal motifs of an ornament divided horizontally or 
vertically89. And it is also placed on a vessel´s neck along with other motifs. 

A spiral represents an essential part of the Bükk Culture decoration and it is fully 
applied throughout this time period. It exists in a wide variety of forms and on various parts of 
the vessel’’s (below a rim, on a shoulder, in characteristic decorative triangles and as the principal 
motif of a vessel´s body etc. – Pl. 7: 1–5). It is not applied only on vessel’s exteriors but also on 
interiors. Spiral itself is not the achievement of the Bükk Culture or Tiszadob Group styles. It is 
observed much earlier. 

The third group – “the other” – consisted of motifs not belonging to any of the 
aforesaid groups. However, there is some, although not entirely direct continuity between styles 
of the Tiszadob Group and the Bükk Culture. For all I would like to pick up at least a heart-
shaped motif made of bow-shaped lines (e.g. Peder – Pl. 7: 6)90 applied on the Tiszadob Group 
ware. Significant for the Bükk Culture is the motif made of interconnected bows. Particularly 
in the early time period of the Bükk Culture, there is observed an identical, respectivelly a very 
similar method of engraving bow-shaped lines or two “Gothic” arches made nearly into a heart 
shape (Pl. 7: 7–8), and even in the later time period of this culture (Pl. 7: 9)91.

In the evaluation of decoration itself, engraved in style of the Tiszadob Group 
but occurring in the Bükk Culture, it is also necessary to notice the “thicker engraved 
ornament” on the moderately thick-walled pottery, as suggested by S. Šiška on artefacts 
from Šarišské Michaľany92.

Conclusions
The ELPC (ALPC) represents a significant cultural phenomenon in the Middle 

Neolithic on the territory of eastern Slovakia, the Hungarian part of the Tisza region (the 
Great Hungarian Plain), the Transcarpathian Ukraine and adjacent northeastern Romania. 
It developed in two great cultural and geographical spheres: eastern Tisza region, with 
typical black-painted pottery and western Tisza region with dominating engraved decoration 
technique. While the Slovak literature considers the end of the ELPC in eastern Slovakia with 
the Tiszadob and Raškovce Groups followed by the Bükk Culture in a separate chronological 
horizon, the Bükk Culture in the Hungarian literature is perceived as one of the “late groups” 
of the ALPC (ALPC 4). From the perspective of the Tiszadob Group impact, respectivelly 
its pottery style, on the formation of the Bükk Culture and its own style of decoration based 
on the selected, characteristic examples, I was focusing on the evaluation and comparison 
of compositions and motifs primarily of the principal decoration (i. e., on a vessel’s body) 
applied basically on the thin-walled, eventually on thin-walled/moderately thick-walled ware. 
Considering the compositions, three groups were suggested. The first includes characteristic 
compositions of the Tiszadob Group that is applied on the Bükk Culture ware just in a certain 
time period. Typical representatives of the analysed decoration are the tall, interconnected 
bow-shaped lines used as the principal motif, in Tiszadob Group having a shape of edgeless 
triangle and applied around a protuberance. For the Bükk Culture pottery are typical vertical 
engraved bow-shaped lines (but not around a protuberance). The second group represents 
89  E. g., see note 80.
90  Šiška 1989, Tab. 30: 13. 
91  Phase B-C of the Bükk Culture. 
92  Šiška 1995, 35. After a new evaluation on the Bükk Culture pottery from the settlement of Šarišké Michaľany by 
R. Hreha (2010), it is considered that it is not “engraved ornament of the Tiszadob Group style, but belonging to the 
Bükk Culture”. I kindly thank R. Hreha for information. 
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such a composition rooted in the Tiszadob Group, but in the Bükk Culture had become one of 
the characteristic “features” of the Bükk Culture decoration and reached its maximum prime. 
The most common example is two-sided spirals, usually interconnected, applied on the entire 
vessel’s perimeter. The upper and lower parts of a vessel have been also supplemented with 
other complementary motifs. While on the Tiszadob Group ware they are applied in simple, 
respectivelly simpler versions, on the Bükk Culture pottery it occurs in different versions 
and between pairs of spirals, diverse complementary decoration is observed. A typical 
representative of the third group is a vertical division of the same or different principal motifs 
that occurred from the beginning of the ELPC (ALPC) becomes particularly characteristic 
for the Tiszadob Group and progressed steadily in the Bükk Culture. It occurs on different 
parts of a vessel’s exterior and in the Tiszadob Group sometimes on the interior. Motifs were 
divided similarly: 1. the motifs of the Tiszadob Group, often occurring with decoration of the 
Bükk Culture. The most typical is a meander motif and its variations. 2. The motifs occurring 
already in the Tiszadob Group, or even earlier, but continued on the Bükk Culture pottery, 
respectivelly further developed into specific “Bükk Culture-like” forms. For it, is worth 
mentioning at least the motif of individual spiral, simple “Y-shaped” meander motif or zigzag 
bands. 3. And the “others” motifs, that somehow, directly or indirectly, reflect the relationship 
between ceramic styles of the Tiszadob Group and the Bükk Culture. Selected compositions 
but also the specific motifs clearly demonstrate the principal role played by the Tiszadob 
Group in the evolution of the Bükk Culture.
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Pl. 2. Tall, interconnected bow-shaped lines. Compositions of the principal decoration. Tiszadob Group: 
1, 3, 4 – Kapušany (after Blahuta 1959, Tab. XIX:4; XXI: 2; Šiška 1989, Tab. 27: 16); 2, 5 – Fintice-
Košariská I. Bükk Culture: 6, 7 – Blažice-Nad ruskovskou stanicou. Scales: a – 2; b – 3, 4; c – 5–7; 1 

– without scale.
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Pl. 3. Various forms and compositional arrangement of interconnected and free-standing double-sided 
spirals. Compositions of the principal decoration. Tiszadob Group: 1, 2 – Tiszavasvári-Keresztfal (after 
Kalicz/Makkay 1977, Taf. 49: 21; 52: 7); 3 – Peder-Kenderkert (after Šiška 1989, Tab. 30: 14). Bükk 
Culture: 4 – Bodrogkeresztúr-Gróf Széchenyi Wolkenstein Ernő parkja (after Tompa 1929, Taf. XIV: 5); 
Boldogkőváralja-Tekeres patak; 6 – Kečovo – Domica Cave; 7 – Zemplínske Kopčany (after Šiška 1979, 

Taf. XII: 6). Without scale.
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Pl. 4. Vertically, respectivelly horizontally divided principal decoration. Tiszadob Group: 1 – Kapušany 
(after Blahuta 1959, Tab. XVIII: 3); 2A, 2B, 3, 4 – Fintice-Košariská I. Bükk Culture: 5 – Blažice-Nad 
ruskovskou stanicou; 6 – Humenné-Pod Sokolom; 7 – Zemplínske Kopčany (after Šiška 1979, Tab. XII: 

5); 8 – Edelény-Borsod-Derekegyháza. Scales: a – 1; b – 2A, 2B; c – 3–8.
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Pl. 6. Meander motif and its variations. Tiszadob-Bükk transition: 1A, 1B – Garadna-Elkerülő út, site 
Nr. 2 (after Csengeri 2010, Fig. 5). Bükk Culture: 2 – Zemplínske Kopčany (after Šiška 1979, Taf. XIII: 

2); 3–9 – Zemplínske Hradište-Konopianky. Scales: a – 1A, 1B; b – 2; c – 3–9.
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Pl. 7. Various forms and compositional arrangement of a spiral motif. Bükk Culture: 1 – Felsővadász-
Várdomb; 2 – Mezőzombor-Községi temető; 3 – Zemplínske Hradište-Konopianky; 4, 5 – Silica – Silická 
ľadnica Cave. „Heart-shaped“ motifs. Tiszadob Group: 6 – Kapušany (after Šiška 1989, Tab. 30: 13). 
Bükk Culture: 7 – Blažice-Nad ruskovskou stanicou; 8 – Zemplínske Kopčany (after Šiška 1979, Taf. 

XIII: 5); 9 – Felsővadász-Várdomb. Scales: a – 1, 2; b – 3; c – 4, 5; d – 7–9; 6 – without scale.
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Abstract: This study examines the cultic (figurines and altars) and the miscellaneous finds (loom 
weights, clay discs, miniature vessels, etc.) and a potsherd with painted figural representation which 
were found during the rescue and systematical excavations on the margin of Pişcolt village (Satu-
Mare County, Romania) at the Middle Neolithic settlement Lutărie/Kincsverem, between 1970-2001.
These finds date back to the three different evolution phases of the Pişcolt culture, and fits into the 
larger horizon of the Middle Neolithic, of a civilization with painted pottery, called and known in 
Eastern Europe as the Painted Pottery Culture. This essay is an analysis of the different finds from 
this settlement and a comparative analysis of the finds of this assemblage of figurines and others 
known from Alföld Linear Pottery Culture (ALP) and related groups from Easteran Slovakian 
Lowland and Transcarpathia.

In attempting to draw a picture of prehistory and to reconstruct 
our predecessors’ life, it is essential to regard all aspects of a culture 

as defined by Max Weber1: society, economy and religion.

Introduction
The Pişcolt locality (Satu-Mare county) is located in the Western part of the county, 

near the DN19 (Satu-Mare – Oradea), that passes through the village at the meeting point of the 
Carei Plain with the Nir Plain (Plate I/1-2,4). Across the village limits there are several creeks 
flowing by collecting water from the region and draining them towards the Ier Valley. The area, 
especially the creek’s terraces are rich in archeological artifacts starting with the Neolithic age 
up to the Mediaeval period2.

The Pişcolt-Lutărie (Kincsverem) settlement is at about 200 m west from the village 
center in an intensely populated area since antiquity. The Neolithic site is on a hill from the banks 
of the Ierul Rece creek, marking the sandy periphery of the Nir Plain. The first archeological 
settlement level dates back to the Middle Neolithic age represented by the Pişcolt culture, but 
at the place there are several levels of occupation from the Neolithic, Bronze Age, La Téne, and 
Sarmatian periods3.

The first archaeological research at the Lutărie began in 1970 after villagers 
had disturbed several archeological features by excavating out pits for clay exploitation. The 
researches at the Pişcolt-Lutărie archeological site in 1970-1977 were only limited to rescue 
excavations or field surveys lead by the director of the Carei Museum, János Németi. In this 
period were discovered in total nine archeological features: pits and and a grave at Pişcolt-
Lutărie and another grave at Pişcolt-Nisipărie belonging also to the Neolithic4. The rescue 

1 Weber 1980.
2 Németi 1999, 43-46.
3 Lazarovici/Németi 1983, 22-23; Németi 1986-87, 15-61.
4 Németi 1999, 45-46; Astaloş/Virag 2006-2007, 78.
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excavations at Pişcolt-Lutărie, after a short interruption, were continued in the 1980’s when 
four garbage pits with a rich archaeological material were excavated. Starting with 1995 the first 
systematic excavations were made at this archaeological site. Between 1995-2001 more than 25 
archaeological features were excavated, all three evolution phases of the Pişcolt culture being 
reprezented. The results of the research were only partially published5. In the framework of the 
national program for controlling and localizing archeological sites, GPS measurements were 
made together with topographic measurements during 2010-2011 (Plate I/3).

The discovered pits were dug to obtain the clay for producing ceramics and 
fireplaces, subsequently filled with household scraps (animal bones, wattle and daub, broken 
ceramic material, lithic tools, broken fireplaces, etc.) They are mostly of circular shape, oval 
or rectangular, with flat bottom or slightly curved with vertical or slanted walls. In some cases 
we presume that the pits near the dwellings were excavated for the clay needed to build the 
dwelling places similar to the situation from Füzesabony-Gubakút6. The dimensions of the pits 
vary between 1,20 – 5,70 m, and a depth between 0,15 – 1,60 m.

Figurines (idols)
In the Neolithic Age, besides ceramic vessels, were also made numerous other 

artifacts, with a functionality more or less clear, including figurative representations such as 
human or zoomorphic figurines, anthropomorphic protoms, anthropomorphic vessels or 
vessels of various special functions, the production of zoomorphic lids, religious altars and other 
objects. These pieces, so-called “cultic”, were made in connection with the ritual and spiritual 
functionality of the respective community7.

The interpretation of the anthropomorphic figurines discovered in prehistoric sites 
raised the interest of specialists since the beginning of the 19th century. Most of them have been 
interpreted in the ideological terms of a Mother Goddess and have been considered for a long 
time a proof of a prehistoric religion8. The interpretation of figurines was recently discussed in 
a paper by C. Ștefan9. 

In different archeological researches a big number of clay figurines (idols) were 
discovered. They were found in pits, in secondary locations, which makes it impossible to establish 
where they were originally placed – they have been rarely found in graves and in dwellings.

From the settlement of Pişcolt-Lutărie we have three fragments of clay figurines10.
One of the most beautiful clay figurines was discovered at the Pişcolt-Lutărie 

settlement, in a garbage pit, within a rescue excavation lead by János Németi in 1973. The 
feature was perfect outlined on the yellow colored soil. Its dimensions were: 1,4 x 1,2 x 0,50 
m, partially disturbed by the excavation for clay. In the garbage pit, a big number of potsherds, 
ornamented with incisions and black painted ornamentations were discovered; on the bottom 
of the pit the researcher discovered a fragment of clay (anthropomorphic figurine), ornamented 
with incisions, and black color painted lines.

The idol is brick-red/light brown colored, well burnt, tempered with fine sand and 
chaff, with polished surface. The anthropomorphic figurine, most likely represents a man. 
The head shows an inverted triangle shape, the eyes are represented with incised and 
black color painted lines, the nose is represented with a knob and the mouth is not shown. 

5 Lazarovici/Németi 1983, p.17-36; Németi 1999, p. 43-46; Hágó 2013,441-446; Hágó/Németi 2013, 21-37; Hágó 
2014 in press.
6 Domboróczky 2010, p. 98.
7 Gligor 2013, 69.
8 Ucko 1962, 38-54.
9 Ștefan, 2005-2006, 71-76.
10 Lazarovici/Németi 1983, 22, fig. 15/6; Németi, 1986-87, 31, fig.1/4; Maxim 1999, Pl. XV/1; Luca/Iercoşan 1998, 
158; Băcueţ-Crişan/Virag 2006, 47.
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The lower part of the angled body form is broken. The front of the body is ornamented with 
incised and black painted lines. The dimensions of the figurine are: height: 6,3 cm; width: 4,2 
cm; thickness: 1,5 cm (Plate II/1-2).

Another fragment of an anthropomorphic figurine was discovered at the Pişcolt-
Lutărie site, in the feature G1, during the 1999 campaign. The piece is made of good quality clay, it 
has a brick-like colour, good oxidation firing, smooth polished surface, tempered with fine sand. 
Only the upper part of the figurine was preserved (part of the body and the head). The head has 
a rhombuslike shape, with rounded corners, the eyes are represented by two little holes made 
in the head, the nose is represented by a knob of an oval shape while the mouth is represented 
by a short cut. Above the eyes the piece has eyebrows in a crescent moon like shape. The breasts 
are represented by two knobs. Out of the two hands only one hand was preserved. Above the 
eyebrows, the front is separated by the top of the head while on the back of the figurine a similar 
groove or channel appears at the level of the neck, a fact that might very well suggest that the 
figurine wears a hat. The piece does not have any ornaments. The dimensions of the figurine are: 
height: 7.7 cm, width: 5.3 cm (at the level of the hand), 2.5 cm (the head), thickness: 2.3cm (Plate 
III/1-2). Analogies for this figurine come from Gornea11, Zorleţ12, Kephaia13, Ostrovul Banului14, 
Hódmezővásárhely-Szakálhát15 and Kačica16.

The last piece is a fragment of a leg. This figurine fragment will be described below 
together with the altars. 

Analysis of the figurines
In the opinion of L. Domboróczki, one of the most important things is to define the 

category of figurines:
„Many of them cannot be assigned to a specific category, and even when they can, 

we can at the most describe them as anthropomorphic (male, female and hermaphrodite) or 
zoomorphic figurines17. 

However, in the majority of the cases it is rather difficult to establish whether the 
anthropomorphic figurines represent either a man or a woman, not only in the case of the Alföld 
Linear Pottery Culture (ALP) discoveries but also in the Linear Pottery Culture (LPC)18.

The first idol fragment that was discovered at Pişcolt-Lutărie can be classified 
as a triangular headed anthropomorphic figure (reversed triangle), a type of figurines that 
frequently appears in the Middle Neolithic settlements, in the area occupied by the ALP 
culture as well as in the Szatmár group, in the Eastern and Northeastern part of Hungary, 
almost in all evolutionary stages19. 

The majority of the researchers have worked towards offering an interpretation of 
the triangular heads, putting aside or discussing less about the shape or the ornaments found 
on the anthropomorphic or zoomorphic figurine’s body. A possible interpretation of the 
triangular head shape is that it represents a „mask”20 that was worn in different ceremonies, 
when dances were practiced with the intent to invoke the adored divinity21. In the recent 

11 Lazarovici 1979, Pl. XX, B/11.
12 Lazarovici 1979, Pl. XX, D/4, 8, 9; Pl. XX, G/9; Pl. XX, H/7, 11, 12; Pl. XX, I/8, 9.
13 Hansen 2007, Taf.106/4.
14 Hansen 2007, Taf. 134/2.
15 Hansen 2007, Taf 226/3.
16 Hansen 2007, Taf. 191/4.
17 Domboróczki 2013, 493.
18 Becker 2007, Fig. 4.
19 Németi 1999, 166.
20 Ecsedi 1976, 51, footnote 61; Gimbutas 1974, Gimbutas 1991, 108; Lazarovici 1979, 87-94.
21 Comşa 1995, 9.



János Németi, Attila Nándor Hágó

188

years, due to a large number of such discoveries, L. Domboróczki interpreted that the shape 
of the figurine’s head (with anthropomorphic or zoomorphic body- “centaurs”) would have 
the meaning of a dual female-male principle, through the triangular aspect, a bull head that 
represents the male power or the energy, in the same time representing the shape of the female 
sexual organs, a symbolic system that would have as an ultimate meaning the fertility22. 

The symbols of fertility as the reversed triangle, the V or M letter, the sickle shape 
(applied, painted or incised), together with the representation of the face of a man or woman 
body, appear on different pots in Körös23, ALP24, LPC25 and Tisa26 cultures, but there are also 
analogies from the Near East27. The fragment from Pişcolt-Lutărie is dated in the second phase 
of the Pişcolt culture.

In what concerns the ornaments or the style of the first figurine from Pişcolt-
Lutărie, we have a special case due to the fact that the frontal part of the fragment is decorated 
with painted and incised lines. The ornamentation consists of a vertical painted/incised line 
situated in the middle part of the body, starting from the neck towards the abdomen, through a 
horizontal line, which separates the figurine in two parts; a vertical line and two lines arranged 
in a wave style, are in the shoulder’s area. The painted/incised lines from the frontal part of the 
figurine, taking into consideration P. Csengeri’s interpretation about the ornaments that appear 
on the Novajidrány28 figurines, could either represent the clothing or a tattoo. 

An important part in the evaluation of the cultic role represented by the 
anthropomorphic figurines is given by the exact location of the discovery29. In what 
concerns the discovery location, it was illustrated that these figurines appear in non-
ritual contexts (garbage pits, dwellings, layers) but also in ritual contexts (sanctuaries, 
graves). The discoveries from the garbage pits must be treated with maximum attention. 
The “discard” of the figurine in such a feature (in most of the cases in fragments) has the 
meaning of the desacralisation of the piece, in other words, it has already lost its previous 
function that was initially attributed to it, the ritual and the sacred value has been lost30. The 
figurines that were discovered in dwellings from some places would indicate the protective 
role over these dwellings and settlements, a fact that was also found in the Neolithic era 
from the Near East31, and the ones from the tombs represent the protective divinities of the 
dead person or of the grave32. The same idea also appears in the case of the graves where 
anthropomorphic pots or pots with incised/painted human face motives were discovered, 
during the Middle and Late Neolithic33. In the opinion of E. Bánffy, the discoveries from 
the dwellings suggest the existence of a “cultic corner” in which certain rituals were carried 
out by the family members34.

It is of utmost importance to show that the majority of the discovered figurines 
were in a fragmentary condition; the head is missing as well as the separated parts from the 

22 Domboróczki 2005, 10; Domboróczki 2013, 493-498.
23 Makkay/Starnini 2008, Fig. 48/1-6.
24 Korek 1977, Abb. 17/1; Korek 1978, Fig. 23/1; Kalicz/Koós 2000a, 15-44; Kalicz/Koós 2014 Pl. 19/1, 31/4; Raczky/
Anders 2003, 155-182; Domboróczki 2013, Fig. 6, 498-500.
25 Becker 2007, Fig.1; Becker, 2007a,Taf. 26; Pavlú 1966, 701–721; Pavlú 2007, Přil 10/1-6.
26 Korek 1987, 50, fig. 14; Raczky 1987, 79., Fig. 33, 34, 35; Fig. 80, Fig. 39;
27 Domboróczki 2013, Fig. 6/7.
28 Csengeri 2013, 107-108.
29 Băcueţ-Crişan/Virag, 48.
30 Monah 1997, 30.
31 Inf. Prof. Dr. Gábor Kalla, ELTE Budapest.
32 Comşa 1987, 147.
33 Kalicz/Koós 2000,15-44; Raczky/Anders 2003, 155-182.
34 Bánffy 1991, p. 209-217.
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joint connections, and these are never to be found in the majority of the cases. In V. Becker’s 
opinion: „Oddly enough the missing parts of figurines have never been found, even when entire 
settlements were excavated. What happened to the missing parts is unclear. They might have 
been buried outside the settlement, or else thrown into a river, or even crushed, although we have 
to bear in mind that only a small portion of a settlement’s vessels could be retiffed. So perhaps the 
missing parts of vessels and figurines went the same way and were simply lost in the course of the 
millennia”35. It is also rather difficult to establish whether the breakage of the idols happened 
on purpose or accidentally.

We have analogies of the triangular headed figurines from Debrecen-Józsa, 
Hatház u. 3636, Mezőkövesd-Mocsolyás37, Füzesabony-Gubakút38, Novajidrány39, Ebes-Vörös 
Csillag Tsz. Agyagbánya40, Tiszavalk-Négyes41, Hajdúszoboszló-Téglagyár42, Hortobágy-
Zám43, Balsa-Fecskepart44, Edelény-Borsod45, Tiszabezdéd-Servápa46, Tiszalök-Hajnalos47, 
Tiszavasvári-Keresztfal48, Endrőd-Öregszőlők XI.49, Bükkábrány-Kőkúti dülő50, Tiszaszőlős-
Aszópart51, Hejőpapi-Hulladéktároló52 from ALP Culture and Szatmár Group, but we also 
have analogies from the Northwestern part of Romania53. The triangular head also appears 
in the Vinča A-C culture, in the Banat54 and in the Southeastern part of Europe55. We believe 
that it is appropriate to mention that the triangular head also appears on the zoomorphic 
body as well, on the “centaur” type figurines, which are scattered on the settlements of the 
ALP and Szatmár56 cultures. Such pieces are also found in the Southeastern part of Europe 
and Bulgaria, Serbia, and are part of the Vinča culture, especially in the C-D57 phases. In what 
concerns Romania, we do not have such information yet, in what regards these “centaur” 
like pieces. Sometimes the triangular head or the human head appears as a vessel handle at 

35 Becker 2007, 122-123.
36 Nagy 1999, 34,fig. 3/1a-c.
37 Kalicz/Koós 2000, fig. 10/1-2; Kalicz/Koós 2014, 6/9-10, 7/3-5, 11; 8/2.
38 Domboróczki 1997, 164, Fig. 57–59; Domboróczki 2001. pl. 10; Domboróczki 2013, 494, fig. 5/6-8; Kalicz/Koós 
2000a, 59, 9/6 tábla; 60, 10/1-4 tábla.
39 Csengeri 2013, Fig. 3/1-3; Fig. 8/1.
40 Kalicz/Makkay 1977, Taf. 15, 16; Nagy 1999, 34, fig. 3/3a-c.
41 Raczky 1988, 21/6; Nagy 1998, 25/6a-b tábla.
42 Nagy 1998, 35, 3/a-c.
43 Nagy 1998, 35, 2/2a-c.
44 Kalicz/Makkay 1977, Taf. 84/5.
45 Csalog 1955, IV. t./2, 3; Kalicz/Makkay 1977, Taf. 107/1.
46 Kalicz/Makkay 1977, Taf. 84/2.
47 Kurucz 1989, LXXX t/l.
48 Kalicz/Makkay 1977, Taf. 85/1.
49 Makkay 1992, Pl. 15/2.
50 Selján/Veres 2008, 9, 3/4. 
51 Kovács 2007, 6. t. 9.
52 Selján 2009, 16, 3 kép.
53 Băcueţ-Crişan 2013, 83-84, Pl. III/1a-b.
54 Comşa 1995, 32-33, 151, Fig. 22/1, 10-13; 152, Fig. 23/1, 3; 153, Fig. 24/1-4, 8; 154, 25/1, 4; 155, Fig. 26/1-2, 4, 6-10.
55 Draşovean 1996, Pl. XXVIII/1, 2, 10, 11; Gimbutas 1991, Fig. 8-14; Karmanski 1977, T. VI/1 a, b; Lazarovici 1973, 
Fig. 21/14; 1979, Fig. 7/1, 5-14, Fig. 8 [89. p.]; 1985, Fig. 2/8; T. XIV/1 a, T. XVI/2 a; Monah 1997, Fig. 2/10; Quitta 
1960, Abb. 16 k
56 Kalicz/Koós 1997 31, 17. kép; Kalicz/Koós 2001a, 60,10/ 5-7tábla; Koós 2003,2/4; Domboróczki 2005, 41, 4/2 
tábla; Domboróczki 2013, 492, Fig. 2/2-3; Selján/Veres 2008, 9, 3/2 kép; 16, 8/1 kép; 18, 10/1 kép; 21, 12/1-3; Selján 
2009 14-19, 1/1-2, 2; kép; Csengeri 2013, 93, Fig. 2. 5, Fig. 8. 1; Becker 2007a, Abb. 10; Kalicz/Koós 2014, 10/1-2 tábla.
57 Selján 2009, 18.
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Mezőkeresztes-Repcsényes (A4OL-20. lh.) in the ALPC58 and in the Bükk 59, Szatmár60 or 
LBK61 cultures.

Potsherd with painted human representation
In 1970, through the clay process extraction, a certain number of archaeological 

features were disturbed, that were dated in the Neolithic (Pişcolt Group) and Celtic era, 
but also in the 2 th to 4th centuries A.D. The archaeological materials gathered by the locals 
were given to J. Németi. Among these materials there was a vessel belly picturing a human 
silhouette, fragment which comes from a storage vessel (pot or amphora), of a light brown 
color, covered with a brown slip. On the right side, there are painted eight parallel lines, while 
on the left side, a human silhouette was painted in brown62. In most of the cases the black 
colour decorations were fallenoff, leaving only their marks, now red or brown in colour. The 
black colour decoration was painted with birch bark tar (obtained from birch bark by heating) 
and resin (the substance obtained by drying the liquid obtained by tapping birch trunks)63. The 
circle represents the head, the straight line the neck, and the square with the lines represents 
the body, the legs and the arms (Plate II/3). The ceramic fragment is dated from the second 
phase of the Pişcolt culture.

Their interpretation is rather difficult and opinions may vary. These figurines 
and reliefs might represent local important aspects of earthly persons as well as supernatural 
beings, among others goddesses of fertility or gods whose duty was to protect the home64 or, 
in the opinion of Y. Garfinkel, painted, relief, carved or incised representations always appear 
to represent dancing.65 That dance probably represents the adorations of gods or goddesses, a 
praying attitude, associated with the economic activity or with propaganda or with mythological 
details, a comradeship between members of the society at times of leisure in a relaxed atmosphere 
or a communal banquet, in which people are eating and drinking together66.

These painted, reliefed, carved or incised representations occur in assemblages 
locatable in the Near East, Anatolia67, the Levant and Egypt, and also Southeastern Europe, 
between the earliest Neolithic around 9000 (Pre-Pottery Neolithic B) and 3000 B.C. and in 
different Neolithic cultures of the Danubian territory (in the material of the Körös-Starčevo, 
Karanovo, Vinča, Linear Pottery, Cucuteni, Gumelniţa, and related cultures)68, Central 
Europe69 and in the Neolithic of Southeast Europe (including cultures of Greece, Bulgaria, 
the former Yugoslavia, Romania and the Dniester Basin), Hungary, Slovakia and the Czech 
Republik70, or in the Near-East71.

58 Selján/Veres 2008, 16-17, 9/1 kép.
59 Csengeri 2001,4/1-2 kép.
60 Kalicz/Koós 2014, 7/1;-2; 15/4 kép, 33/2.
61 Becker 2007a,Abb.8; Bánffy 2003, Abb. 5; Bánffy 2005, Fig. 5.
62 Lazarovici/Németi 1983, Pl. XXI/3.
63 Jakucs/Sándor 2012, 317-316.
64 Makkay, 2006, 80.
65 Garfinkel, 2003.
66 Makkay, 2006, 81.
67 Mellart 1967, Pl. VII.
68 Makkay, 2006, 80.
69 Becker 2007, Fig. 1/3,5; Garfinkel 2010, Fig. 1/1-6, Fig. 3, Fig. 4/1-3, Fig 5. 1/1-2, Fig. 6/1-3.
70 Garfinkel, 2003, 205-231; Makkay, 2006, Fig. 1-2; Siklósi, 2004, fig. 13; Makkay/Starnini 2008, Fig 34-47, Fig. 
364/1; Brezinova/Pazinova 2011, Tab. 2/1-2; Németi 2014 in press; Maxim et al. 2009, Fig. 92; Potushniak 1999, Pl. 
VI/12; Türkcan 2007, Fig. 3; Lazarovici 1987, Fig3/9.
71 Garfinkel, 2003, fig. 7.8/a-e; 7.9/a-c; 8.28/a-d; 8.29/a-b; 8.30/a-f.
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Altars
The altars, the sacrificial vessels and the figurines may have been the 

paraphernalia of a fertility cult, and it seems likely that they were used in a similar manner 
from the Körös culture, through the ALPC period, up to the Tisza culture. Just as they were 
also used from Çatal Hüyük to Parţa as well, and underwent relatively few formal changes 
during the Körös, ALP and Tisza cultures72. In the ALP, LBK and Szatmár culture as well 
as in the Pişcolt group we have only four-footed, table like altars.

From the eponymous site of the Pişcolt group from Pişcolt-Lutărie, we know 
about the existence of two pieces of small altars, and these pieces are connected to the 
cultic/spiritual life of the site. They come from household pits and they were discovered 
through rescue and systematic excavations.

1. Four-legged, table like altar
It was discovered in the feature nr. 5 (G5/1975), a garbage pit, on the occasion 

of a rescue excavation. The archaeological feature was irregularly shaped, had a diameter 
of 1.25 m and a depth of 1,65 m, and the inventory consists of numerous fragments with 
Lippenrand rims, obsidian pieces, animal bones, potsherds ornamented with finger 
impression and painted potsherds. Based on the ornamentation of the potsherds, the 
feature can be dated to the Pişcolt I phase.

It is a four-footed table like altar (L: 7 cm, W: 6 cm, T: 1,5 cm) with a good 
oxidation firing, light brown and red-brick colored, tempered with sand, with a polished 
surface, without ornamentation, the four feet being preserved fragmentary73 (Plate IV/1).

2. Four-legged, table like altar
It was found in the feature nr. 1 (G1/1995), a garbage pit, by a systematical 

excavation. The pit had an irregularly shape and the inventory consists of numerous 
pottery fragments with Lippenrand rims, and a few fragments with finger impression, 
incised, carved ornaments and paint, animal bones, ocher, fragment of fireplaces. Based 
on the potsherds, the feature can be dated to the Pişcolt I phase.

The find is a four-footed tablelike altar (L: 6,8 cm, W: 7 cm, T: 1,2 cm) with 
good reducing firing, light brown colored, tempered with sand and chaff, with a semi-
coarse surface and, without ornamentation (Plate IV/2).

We know such kind of altars from Füzesabony-Gúbakút74, Mezőkövesd-
Mocsolyás75, Novajidrány-Elkerülő út76, Eisleben77, etc.

Like in the case of the figurines or other cultic objects, opinions may vary 
in what concerns the interpretation and functionality of the altars. The place where the 
piece was discovered is also important78. Some of the scholars are interpreting that these 
altars had a multiple functionality; they were used during the rituals for the burning of 
the offerings or for the burning of some spices at feasts or when there was a storm or 
a disease. They were also used for keeping the fire, for current lighting (the piece from 
Gornea can be hanged and used as a chandelier). Other uses were that of a night-watch 
lamp for children or sick persons, or that of a base for idols79. Another opinion is that these 
pieces were used for presenting food or drinks to a supernatural being, which ensures and 

72 Domboróczky 2013, 492, Fig. 2.
73  Lazarovici/Németi 1983, Fig. 9/3.
74 Domborócki 1997, 23 6.kép, 164. 50-51; Domboróczky 2013, 492, Fig. 2.
75 Kalicz/Koós 2014, 9/3 tábla, 18/10, 19/4, 12-14 tábla.
76 Csengeri 2003, 61.
77 Lünning 1991, 35, Abb. 7
78 See footnote 25 and 29.
79 Maxim 2000, 121-122.
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maintains fertility. The essence of the offering may also involve honour, gratitude, or the 
nourishing of a supernatural power80.

Besides fragments of table like altars, in the site of Pişcolt-Lutărie, the researchers 
found fragments of legs that belonged to quadrilateral shaped altars, or fragments that belonged 
to anthropomorphic vessels. We also have from this site a piece of anthropomorphic idol or 
altar, presenting a shape of “slippers or shoe”. 

1. The first piece renders in a realistic way the shape of a human being. It was 
founded in the feature G2/2000, has a brickreddish color and a good oxidation firing, a smooth 
surface, and the material used as temper was sand and pebbles. The dimensions of the piece are: 
height: 3.5 cm, thickness: 1.5 cm. The fragment is without ornaments. (Plate V/3). The piece 
comes from a small altar, or from a zoomorphic or anthropomorphic figurine. Analogies can be 
found in the ALP culture.

2. The second piece realistically renders the shape of a human foot and was found 
in the feature G2/197181. It has a grayish color, good reduction firing, a smooth surface, and fine 
sand and chaff were used as temper. The dimensions of the piece are: height: 6 cm, thickness: 
2.3 cm. The fragment is not decorated (Plate V/1). Analogies can be found at Samossályi82, 
Kisvarsány-Gubéri83, Zalužice84, Zemplinske Kopčany85, Mezőkövesd-Mocsolyás86.

3. The third piece, most probably comes from a four-legged anthropomorphic 
quadrilateral altar. It was discovered in the feature G8/1998. The fragment of the altar out of 
which the leg and a piece of wall were preserved, realistically renders the shape of a human 
foot, made of good quality clay, good oxidation firing, with a smooth surface, tempered with 
fine sand and pebbles. The piece is decorated with incised lines, with a geometric background. 
The dimensions of the piece are: height: 8.5 cm, width: 5.5 cm, thickness: 2 cm (Plate V/4). 
We can find the best analogies in Hungary, in the Szatmár Group, at Tiszaszőlős-Domaháza87 
and Tiszacsege-Homokbánya88 group settlements, and at Deva-Tăulaş89, Rast90, Broos/Orăştie-
Böhmerberg/ Dealul Pemilor91, but this kind of piece is also present in a few Midle Neolithic 
settlements92. In L. Domboróczki’s opinion, the piece comes from a “centaur figurine”. A similar 
decor was also found on a fragment from two altars at Mezőkövesd-Mocsolyás.93

4. The clay “slipper” was discovered in the feature G62 from 2001. It is made of 
good quality clay, scarlet like colour, good oxidation firing, with a smooth polished surface, 
tempered with fine sand and chaff. The piece is not decorated, the upper part of the piece is 
broken. Dimensions: length: 6 cm, width: 3.2 cm, height: 1.2 cm (Plate V/2). Similar pieces were 
found at Mezőkövesd-Mocsolyás94, in the Gumelniţa Culture95 and in other Middle Neolithic 
settlements from southeastern Europe96.

80 Domboróczki 2013, 493.
81 Lazarovici/Németi 1983, Fig. 18/6, Pl. I/3.
82 Korek 1977, Abb. 3/11.
83 Korek 1977, Abb. 11/1.
84 Vizdal 1997 Pl. IV-49/8.
85 Šiška 1989, Tab. 40/5.
86 Kalicz/Koós 9/7-9 tábla.
87 Domboróczi 2005a, 10. Fig. 5.
88 Kalicz/Makkay, 1977 Abb. 5/7a, 7b; Makkay/Starnini 2008, 153/5,6.
89 Daróczi/Miertoiu/Rotea, in press, Pl. 6/6.
90 Dumitrescu 1988, pl. 16/87.
91 Luca 1995, Taf. 1. Abb.1.
92 Csalog 1960, 192, figs. 8-9; Paluch 2010, Fig. 18; Paluch 2013, Fig.9.
93 Kalicz, Koós 2014, Pl. 9/1-2 .
94 Kalicz/Koós 2014, Pl.8/5.
95 Neagoe 2009, 252, fig. 6a-b;
96 Hansen 2007, pl. 169/11.
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Clay spoons
The clay spoons appear for the first time in the Early Neolithic 97 and during the 

entire prehistory they can be found in different archaeological settlements across the Carpathian 
Basin. They are made of good quality clay, with smooth surfaces, and in the majority of the 
cases they appear without ornaments. They are frequently discovered in a fragmentary state 
in household pits, nearby dwellings, in some less often cases they also appear in dwellings or 
tombs. Their number is relatively low and it is supposed that the majority of the spoons were 
made out of wood98.

At the settlement of Pişcolt-Lutărie have been found two clay spoons in a fragmentary 
state and they were located in household pits. 

1. The piece was discovered in the feature G1/1995. It is a good quality clay spoon 
and has oxidation firing, is brick-red in color and has a smooth surface decorated with incisions 
(lines in waves) on the entire surface of the piece. Only half of the object was preserved. 
Dimensions: length: 8 cm, width: 4 cm, thickness: 1 cm (Plate V/6-8)99. 

2. Miniature clay spoon, discovered in the feature G8/1998. It is made of good 
quality clay with a good reduction firing, light brown in color, with a smooth surface, tempered 
with fine sand. The piece has no decoration. Dimensions: length: 3.5cm, width: 1 cm, thickness: 
0.3 cm (Plate V/5).

Similar pieces were found at Mezőkövesd-Mocsolyás100 but also in other settlements 
from the ALP culture.

Bracelets
A new kind of personal adornment was often linked to a new costume, and therefore 

to new social messages to convey. One of the most characteristic personal ornaments marking 
such change was the ring bracelet worn on the arm, usually above the elbow, and employed 
during the Early and Middle Neolithic in Europe101. The former are made of stone, shell, and 
rarely bone or baked clay.

In the Early and Middle Neolithic we have relatively few discoveries of the “bracelets” 
or clay circles in Romania102, Hungary103, in the Carpathian Basin, but as well as in the Eastern 
and Central part of Europe. In the majority of the cases, these objects come from tombs, or 
they are deposited in ceramic vessels with other objects, in this case we may refer to a deposit, a 
ritual deposition, or in the case in which it is found together with prestigious objects (Spondylus, 
pendants), a treasure.

G. Rezi Kató collected the clay ring finds from the Carpathian Basin for the entire 
Neolithic period. He shares the opinion that they were copies of stone and Spondylus bracelets, 
although for the types with angular cross-sections he accepts other interpretations as well104. 
Many stone/clay bracelets are known from the Carpathian Basin from the Middle Neolithic, 
interpreted by most specialists as imitations of Spondylus bracelets. They were distributed from 
Southeast to Central Europe105. The clay rings that were so frequent in the Early and Middle 
Neolithic disappeared in the Late Neolithic, which reinforces the suspicion that they were not 
copies of Spondylus bracelets since bracelets became popular in the Late Neolithic. It does not 

97 Makkay/Starnini 2008, Fig. 5-14, 19-20.
98 Kalicz/Koós 2014, 42.
99 Acording to L. Domboróczki’s opinion, this piece possibly could have been a fragment of a „centaur”.
100 Kalicz/Koós 2014, 12/3.
101 Micheli 2012, 241.
102 Lazarovici/Maxim 1995, Fig. 30/1,4,6.
103 Makkay/Starnini 2008, Fig. 143/5-16,144-145.
104 Rezi-Kató 1994–1995, 18–19.
105 Siklósi 2004, 36.
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seem to be an acceptable argument that at that time there was no need to copy them since 
the graves reveal that not all the members of the community could obtain them even then. 
Furthermore, these clay bracelets were always found in a fragmentary condition in settlements, 
often in large numbers, which implies that these bracelets had a different function106.

During the archaeological excavations from Pişcolt-Lutărie, the researchers found 
two objects and because of their shape, they were able to interpret them as clay bracelets. 

1. The piece originates from the feature G25/1998. It is made of good quality 
clay, has a good reduction firing, grey color, smooth surface, sand and chaff being used as a 
tempering material. It has no decoration. Dimensions: length: 5 cm, width: 1.7 cm, thickness: 
0.7 cm (Plate VI/8). 

2. The piece was discovered in the feature G1/1997 in a fragmentary state. It 
presents a slightly circular shape, and is made of good quality clay, has a good reduction firing, 
grey color, a smooth polished surface, without ornaments. Dimensions: length: 6 cm, width: 1.2 
cm, thickness: 1 cm. (Plate VI/9).

Clay bracelets with flat or circular profile from this cultural area were also found at 
Moftinu Mic-Pescărie B107 and in Hungary at Szamossályi108, Sonkád109, Mezőkövesd-Mocsolyás110 
and in the Southeastern part of Slovakia at Slavkovce111, Zdudza112, Malé Raškovce113 Velké 
Raškovce114, Zemplinske-Kopčany115, Pericei-Keller tag116 In the opinion of J. Korek these pieces 
could been used as bases for vessels117.

Loom weights, clay disks
Starting with the Early Neolithic in the majority of the archaeological settlements a 

series of clay weights of different dimensions were found, in our case we may refer to the discoveries 
from the Criş culture situated in the Northwestern part of Romania118 and from the Körös culture, 
in the Eastern, Southeastern and Northeastern part of Hungary. The clay weights were common in 
the Bronze Age119 but they were also found in the Iron Age in the Dacian and Celtic environments120. 
Their shape may vary (circular, oval, pyramidal, cylindrical), and in the majority of the cases 
they are not decorated; still, in some cases, we may find objects with ornaments or cuts, nail and 
pinched ornaments, etc. In the Vinča and Turdaş121 cultures or in other cultures from the Middle 
Neolithic, there are several fragments that are incised with different “signs”, and may be interpreted 
as an “ancient writing system” that was found in the above mentioned cultures but also on the 
Danube river line122. The main functional interpretations found in the archaeological literature in 
relation of these artefacts are as follows: “firedogs” (“andirons”) or other functions related to fire, 

106 Siklósi 2004, 36.
107  Németi 1986-87a, 102, fig. 5/7
108 Korek 1977, Abb. 3/2-4; Korek1978, 19/4, 22/9.
109 Korek 1977, Abb. 17/3-5.
110 Kalicz/Koós 2014, 16/6-8 tábla.
111 Vizdal 1997, IV-16/4.
112 Vizdal1997, IV-26/14.
113 Vizdal1997, IV-35/7-12.
114 Vizdal 1973, Tab. XVIII/2.
115 Šiška 1989, Tab. 18/13-16, 19/10, 12, 40/2-4,6.
116 Băcueţ-Crişan 2008, 30.
117 Korek 1978, 16
118 Iercoşan 1995, Fig1/3, 2/3; Lazarovici/Maxim 1995, Fig. 30/3; Hágó 2008, Pl. XII/4, Pl. XVII-XVIII; Hágó 2009, 
Pl. XIII/3.
119 Németi/Molnár 2012, Tafel 20/135; Tafel 25/152, 154.
120 Pădureanu 1995, Pl.23/6.
121 Roska 1941; Roska 1942; Makkay, 1990, 15. Tábla, 5-7; Maxim 1999, Fig. 97.
122 Merlini 2009, 21-43; Merlini 2009a, 69-91; Winn 1981, Makkay 1969, 9-49; Hágó 2004, 4-86.
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“linkstones” (“loop-stones”) used for fixing thatched roofs, counter-weights, door-stoppers, net 
sinkers, weapons or prestige items, tools for twisting fibres/yarns and loom weights123.

The interpretation of the pieces is strongly connected to the shape, dimension and the 
place where they were discovered. The most of them were discovered in household pits, together 
with animal bones and ceramic fragments, and there are cases when they were found in dwellings 
or in graves.

In the case of the small or middle sized objects, of simple and circular shape, round 
or oval, we may point out that they were used at fishing, as fishing net weights, or for the looms 
(in this case we have more examples of discoveries from dwellings), while the pieces that exceed a 
length of 20 cm and present a pyramidal or cylindrical shape were used as a weight for the straw 
house roof. Every object presents a hole in its middle with the help of which they were hanged.

At the site of Pişcolt-Lutărie three clay loom weight fragments were discovered, all of 
them in household pits. They have middle size dimensions between 8-15 cm, made of good quality 
clay, with a porous soapy surface, good reduction firing, without ornaments, with a hole in the 
middle (Plate VIII/1-3).

In the feature G19/1999 a large fragmentary clay weight was discovered. The piece 
has a quadrilateral shape with a hole in the middle, made out of good quality clay, with a porous 
surface of yellow color, without ornaments. The dimensions of the piece are: height: 8.5 cm, 
width: 4.2 cm, thickness: 2.3 cm and the diameter of the hole is 1.7 cm; this piece was used as a 
weight for a house roof (Plate VIII/12). Such pieces are found across settlements in the Szatmár, 
ALP or LBK cultures.

A special category is represented by the clay objects called “disks or tokens”. These 
objects were made out of fragments from the lower wall of the vessels. This type of object is present 
in the archaeological settlements from the Early124, Middle and Late Neolithic125, but it was also 
known in the Copper Age126, Bronze Age127, or in the Celtic environment128.

From the Neolithic settlement that represents the subject of this paper we have seven 
examples of such objects. They were all made out of the bellies of the vessels and they all spoit a 
hole in the middle (Plate VII/5-10). We cannot exactly point out or specify the type of the vessels 
out of which the disks were made of, but most likely the fragments come from large size vessels 
(bowls, tureens, amphorae, or storage vessels). In what concerns the category of the pottery, the 
objects are made of semi-coarse pots. Their shape is either round or oval, the diameter varies 
between 3 and 6 cm, most of them have no decorations, but on two pieces that were made from the 
lower part of the vessels which were painted, we found thin painted lines (Plate VIII/8,9).

Their interpretation may vary. Some researchers consider that these pieces were used 
as weights for fishing nets (hence the need to perforate the middle), but their weight is rather low 
(only a few grams). Other researchers pointed out that these objects had an important role in the 
magical or ritual practices, or they were simply used as tokens or pieces in different games. 

Analogies from the Middle Neolithic with painted pottery or from the early phase of 
the Linear Pottery culture we found at Moftinu Mic-Pescărie B129, Kisvarsány-Hidér130, Sonkád131, 

123 Mazăre 2013, 27-67.
124 Lazarovici/Maxim 1995,Fig. 31/6-8; Fig. 32; Iercoşan 1995, Fig.9/2; Makkay/Starnini 2008, Fig. 143/1-8; Fig. 
358/17-18.
125 Hágó 2011, Pl.VI/10;, X/6; Hágó 2011a Tab. I/11, XIII/16.
126 Iercoşan 2002, Pl. 28/6,
127 Bobald (unpublished pieces from the Carei-Bobald tell excavation)
128 Unpublished pieces from the Pişcolt-Lutărie Celtic settlement; Németi 2009, Fig.8/3, 11/4,
129 Németi 1986-87, 103. Fig. 5/10.
130 Korek 1977, Abb.8/6-8.
131 Korek1977, Abb.14/15-16.
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Zajta132, Tiszacsege-Homokbánya133, Mezőkövesd-Mocsolyás134, Slavkovce135, Zbudza136, Malé 
Raškovce137, Zalužice138, Velké Raškovce139, Zemplinske Kopčany140.

„Special vessels” 
In every archaeological settlement, vessels or fragments of such vessels are 

discovered, hence they are included in a different category, “special vessels”. They receive this 
denomination due to their shape or function. From the Neolithic settlement from Pişcolt we 
have several such pieces.

1. A lower fragment of a vessel (amphora, most probably) from the coarse category 
was discovered in the feature G1/1970. It has a medium size, smooth surface, good reduction 
firing, dark brown colour, sand and chaff used as a tempering material, no decorations. The 
vessel is perforated (Plate VII/1).

2. A fragment of a semi-fine storage vessel was discovered in the feature G1/1980. 
It has a good reduction firing, grey colour, smooth polished surface, the clay being mixed with 
fine sand and chaff without any decorations. The vessel fragment (the lower part of it) beans two 
circular holes (Plate VII/2).

3. Bottom and belly fragments of a vessel in a fragmentary state, of semi-coarse 
surface. It originates from the feature G10/1998. The piece has a good reduction firing, a dark 
brown colour, chaff and sand were used as a tempering material, and it is without ornaments. 
The side of the vessel is pierced (Plate VII/3).

4. A fragment from the bottom part of a vessel was discovered in the feature 
G31/1999. It has a semi-coarse surface, good reduction firing, it has a light brown colour, porous 
surface, chaff and sand used as a tempering material, and it is without ornaments. On the bottom 
part of the vessel fragment we could find two piercings (Plate VII/4).

5. A belly fragment from a vessel was discovered in the feature G1/1991. It hasa 
semi finestructure, good reduction firing, with light brown slip, tempered with chaff and fine 
sand, with a smooth surface, decorated with painted motivfs. The belly of the vessel is pierced 
and beans two holes (Plate.VII/5).

The vessels with perforations under the rim become rather frequent during the 
Middle and Late Neolithic, but as well as in the Copper and Bronze Age141, moreover, they are also 
present during the Iron Age, in the Celtic environment142. In the case in which the perforations, 
usually of a circular shape, do appear under the rim of the vessel, in these holes strings were 
introduced (see the case of the Celtic ceramic with graphite, iron wires were discovered in the 
holes) through which the vessels were hung on the ceiling of the dwellings. Some researchers 
suppose that in this way the broken vessels were repaired, or with the help of the rope/wire, the 
hot pots and the bowls were lifted away from the fire.Thus we may assume that the vessels that 
had perforations under the rim or on the belly were used as suspended vessels. Analogies could 

132 Korek1977, Abb.27/1.
133 Makkay/Starnini 2008, Fig. 366/3-6.
134 Kalicz/Koós 2014, 12/8 tábla; 16/11 tábla; 17/7-8,10 tábla, 18/1-2, 20/3-5, 10-11; 9-11 tábla.
135 Vizdal 1997, IV-5/9, IV-16/1.
136 Vizdal 1997,IV-22/1-3,5.
137 Vizdal 1997, IV-35/4,6.
138 Vizdal l 1997, IV-46/12; IV-47/10.
139 Vizdal 1973, Tab. XVIII/4-8.
140 Šiška 1989, Tab. 10/3, 11/10, 13/10, 19/14, 39/10, 40/7.
141  Németi/Molnár 2012, Tafel 18/199.
142 Németi 2009, Fig. 10/3, 13/5,
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be found at Kisvarsány-Gubéri143, Mezőkövesd-Mocsolyás144, Zbudza145, or at the Developed 
Neolithic settlement from Maroslele-Pana146. In the case of the bottom pierced vessels, we may 
presume that they were used for birch tar production147 a material used for making painted 
ornaments.

“Funnel shaped” vessels
In the feature 25/1998, a special miniature container was found. It has a funnel shape 

of a reddish-brown colour but with a little grayish core, worked out in a very kneaded paste, with 
thin walls (3-5 mm). The vessel is perforated under the rim with six holes, four on the belly, and 
the bottom ends with a funnel shape, similarly pierced. Dimensions: length: 4.2 cm, diameter: 2 
cm (Plate VI/5). A similar fragment comes from the culture layer from the trench S1/1998. The 
piece has a light brown colour, grey in the middle, worked out in a fine paste, thin walls (2-3 
mm). The vessel is decorated with incised parallel lines and beans a pierced lug. Dimensions: 
length: 4 cm, width: 2 cm (Plate VI/3). 

The function of these vessels is rather difficult to establish, but most were used 
probably to store liquids used on different occasions, or to produce “medicine”. Similar 
vessels have been discovered at Ciumeşti-Legelő-kút (Fântâna păşunii CII)148, at Mezőkövesd-
Mocsolyás149 and at Novajidrány150.

Strainers
“Strainer” type vessels have appeared since the Early Neolithic Age. We have several 

samples that belong to the Körös culture from Hungary151, but they also appeared in the Late 
Neolithic152. From the Lutărie settlement, two fragments of strainer vessels have been found:

1. Strainer fragment, discovered in 1999 in the culture layer. It is made of good 
quality clay, has a smooth surface, good reduction firing and a brick-red colour. The diameter at 
the rim measures 6 cm. It is perforated under the rim with a few holes (Plate VI/1).

2. A vessel fragment with a flow pipe that presents a funnel-like shape. It was 
discovered in the feature G1/1989. It is made of good quality clay, smooth surface, good 
oxidation firing with a brick-red colour, without decorations. The piece has a cylindrical shape. 
It, is perforated under the rim with a few holes (Plate VI/2).

The best analogies for the first piece are at: Sonkád-Haus 1153, Novajidrány-Elkerülő154 
út, Mezőkövesd-Mocsolyás155 and in other Szatmár156 settlements, meanwhile for the second 
piece we have analogies from Bükkábrány-Kőkúti dűlő157. In what concerns the use of these 
vessels, opinions may vary, some researchers do believe that they were used to separate the water 
from the seeds, or other liquids (eventually to produce beer) or to separate the tar from the bark 
and other materials.

143 Korek 1977, Abb. 11/2.
144 Kalicz/Koós 2014, 35/7.
145 Vizdal 1997, Pl. IV-24/4.
146 Paluch 2012, 57/1, 58/1, 74/6, 75/11, 76/5, 94/2,3, 98/5, 104/5, 106/7, 107/5, 118/9.
147 Jakucs/Sándor 2012, 310.
148 Németi 1997, 64, Fig. 4/1.
149 Kalicz/Koós 2014, 40, 68/2 tábla.
150 Csengeri 2003, 10/1 kép.
151 Makkay/Starnini 2008, Fig. 116/1-2, 127/9.
152 Iercoşan 1997, Pl. 10/6; Horváth 1987, 40. 24 kép; Hágó 2011a, XIII/18.
153 Korek 1977, Abb/1-2, 4-8.
154 Csengeri 2003, 12/1-2 kép.
155 Kalicz/Koós 2014, 15/13, 16 tábla; 17/9, 12 tábla; 44/6 tábla; 100/6 tábla.
156 Kalicz/Makkay 1977, 22-23; Raczky 1983. 177, 179-181; Nagy 1998, 26. 29 kép; Kalicz/Koós 2000a, 67. 15 kép; 
2002, 61, 74, Abb. 22-23; Kovács 2001, 80, 5-7 kép.
157  Selján/Veres 2009. 4/18 kép.
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„Askos” shaped vessel (anthropomorphic or zoomorphic figurine) or children toy
In 1998, at the Pişcolt-Lutărie archaeological site, in the archaeological feature G8-9 

(a garbage pit), a piece made of clay was discovered in a fragmentary state. It is made of good 
quality clay with good reduction firing, and it has a light brown colour with a grey coloured 
core. The surface is smooth without any decorations. It has an oval shape, the backside of the 
piece is sharp, the front part is missing (it resembles a bird), the piece is provided with a base. 
The dimensions are: length: 4.5 cm, width: 3.5 cm, height: 4.5 cm, thickness: 0.4 cm (Plate V/6).

The interpretation of the piece as a vessel is rather difficult, because it may be 
interpreted as an askos type vessel/zoomorphic figurine (bird?) or a children’s toy (rattle).

Askos type vessels are relatively rare in the Neolithic Age, only a few pieces are known 
in the Carpathian Basin, in Western Europe, or in the territory situated south of the Danube 
River. The oldest piece is dated back to the Early Neolithic Age in the Körös158 culture but we also 
have some pieces from the Developed Neolithic in the Vinča159 culture. It becomes prevalent 
as a vessel in the Bronze Age, and we have some examples from different cultures160. These 
containers had been used at some ritual ceremonies, they stored liquids that were consumed by 
the participants or offered to the divinity. Most probably they were a part of the set of the objects 
(altar, figurines, and miniature vessels) that were placed in the cultic corner of the dwelling. In 
the majority of the cases they are discovered in household pits (probably after they lose their 
“cultic role” they are broken and thrown), and rarely, they appear in dwellings or tombs. The 
piece from Pişcolt resembles the pieces from Battonya-Gödrösök and Luka Vrublevetszkaja161. 
A similar piece is known from the Körös Culture settlement of Rákócifalva-Cseber ér, that, in P. 
Raczky’s opinion, could have been an antrophomorphic vessel162.

The clay zoomorphic figurines have also been found in Neolithic settlements since 
Early Neolithic163. Thanks to V. Becker, all the zoomorphic figurines from the Linear Pottery 
Culture164 area have been gathered in a monograph. Taking into account the shape and the 
dimensions, the piece found at Bajč165, which is larger, resembles a great deal with our piece. In 
the spreading range of the Pişcolt culture on Romania, we however do not have such information 
about the existence of such kind of zoomorphic figurines.

The rattles are rather rare pieces with few discoveries in the Neolithic Age. Their 
shape may vary: round, oval, zoomorphic shape, star shape, etc. We have similar pieces from the 
Bronze Age 166 or from La Téne167. According to the researchers’ opinion, these objects were used 
as toys for children or for decorative purposes, worn on clothes or belts. Inside these objects 2 or 
3 small sized clay balls were introduced, making the rattle sound. 

Miniature vessel with flow pipes or nipple (child bottle) spoon
Pieces with a quite low rate of discovery in the material repertoire of the Neo-

Eneolithic cultures from Romania, nipple (child bottle) spoons, beside their constant occurrence 
at the site of Pericei and at Porț / Suplacu de Barcău „Corău”168 are also present at the site of 
Pişcolt-Lutărie. Given their rare occurrence, the speciality literature in Romania has offered 

158 Csalog 1959 1a-d.
159  Vasić 1933, Tab. XXIV.
160 Tiream-Kendereshalom, Carei-Bobald (unpublished material).
161 Egry 2006, 4/3-4 ábra.
162 Raczky 1980, 18, Fig. 10/7a-c.
163 Makkay/Starnini 2008, Fig.51/1-2, 52/1-4, 53/1-5, 54/1-4, 55/1-2, 56/1-4, 6, 7, 10
164 Becker 2007a, 9-95.
165 Becker 2007a, Abb. 4/1.
166 Inedit pieces from the Carei-Bobald tell, Bronze Age
167 Nagy 2011, 179-181, 118-119 kép.
168 Băcueţ-Crişan 2009, 60.
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them little attention, while for Transylvania and the Northwestern part of Romania, we can 
admit that only two studies that treat the issue of these pieces exist and one of them contains the 
only proposed typology169. Besides their rare occurrence, one of the most important aspects of 
the nipple (child bottle) vessels/spoons is the functionality, and one clue for this statement, like 
in the case of the other “special” objects, would be the place of discovery (dwelling, household 
pit, mortuary complex). 

The object from Pişcolt was discovered in the feature G1, placed in the vicinity of the 
Celtic dwelling L1 from 1997. It is made of fine clay, well kneaded, has a good reduction firing, a 
reddish brown colour with a grey coloured core. It has an oval shape with two draining holes and 
a gloving tube. The dimensions are: length: 4 cm, width: 2.7 cm, thickness: 0.6 cm (Plate VI/7).

Their use is divided based on the opinions of the researchers from Romania and 
abroad, thus more opinions were formed in what concerns their function. Due to S. Băcueţ-
Crişan’s170 study, we find out that these pieces could have been used for different purposes: 1. 
pediatric purposes; 2. children’s feeding; 3. lamps; 4. pipes (used for smoking hallucinogen 
plants); 5. objects with ceremonial purposes (libation vessels). We have analogies from Pericei-
Keller tag171, and from Malé Raškovce172 but also from the ALP settlements from the Heves 
County (Hungary)173.

Miniature vessels
Miniature vessels are material culture items that have usually been quite insufficiently 

studied. There are probably several reasons for this. The most important is undeniably hidden in 
the traditional approach to handling and interpreting prehistoric pottery174.

In every archeological settlement, besides the classical vessels (in terms of shape and 
size), smaller sized containers are also found, the so-called “miniature” vessels. Prior of presenting 
and entering into the details about the pieces discovered at the Pişcolt-Lutărie archaeological 
site, we should technically present what a miniature vessel is. In some researchers’ opinion, the 
miniature vessels fit in this category unless they exceed a certain height or volume175; like in 
the case of the other type of vessels and containers of miniature dimensions which had a well 
established function176.

At the Neolithic settlement of Pişcolt-Lutărie, between 1970-2001, over 30 miniature 
fragments were discovered, or in some cases even whole pieces (Plate V/4, VIII-X). The height 
of the vessels varies between 4 and 7 cm, they are made of good quality clay, tempered with sand, 
fine sand, pebbles and chaff, etc. In most of the cases these containers are not decorated, but we 
also have a few with painted decorations (Plate X/1-3,7,10; Plate XII/4,7) or on some pieces we 
could find handles or small buttons (Plate XI/2, 15). In what concerns the shape of the vessels, 
well made “miniature” replicas are to be found, replicas of medium and large sized vessels, thus 
we have bowls, tureens, storage vessels, pedestal vessels, etc. 

The biggest issue however, is their interpretation, which in most of the cases is 
uncertain. The function of these miniature vessels is seen in different ways, especially due to 
the discovery context. The miniature vessels are usually to be found in house’s post holes in 
a fragmentary state (most probably if they had a “cultic” role, after usage they are broken and 
thrown in the pits just like the figurines), and very rarely, they are to be found in dwellings or 

169 Băcueţ-Crişan 2009, 60.
170 Băcueţ-Crişan 2009, p. 59-68
171 Băcueţ-Crişan 2009, Pl. II-III.
172 Vizdal 1997, Pl.IV-35/16a-c.
173 Inf. L. Domboróczki.
174 Tomaž 2005, 261.
175 Băcueţ-Crişan 2013, 70.
176 Tomaž 2005, 263; Urem-Kotsu et al. 2002, 109-118.
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tombs. They are present as a funeral inventory in the Pişcolt culture177, in the Szatmár Group 
at Polgár-Ferenci hát178 and at Tiszalúc-Sarkad179. They appear in the Developed Neolithic in 
Transylvania180 but they also appear in the Middle Bronze Age181. In some cases we found pieces 
that were located under the floor of the dwellings, in the post holes, under the fireplaces or in the 
foundation of dwelling features, or in sanctuaries182. This phenomenon (miniature lid vessels, 
located under the fireplace) is also known in the Middle Bronze Age, from the Otomani culture 
from the Carei-Bobald tell settlement, or containers located in the post holes at the Mezőkövesd-
Mocsolyás183 or in the Late Bronze Age184. In all these cases the vessels had a cultic role.

In what concerns the interpretation of the function of these miniature vessels, we have 
five variants, each being maintained by Romanian researchers as well as researchers from abroad.

1. Toys that were constructed by children or by adults185.
2. The miniature vessels were made by children during the process of potting 

technique learning.186.
3. Cultic role – the vessels have been placed on the altars, in a certain part of the 

dwelling, and together with the anthropomorphic or zoomorphic figurines they were part of 
the so called “cultic corner” of the dwelling187. In these vessels seeds or different kinds of lichids 
could be offered for the gods.

4. Containers used for “drugs” or for alcoholic beverages188.
5. In some cases, the miniature vessels of common shape and dimension might 

have been used as drinking pots (Plate X/1-8; Plate XI/1-2).

Other clay finds
Besides the objects that were mentioned before, almost in all the archaeological 

settlements, pieces that could not be categorized, are discovered. Or sometimes discoveries that 
are less special do appear, rarely, in sites: hearth fragments (Plate V/9-11), ochre or adobe.

From this site we have several clay objects that may just fit in this very category, 
without offering a definition for their functionality. Through a field research, in 1997, a vessel 
decoration fragment (or a handle) was discovered. It had a horn shape, made of good quality 
clay, good oxidation firing, brick-red in colour, with a smooth surface. Such pieces appear on the 
shoulder or on the rims of the vessels (Plate VI/10). A similar handle appears on a vessel from 
Mezőkövesd-Mocsolyás189. Another interesting object is the clay cylindrical shaped vessel that was 
discovered in the pit G1/1970. It is made of good quality clay, has a good reduction firing, light 
brown colour, smooth polished surface, and it is without ornaments. The dimensions are: length: 7 
cm, diameter: 3 cm, (Plate VIII/4). It is supposed that the piece was used for polishing the ceramic 
surface. Similar pieces have been found at Mezőkövesd-Mocsolyás190, Slavkovce191, Zalužice192.

177 Băcueţ-Crişan, 2004, 73.
178 Whittle et al. 2013, 73-87.
179 Oravecz 1996, 51.
180 Lazarovici 1977, p. 23-24.
181 Németi 1969, 65.
182 Băcueţ-Crişan 72.
183 Kalicz/Koós 2014, 14.
184 Informaţii J. G. Nagy.
185 Tomaž 2005, 265; Băcueţ-Crişan 2013, 70; Karmanski 2005, 67, 69, fig. 42/1.
186 Băcueţ-Crişan 2013, 70; Tomaž 2005, 266.
187 Bánffy 1991, p. 209-217; Raczky et al. 1994, p. 233.
188 Kalicz/Koós 2014, 39.
189 Kalicz/Koós 2014, Pl. 98/1.
190 Kalicz/Koós 2014 ,15/12 tábla.
191 Vizdal 1997, Pl. IV-5/6.
192 Vizdal 1997, Pl. IV-49/6.
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Conclusions
Even if the archaeological materials presented in this paper were found in a single 

archaeological site, their number is significant. An important place have the two fragmentary 
figurines. The figurine with an inverted triangle shaped head, well known as a shape in the Linear 
Pottery Culture and also in the settlement of the Vinča B1-B2 culture, in this case ornamented 
with incisions and painting, is, at this moment, unique for the spreading area of the Pişcolt 
culture. The second figurine with its well evidenced head is also almost unique even if there 
are good analogies from Vinča B1-B2 settlements from the Banat or from Sesklo culture in 
Greece. We have to mention also the fragment of a pot with a painting formed of lines and a 
circle, representing a human silhouette. The interpretation of figurines and of their ornaments 
is a difficult issue but they certainly played an important role in the cultic life of the community 
and their discard in garbage pits, in a fragmentary state, was most probably made intentionally. 
These objects played an important role in practicing cultes and rituals linked to agriculture, soil 
or the Mother Goddess, as shown in the interpretations of M. Gimbutas, E. Bánffy and others.

Beyond cultic objects, we have to mention the other clay objects present at almost 
all settlements from the Developed Neolithic: clay weights, miniature pots, special vessels, or 
clay bracelets. Of these, we would like to highlight a single special object, the funnel shaped 
pot which has only three analogies at this moment: one in the Pişcolt culture and two from 
the Szatmár II cultural group. Unfortunately, informations regarding the function of the funnel 
shaped pot and of other special containers are still missing. Many interpretations were given to 
them, from the clasic one regarding these artefacts as cultic objects to other ones as for example, 
their use as containers for the consumption of medicine.

Another problem regards the so-called clay bracelets, with circular or rhomboid 
cross-section. As they were found usualy in dwellings and garbage pits and not in graves, we 
think, along with J. Korek193, that they were bases for vessels.

In this paper, our aim was to put together all the ”special” objects – cultic objects 
(anthropomophic and zoomorphic figurines, altars, human reprezentations) and other special 
clay objects (special vessels, miniature vessels, bracelets, disks, etc) – found at the most important 
settlement of the Pişcolt culture, the archaeological site of Pişcolt-Lutărie.
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Plate I. 1. Map of Romania; 2. Map of Satu-Mare County; 3. Topographical map of the site; 4. Localiza-
tion of Pișcolt-Lutărie.
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Plate II. 1-2. Incised, black painted male figurine (after Németi 1986-87, 31, fig 1/4; Maxim 1999 Pl. 
XV/1). 3. Potsherd with painted human representation.
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Plate III. 1-2. Clay figurine. Pișcolt-Lutărie G /1999.
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Plate IV. 1. Four footed table like altar (G5/1975); 2. Four footed table like altar (G1/1995).
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Plate V. Anthropomorphic shaped altar fragment; 2. „Boot shaped” vessel/idol fragment 3. 
Anthropomorphic shaped altar fragment; 4. Altar fragment; 5. Clay spoon; 6-8. Ornamented clay spoon; 

9-11. Hearth fragments.
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Plate VI. 1-2. Strainers; 3-4. „Boot shaped” vessel; 5. Miniature hanging vessel; 6. Askos shaped vessel; 
7-9. Clay bracelets; 10. Vessel ornament.
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Plate VII. 1-5. Perforated vessels.
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Plate VIII. 1-3. Loom weight; 4. Cilindrical clay object; 5-10. Clay disks; 11. Loom weight.
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Plate IX. 1-15 Miniature vessels.
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Plate X. 1-17. Miniature vessels.
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Plate XI.1-8. Miniature vessels.



Cultic and Miscellaneous Clay Finds from Pişcolt-Lutărie

219

Plate XII.1-7. Miniature vessels.





No Name, Looking for One. 
Miniature Artifacts from Porț / Suplacu de Barcău “Corău”

Sanda BĂCUEŢ CRIŞAN

Key words: Neolithic, Porţ / Suplacu de Barcău “Corău”, miniature pieces, unknown functionality

Abstract: The site of Porț / Suplacu de Barcău „Corău” is the place of origin for many miniature 
pieces: anthropomorphic or zoomorphic statuettes, vessels, cones, pendants etc. This article presents 
a new type of miniature piece found in this site, for which we have no analogies in contemporary 
Neolithic sites from Romania.

Located on the territory of two counties, Sălaj and Bihor, the site of Porț / Suplacu 
de Barcău “Corău” (Pl. 1), is currently one of the most intensively investigated in northwestern 
Romania, through systematic research made by Doina Ignat between 1973-19921 or by rescue 
archaeological research carried out by archaeologists from the History and Art Museum, Zalău 
(Sălaj County) and “Ţara Crişurilor” Museum, Oradea (Bihor County) during 2002-2012. 
Over the years there were many scientific papers and references to the archaeological findings 
from the site, as general information on research2 or monographs3 or different presentations 
of archaeological artifacts such as anthropomorphic statuettes4, spoons bottle5 or miniature 
vessels6, etc. This article continues the series of presentations of miniature discoveries with a 
unique type of artifact, which so far hasn’t got a functional assignment or even a name. The 11 
pieces discovered so far have no analogies in other sites from the area or, similar material has 
not been published. 

The artifacts:
1. Artifact (Pl. II/5; Pl. IV/4) discovered in S22 / 2012, level m 4-6 / 5-6, at -0,50-0,60 

m. It is made of soft paste degreased with sand and grog, and has a reddish colour. It has the 
appearance of a ring provided at the top with a small cup, slightly indented (Inv. CC 162/2013).

2. Artifact (Pl.II/2; Pl. IV/2) discovered at the level S24 / 2012, m 33-34 / 0-1, at 
-0.50. It was made of soft paste degreased with mud, sand and grog, reddish-yellow in colour. 
It has the appearance of a ring with a small cup at the top, slightly deformed or clumsily made 
(Inv. CC 164/2013). 

3. Artifact (Pl. II/3; Pl. IV/1) taken from S23 / 2012, square 4-5; at a depth of -0,90-
1,10 m. It looks like a ring with a flattened bottom, forming a base, equipped with an open 

1  Ignat 1998, 19-20.
2  Ignat 1981-1982, 11-32; Ignat 1982, 19-28; Ignat 1985, 275-278; Maxim 1999, 93-97; Matei et al. 2003, 248; 
Bejinariu et al 2004, 246-247, Băcueţ Crişan 2008, 13-26, Băcueţ Crişan et al. 2011, 215-218; Băcueţ Crişan et al. 
2012, 245-246, Băcueţ Crişan et al. 2013, 173-174.
3  Ignat 1998.
4  Băcueţ Crişan/Cârstea 2004, 11-15, Băcueţ Crişan/Virag. 2006, 43-59, Băcueţ Crişan 2013, 83-99, Popa/Fazecas 
2012, 7-26.
5  Băcueţ Crişan 2009, 59-68.
6  Băcueţ Crişan 2011, 21-31.
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cup, slightly sunken, made from brick-colored paste tempered with sand (Inv. CC 163/2013).
4. Among the first pieces discovered during our research is the one discovered in 

S6/ 2011, square 4,3/0.7, at a depth of -0.70 m. It has the aspect of a flattened bottom ring, 
fitted on the top with a small cup, more like a deepened pill (Pl. II/7; III/4). This is the best 
piece, made of soft paste tempered with sand, reddish with gray in colour (CC. 1487/2011).

5. It is the only piece discovered in a feature, the pit C95, from S10 / 2011 (Pl. II/8; 
Pl. III/3) along with an extremely large amount of high quality ceramic material, attributed 
to the early Suplac type from Porț. Made of soft paste tempered with sand, the artifact is 
slightly distorted. It looks like a brown coloured ring, set with a large cup, slightly deepened 
(CC.1491/2011).

6. The situation becomes again interesting when two other artifacts are discovered 
in the trench S21 / 2012, square 39/ 2.2, at a depth of -0.56 to 0.60 m. The first piece looks like 
a flat bottom ring and high cup made of soft paste tempered with mud and sand (Pl.II/1; Pl. 
III/5), the second has the aspect of a slightly deformed ring, high cup made by knotted paste, 
aspect given by sand and mica, used as a temper (CC 161/2013).

7. A fragmentary piece (Pl.II/4; III/2) comes from the trench S20 / 2012, square 17-
18 / 3-5, from a depth of -0,40-0,50 m. Only the slightly deepened cup and a small part of the 
ring were discovered. It was made by soft paste tempered with sand and grog (CC 4463/2013).

8. Another artifact from Porț / Suplacu de Barcău „Corău” (Pl II/6; IV/3) was 
discovered in the old museum collection. Into a fragmentary condition, the round ring is kept 
and a small part of the cup. It was made of soft paste tempered with sand and grog (CC 936/1983).

Another piece discovered in 2002 can be added to the other nine artifacts 
mentioned above. Into the illustration of the monograph of Suplacu de Barcău, we noticed 
one more piece7. If this is the real situation of the discoveries, we can say that overall we have 
only a few number of pieces -11 -, based on the amount of archaeological material discovered 
into the site. At first glance none of the artifacts is identical to the others. They have the same 
aspect, of a ring with a small cup in the upper part and the ring is circular or flattened to form 
a base at the bottom.

The first piece discovered on the territory of the Porț village8 was seen either as 
a pendant or as an anthropomorphic „violin-shaped” statue, being attributed to the group of 
Suplacu de Barcău9 or Bodrogkeresztúr culture10. Previous to our discovery, but with a slightly 
different form, is the artifact found in the part of Bihor county, in the research made by Doina 
Ignat11. Although the number of the artifacts is much bigger at this time, we have no data to 
indicate their functionality. We can say with certainty that they fall into the category of miniature 
artifacts. Being very rare and yet to our knowledge, restricted to the site of Porț / Suplacu de 
Barcău „Corău”, there are very few references. For Doina Ignat this type of piece is a support 
vessel with circular perforation12. For Diaconescu the first artifact discovered by us13, would be 
an early model in clay for Eneolithic gold pendants14. Other authors believe that these should be 
related to anthropomorphic models, because in terms of morphology are comparable with the 
Eneolithic gold pendants15. 

7   Ignat, 1998, Fig. 42/3.
8   Băcueţ Crişan 2008, Pl. 73/3, Draşovean/Popovici 2008, 131, Fig. 85.
9   Draşovean/Popoviciu 2008, 211, fig 85.
10  Draşovean/Popovici 2008, p 131, Fig. 85.
11  Ignat, 1998, 137, Fig 42/3.
12  idem.
13  Băcueţ Crişan 2008 Pl. 73/3.
14  Diaconescu 2009, 247-249.
15  Popa/Fazecaş 2012, 14-15.
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Even the discovery context gives us no clues regarding their role. A single piece 
discovered in a household, L14 from 1986, was attributed to the Suplac stage II / III16 and one 
collected from a pit, C95/2011, was attributed to the early Suplac type. As most authors have 
decided to an anthropomorphic model, a forerunner made in clay of Eneolithic pendants, we 
have to make two brief comments, one regarding to the fact that this type of piece appears since 
the early housing, is then developed during the phase II of the Suplac type, being in use in the 
last stages. The second concerns the types of anthropomorphic statuettes, in use through the 
three stages of the site of Porţ/Suplacu de Barcău, totally different to the pieces in question17. 

Regarding these pieces, morphologically, we distinguish two different types, with ring 
and with a base, a type that could be hung and one that with the right stable base, could be placed.

In conclusion, we keep in mind the idea that refers only to morphological similarities, 
that of the early models of Eneolithic pendants and that of a type of support for miniature 
vessels, still remaining open the problems of the typological classification and of the name given 
to this type of artifact.
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Pl. I, Position of Sălaj county (1), and Porț village (2)
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Pl. II, Porț “Corău” M
iniature artifacts
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The Role of Bodrogzsadány in the 
Late Neolithic Evolution of the Bodrog Valley

Katalin KOVÁCS

Keywords: Late Neolithic, Bodrog Valley, Bodrogzsadány, Csőszhalom, Lengyel culture

Abstract: The aim of this paper is to introduce the Late Neolithic settlements at Bodrogzsadány, 
in particular the site of Bodrogzsadány-Templomdomb. Several systematic excavations were 
conducted at the settlement located on a small hillock along the banks of the Bodrog River, which 
brought to light pits, fireplaces and the rubble of dwellings. The find material excavated at the 
site, with signs of local development, shows strong ties with the Lengyel culture; however, the 
influences of the Tisza culture are missing from the ceramic assemblage. Based on these data, the 
Templomdomb settlement is later than the Sárazsadány-Akasztószer site a few kilometres away 
from it, where the presence of the Tisza culture can be shown. The changes of the effects of the two 
cultures are not only characteristic of the sites at Bodrogzsadány, but determine the whole Late 
Neolithic development of the Bodrog Valley. The appearance of the cultures in the region, as well 
as the settlement density characteristic of the area may be explained by the occurrence of obsidian, 
whose mining and exchange was probably supervised by the local settlements.

Introduction
The research of the Late Neolithic period in the Bodrog Valley has received little 

attention in the past few decades, even though excavations of settlements in the north-eastern 
region of Hungary had already started since the beginning of the 1900s.1 The significance of 
the excavations conducted at the end of the 1950s is shown by the fact that Ferenc Tompa and 
Ida Bognár-Kutzián, in their chronological categorizing study of the Neolithic and Copper 
Ages, primarily referred to the finds found at these sites.2 The direction of research changed 
after the 1960s, when archaeology turned towards the tell settlements of the southern Great 
Hungarian Plain; and only recently has its northern area gained more attention again, due to 
Polgár-Csőszhalom.3 Thanks to the above, the chronology and settlement history of the Tisza 
culture, which spreads across the entire Late Neolithic period, is well-known in the southern 
region of the Great Hungarian Plain; while at the same time, we know very little of the Late 
Neolithic development in the north-eastern half of the Carpathian Basin, and the Bodrog Valley 
within that area. The paper aims at introducing one of the most excavated, yet still unpublished 
sites in the Bodrog Valley; as well as attempts to reconstruct the developmental phases of the 
Late Neolithic period in the Bodrog Valley through the documented finds. 

1  Kenézlő-Fazekaszug: Jósa 1914, 304–340; Fettich 1931, 78–102; Tompa 1929, 23; Kenézlő-Szérűskert: Kiss 1939; 
Bodrogkeresztúr-Kutyasor: Tompa 1927; Tompa 1937, 43; Patay 1957; Kalicz 1994; Paszab-Öved: Tompa 1929, 56.
2  Tompa 1929; Tompa 1937; Bognár-Kutzián 1966.
3  Kalicz 1994; Raczky et al 1994; Raczky et al 1997; Raczky et al 2002; Lichardus/Lichardus-Itten 1997; Raczky/
Domboróczki/Hajdú 2007; Raczky/Anders/Bartosiewicz 2011; Kovács 2013a.
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Geographical condition of Bodrogzsadány
Bodrogzsadány, presently called Sárazsadány, is located in north-eastern Hungary, 

on the southern slope of the Zemplén Mountains, on the right bank of the Bodrog River, about 
20 kilometres from the Tokaj Mountain (Pl. 1: 1). The village is situated at the confluence of 
the Zsadány Stream and the Bodrog River, on a relatively high point, at the edge of the plateau. 
The geographical and natural conditions of Bodrogzsadány may have been similar to the 
modern ones: there was a few kilometres-wide plateau at the foothill of the Zemplén, which was 
constantly destroyed by the river. A large floodplain extended in front of the plateau, unsuitable 
for human occupation.4 The only significant difference between the modern and Late Neolithic 
period was that the river running next to the settlement was not the Bodrog, but the Tisza with 
a much larger water flow. In the Holocene period the Tisza did not flow in its modern riverbed, 
it left the territory of Hungary at Záhony, turned westwards and headed towards the Zemplén 
via the settlements of Lelesz and Zétény. Here the river met the watercourses running from the 
north and moved southwards in the modern riverbed of the Bodrog River towards Tokaj.5 Thus, 
the Bodrog Valley meant the only natural connecting route between the Great Hungarian Plain 
and the northern areas in the Neolithic period and the Copper Age. The present channel of the 
Tisza developed much later, presumably during the early Bronze Age.

Late Neolithic settlements at Bodrogzsadány
There are three archaeological sites registered in the territory of the village (Pl.1:2). 

The first is Bodrogzsadány-Templomdomb (“church mound”), which is situated on a small 
mound north of the confluence of the Zsadány Stream and the Bodrog River. Two graves were 
discovered there in 1940, which were presented to the Hungarian National Museum. On account 
of the two graves, József Petróczy carried out verifying excavations in 1941; he opened several 
small trenches at the top of the mound.6 Sándor Gallus also excavated the site in 1943. In 1951 
Emília Risztics conducted a short, three-day long excavation at different parts of the mound 
with little result.7 The finds of the site also attracted the attention of Ida Bognár-Kutzián, who 
carried out archaeological investigations on the mound in 1958. She published short reports 
about the finds.8 

The second site, called Sárazsadány 002, was identified within the framework of the 
Upper Tisza Project on the opposite bank of the Zsadány Stream. The identified settlement was 
believed to be the Templomdomb site,9 which does not hold true, unless the two Late Neolithic 
settlements on both sides of the stream are interpreted as one site.

The third site, Sárazsadány-Akasztószer, lies slightly farther away from the village to 
the south-east, along a streamlet at the bank of the former Tisza. In addition to her investigations 
at Templomdomb, Ida Bognár-Kutzián also conducted excavations here together with Nándor 
Kalicz and János Makkay in 1958. The excavations revealed, besides other archaeological 
cultures, a settlement belonging to the „Tisza-Herpály Group”, marked out by several pits and 
six inhumation graves. Further smaller excavations were conducted to collect material required 
for scientific analyses in 1979, 1983 and 1984.10 The site was researched by a field survey during 
the Upper Tisza Project in 1992, and finds were collected over a 23 hectare area. There is only 
one more similar settlement known in north-eastern Hungary that has such a large size, which 

4  Schiel et al 2010, 34.
5  Lóki/Félegyházi 2004, 5–7; Schiel et al 2010, 31.
6  Gál-Mlakár 2010, 26-31.
7  Gál-Mlakár 2010, 31-33.
8  Bognár-Kutzián 1959, 202; Bognár-Kutzián 1963, 410; Bognár-Kutzián 1966, 268–269; Bognár-Kutzián 
1972, 12–13.
9  Chapman 1997, 158; Chapman et al 2010, 127.
10  Bognár-Kutzián 1959, 202; Bognár-Kutzián 1963, 311, 415; Bognár-Kutzián 1972, Fig. 33. Ia-b; Bánffy 2008.
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is Polgár-Csőszhalom-dűlő covering an area of 38 hectares.11 A geophysical survey was carried 
out at Sárazsadány, where the part of the settlement showed the densest Late Neolithic pottery 
scatter. The survey demonstrated deeply buried rows of structures 8 x 5 m in dimension, which 
were probably the remains of dwelling-houses.12

The current paper will deal with the excavations conducted at Bodrogzsadány-
Templomdomb among the three sites. Altogether there had been four excavations at the 
settlement, of which three will be introduced here:

Excavation conducted by József Petróczy in 1941
József Petróczy opened trenches on two distant sections of the mound (Pl 2: 1). 

There were three smaller trenches and a 1–0.8 m wide, 2 and 4.5 m long, L-shaped trench on 
the northern side; and a 3.3x3.1 m large trench on the southern side. The northern area was 
already disturbed due to road works in 1940, when 1–0.8 m thick soil was extracted from its 
surface. This destruction was so severe that there were no undisturbed areas in the smaller 
trenches, and the top 40 cm of the L-shaped trench also proved to have been disturbed. No 
features were opened during the excavations, only stratigraphic observations were made. After 
the disturbed stratum of the L-shaped trench, which contained finds belonging to the Bronze 
Age, a 39 cm thick layer was excavated with fireplaces and ashy strata. Here the find material of 
the Late Neolithic was found mixed with Bronze Age fragments. A 29 cm thick layer followed 
below, with stroke-ornamented and painted sherds. The lowest stratum was 38 cm thick and 
contained burnt fireplaces, with white-on-red painted ware and pottery from the Bükk culture 
found between them. In the trench dug in the southern side of the mound, again the strata were 
analysed without excavating any features. Altogether 7 layers were observed in a thickness of 
190 cm (Pl 2: 3), where the top I-IV layers contained Bronze Age material; below these layers the 
halves of both the western and northern sections of the trench proved to be previously removed 
soil. In the following V and VI layers, alongside the Bronze Age material, the Neolithic finds also 
appeared: flat-knobbed, red-painted sherds. However, a part of the southern half of the trench 
only contained Bronze Age material, where presumably a Bronze Age pit had been excavated. 
The bottom layer VII contained find material typical of the Bükk culture; this layer extended 
across the trench borders towards the north and the east.

Excavation conducted by Sándor Gallus in 1943
Five different trenches had been opened during the excavations (Pl 2: 1, 4). The first 

trench was 2x8 m, containing a single Late Neolithic pit (Feature I). Several pits were excavated 
in the 2nd trench (5x10 m), which can be dated to the Middle and Late Neolithic, Early Copper, 
and Bronze Ages based on their finds. In the centre of the trench, the burial of a child was found 
without any grave goods; there was a 1 cm thick red ochre layer below, and the skeleton of a 
dog. Among the features dug in the surface, the only Late Neolithic pit (Feature VII) connected 
to a round fireplace with daub fragments. Trenches 3–5 had varying dimensions as they were 
designated between fruit trees. Important stratigraphical details were recorded in Trench 3 
(2x2,5 cm) (Pl. 2: 2): here, above a pit (Feature II) belonging to the Bükk culture that sank into 
the subsoil, a Late Neolithic daub layer was unearthed, which may also have connected to a kiln 
(Feature I). The daub rubble probably indicated the remains of a building. Another Bronze Age 
fireplace (Feature III) was also excavated in the trench. Trench 4 contained three features, a Late 
Neolithic pit (Feature II), and a larger unit (Feature I) with mixed find material (from the Bükk 
culture, Late Neolithic period, and Bronze Age, probably indicating that several pits had been 
dug into one). Trench 5 also had a strip of daub, into which a Late Neolithic pit (Feature III) 

11  Raczky/Anders/Bartosiewicz 2011, 42.
12  Chapman 1997, 158; Chapman et al 2010, 123–125.
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had been dug. The dating of the daub layer cannot be determined on the basis of the recorded 
excavation material. Beside the daub layer, partly above it, stood a rectangular, stone-based kiln 
with rounded corners, which had been renewed once. A stratum from the Bükk culture was 
found below the Late Neolithic layers, into which the Late Neolithic pit was dug (Feature III).

Excavation conducted by Emilia Risztics in 1955
Emília Risztics opened three trenches near to one another on the eastern side of the 

mound in 1955 (Pl. 2: 1). Three pits were excavated, and no cultural layers had been localized 
in the two 3x5 m (Trenches A and B) and one 3x4 m (Trench C) surfaces (Pl. 2: 4). Bronze 
Age pottery sherds were unearthed from the pit in Trench C, and sherds of the Bükk culture 
were found in Trench B; while the pit in Trench A contained no ceramic material. Scattered 
Neolithic material, mostly from the Bükk culture, appeared in the trench fills. Farther from 
the three trenches, on the western side of the mound, a further 4x2 m area was also excavated, 
where a 120 cm cultural layer could be observed; however, data referring to the characteristics 
and dating of the layers were not known.

The records of the excavations at Templomdomb are, unfortunately, rather 
incomplete. All we know is that the excavations were carried out in minor trenches at different 
parts of the mound revealing traces of settlement layers, pits, kilns and house structures with 
burnt debris. According to the testimony of the records and the ceramic assemblages, several 
settlements of different archaeological cultures can be found on the mound. The earliest phase 
is indicated by the Bükk culture, several pits of which were uncovered. From the Late Neolithic 
period, pits and kilns were discovered, and also a relatively thin, generally half a metre thick 
cultural layer was observed in a few trenches. A detail of a building structure with burnt 
debris can also be dated to this period. The settling in the Late Neolithic period did not cease 
with the end of the era; further inhabitance is indicated by an Early Copper Age pit dated to 
the early phase of the Tiszapolgár culture. After the Early Copper Age the mound was settled 
again in the Bronze Age, this period was marked out by pits and a relatively thin settlement 
layer in the trenches.

Pottery finds
Within the Late Neolithic pottery finds, it is typical that the biconical shapes 

dominate instead of the globular vessel forms. In accordance with that, among the cups and 
bowls the globular types with narrow mouth appear in a small amount (Pl. 6: 10, 12-15), 
but the most frequent pottery forms are represented by the biconical types with straight or 
everted rims (Pl. 5: 1-10; Pl. 6: 4, 7, 11). Among the biconical forms, variants are known 
to have a concave upper and a convex lower part (Pl. 5: 5, 7; Pl. 7: 4, 7), as well as a convex 
upper and a straight or slightly concave lower part (Pl. 5: 1-2, 6, 9-10; Pl. 7: 9-10, 18). The 
line where the two cones meet is marked by a sharp break. They are decorated without 
exception with eight knobs: four knobs are placed under the rim and four are rotated, under 
the break. Besides the cups and bowls, fragments of three-parted vessels are also present 
in the ceramic assemblage (Pl. 6: 1-2, Pl. 7: 14). This form is characteristic of the I phase 
of the Lengyel Culture13 and appears in Zalkod,14 Veľké Raškovce15 and Čičarovce16 as well. 
Only a few storage vessels were preserved, these belong to the cylindrical (Pl. 8: 6) and to 
the biconical forms (Pl. 8: 8, 11). The hollow-pedestalled vessels are represented by only a 
few sherds within the ceramic assemblage (Pl. 8: 2-4).

13  Pavúk 1981, 292; Kalicz 1985, 47.
14  Kalicz 1994, Abb. 9: 1.
15  Vizdal 1986b, Orb. 5: 6.
16  Vizdal 1980, Tab. XIV. 1.
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Among the types of decoration, painting and different plastic knobs are common, 
while incised decoration is completely missing from the ceramic assemblage. The colour of the 
paint used can be red and white. Most of the time the two colours are combined, although the 
white paint may also appear independently, mostly on the inner side of the bowls (Pl. 6: 1; Pl. 7: 
8). The following motifs of painting can be distinguished: net (Pl. 6: 11; Pl. 7: 2, 4), chess-board 
motif (Pl. 7: 3, 11, 20), spirals (Pl. 7: 5, 9) and parallel lines (Pl. 6: 2; Pl. 7: 13-14, 16). The red-
on-white painting plays a significant role in the Late Neolithic development of the Carpathian 
Basin, although it does not appear among the finds of every culture. This decorational type can be 
found at most sites of north-eastern Hungary; thus at the settlements of Szerencs-Taktaföldvár,17 
Bodrogkeresztúr-Kutyasor,18 Sárospatak-Vár,19 Kenézlő-Fazekaszug,20 Kisgyőr21 and Polgár-
Csőszhalom.22 It is also common at the Late Neolithic sites of south-eastern Slovakia, where it 
appears at Čičarovce,23 Oborín,24 Malé Raškovce25. The red-on-white painting style is present 
at areas of the Lengyel culture both in Slovakia and Hungary from phase I onwards.26 Based 
on the results of the tell settlement excavations at Berettyóújfalu-Herpály in eastern Hungary, 
the red-on-white painted ware appears from phase II (the 7th level of the tell settlement), and 
becomes widely used in phase III in the Herpály culture.27 In comparison, we do not find this 
decorational type among the find assemblages of the Tisza culture.

Among the plastic decorations, mostly small knobs can be found on painted 
vessels, and the large, flat knobs are dominant. Similar flat knobs are not known from many 
other sites, its closest parallels appeared among the finds belonging to the proto-Tiszapolgár 
phase of the Sárospatak-Vár,28 and Čičarovce-Vel’ká Mol’va29 and Oborín30 settlements. Round 
knobs, flattened on both sides appear on two pottery fragments (Pl. 5: 5, 7), which resemble the 
owl-headed knobs of the Santovka phase of the Lengyel Culture.31 Besides these types, semi-
cylindrically formed knobs or pseudo-handles (Pl. 8: 10) and pointed knobs (Pl. 8: 7) appear on 
the storage vessels. 

As we have seen, the ceramic material of the Bodrogzsadány-Templomdomb site 
comprised mostly the vessel forms and decorations of the Lengyel culture, in addition to the 
local, northern characteristics. The pottery assemblage of the Tisza culture is completely missing 
from the settlement. The closest analogies of the ceramic material can be found in Kenézlő-
Fazekaszug,32 Sárospatak-Vár,33 Zalkod-Jakabdomb,34 Polgár-Csőszhalom tell35 and the III phase 

17  Selján 2005, CLXII. Tábla 5–6.
18  Kovács 2013a, 162.
19  Kovács 2013a, 188-189.
20  Kovács 2013a, 174.
21  Kovács 2013a, 176.
22  Raczky et al 1994, Table VIII–X; Raczky/Domboróczki/Hajdú 2007, Fig. Fig. 9: 1–2; Bánffy/Bognár-Kutzián 
2007, Fig.19, 1, Fig. 40, 11, Fig. 45, 1, Fig. 49, Fig. 62, Fig. 68, 1–2, Fig. 69, 2–6, 13–17.
23  Vizdal 1980, Obr 11, 15, 18, 20–21, 30, 39, Tab. LXXI, LXXIII–LXXIV; Vizdal 1993, Obr. 3, 1–2, Obr. 11, 1–2.
24  Vizdal 1961, 325, Obr. 142.
25  Attresová 2010, 351, Fig. 4:4.
26  Pavúk 1965; Točik/Lichardus 1966; Pavúk 1981; Kalicz 1985, 76–77; Zalai-Gaál 1993, 82–83; Pavúk 1994; Zalai-
Gaál 2002, 22–26.
27  Kalicz/Raczky 1984, 132, Kalicz et al 2011, 14, 53.
28  Kovácsa 2013, 189.
29  Kaminská 2007, Tab. III. 2, 6, Tab. IV. 2–3.
30  Vizdal 1970, Tab VII:2, 5, Tab. 1, 16.
31  Pavúk 1994, 172; Točik 1986, 274.
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of the horizontal settlement,36 Polgár-Bosnyákdomb,37 Hajdúböszörmény-Pród,38 in Hungary; 
and in Slovakia at Oborín,39 Egreš,40 Hrcel41 and Čičarovce-Vel’ká Mol’va.42 According to the 
ceramic forms and decorations, the material can be dated to the second half of the Late Neolithic 
period, which is parallel to the I-II (Santovka)43 and II phase of the Lengyel culture,44 the III 
phase of the Tisza culture,45 the III phase of the Herpály culture46 and the beginning of the 
Pleszów-group.47

The relations of the sites at Bodrogzsadány
Based on the observations made at the three registered sites, these sites actually 

indicate two Late Neolithic settlements. One is a smaller, 4–4.5 ha wide settlement, which is 
located on the hill and its side, on both banks of the Bodrog, at the confluence of the Bodrog 
and Zsadány streams (Sárazsadány-Templomdomb and Sárazsadány 02). The other horizontal 
settlement (Sárazsadány-Akasztószer) is much larger in extent, almost 23 ha, and lies south 
of the previous site on a flatter area. We know little about the chronological relations of the 
two settlements, as the excavation results of Sárazsadány are still unpublished; however, the 
preliminary reports tell us that next to the similar red-on-white ware as appeared among the 
Bodrogzsadány finds, the find material also contained finds from the Tisza culture indicating an 
earlier phase.48 Based on the above, we can postulate that the Sárazsadány settlement was the first 
to be established; while the Bodrogzsadány settlement is only founded after the disappearance of 
the Tisza culture. The two settlements existed contemporaneously on the basis of the occurrence 
of the red-on-white ware; however, it is not known whether the settlements are abandoned at the 
same time, or one after the other. The question of why two settlements are established so near, 
only a few kilometres away from one another, can be answered by the geographical location of 
the Bodrogzsadány site: the settlement lies on a well-guarded hill, half surrounded by waterflows. 
Due to the vicinity of the two settlements, they must have been in connection with one another; 
however, the exact characteristics of these relations, for example, whether a tell and horizontal 
settlement relationship typical of the Late Neolithic settlements of the Great Hungarian Plain 
had existed, cannot be determined so far.

The Late Neolithic development of the Bodrog Valley
The Bodrog Valley was regarded as a densely populated area compared to other 

regions in the Late Neolithic period. Similar settlement concentration can be seen in South-
east Slovakia; however, in other regions the settlements are scattered (Pl. 3). Of course, the 
settlements in the Bodrog Valley did not exist in the same period, as chronological differences 
can be demonstrated between them. Before the Late Neolithic period the Bükk culture spread in 
this region, its settlement can also be found at Bodrogzsadány. Here the unearthed Bükk and Late 
Neolithic pottery finds did not have any relationship with each other; consequently, there must 
have been a hiatus between the two occupations. A similar hiatus could be observed between 

36  Raczky et al 1997; Raczky/Domboróczki/Hajdú 2007; Sebők 2007.
37  Raczky/Anders 2009.
38  Raczky/Fodor/Mester 2010.
39  Vizdal 1961; Vizdal 1962; Šiška 1968, 92–93; Vizdal 1970.
40  Gašaj 1978; Gašaj 1981.
41  Kaminská 1987; Kaminská/Pelišiak 1991; Lichardus/Lichardus-Itten 1997, 182.
42  Kaminská 2007, Kaminská 2010 .
43  Pavúk 1994.
44  Pavúk 1965; Pavúk 1981; Němejcová/Pavúková 1986.
45  Kalicz/Raczky 1987, 25–27.
46  Kalicz/Raczky 1984.
47  Kaczanowska 2006.
48  Bognár-Kutzián 1959, 202; Bánffy 2008, 163.
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the two periods in south-eastern Slovakia as well, which is explained by climate change.49 In 
the Bodrog Valley the first Late Neolithic occupation is represented by the Tisza culture, which 
appeared without any antecedents. Settlements of the Tisza culture are known from the sites of 
Zemplín,50 Paszab-Öved51 and Kenézlő-Szérűskert.52 The ceramic materials of the settlements 
are characterized by incised and black painted decorations and globular vessel forms. These sites 
can be dated to the early, transitional phase between the I-II phases, and to the II, classical phase 
of the Tisza culture.53 

In addition to the settlements of the Tisza culture, other types of settlements are 
known as well. It is typical of these sites that beyond the Tisza culture their pottery finds show 
the characteristic features of other cultures, for example, red-and-white paint, three-part vessels 
and biconical forms. The most determinant part of these ceramic assemblages is represented by 
the phase I of the Lengyel culture, but the Stroke-Ornamented Pottery culture was also present 
besides the Tisza culture. In most of the cases, independently evolved local features appeared in 
the ceramic material parallel with the vessel forms and decorations linked to these cultures. Such 
mixed assemblages are known from the sites of Kenézlő-Fazekaszug,54 Kenézlő-Báji-homok,55 
Bodrogkeresztúr-Kutyasor,56 and Sárazsadány-Akasztószer can also be classified within this 
group. These sites can be dated to the middle and second half of the Late Neolithic, in the south 
parallel with the phase II of the Tisza culture57 and the phase II of the Herpály culture,58 and in 
the north parallel with the phases I and I-II (Santovka phase) of the Lengyel culture,59 the Malice 
culture60 and the Saborzec-Opatów group61. The pottery finds of these settlements do not bear 
the so-called „textile” pattern decoration, which is the characteristic of the late phase II, while 
the phase III of the Tisza culture is missing, which demonstrates that the late period of the Tisza 
culture was not present in the Bodrog Valley. 

The settlements of the third group can partly be dated to this period, that is to the 
second half and the end of the Late Neolithic. The Tisza components are completely missing from 
the ceramic assemblages of these sites; they are rather characterized by Lengyel components 
with locally evolved features. The pottery finds are characterized by red-and-white painted 
decoration, biconical vessel forms and the use of large, flat knobs. During this time-span the 
number of the sites decreased, such an assemblage is known only from two sites, from the site of 
Sárospatak-Vár62, besides Bodrogzsadány-Templomdomb. 

Unfortunately, the data from the sites of the Bodrog Valley are derived without 
exception from old archaeological records, which is why we know only little about the inner 
chronology of the settlements. The existence of the individual settlements must certainly have 
overlapped each other: for example, the settlement of Sárazsadány-Akasztószer was partially 
contemporary with the settlement of Bodrogzsadány-Templomdomb, but without new 
investigations the exact chronology of the region cannot be clarified more precisely. 

49  Šiška 1986, 251; Vizdal 1998, 103.
50  Andel 1955; Pavúk 2007.
51  Tompa 1929, 56, Tafel XLII, XLIII. 1–6.
52  Kiss 1939; Korek 1989, 45.
53  Kalicz/Raczky 1987, 25–277.
54  Tompa 1929, 23, Tafel XVI. 1a–1b, XVL, XLV. 5–8; Kovács 2013a, 171-175.
55  Tompa 1937, 43; Kovács 2013a, 168-171.
56  Tompa 1927; Tompa 1937, 43; Patay 1957; Kalicz 1994, 265–266; Kovács 2013a, 159-164.
57  Kalicz/Raczky 1987, 25–27.
58  Kalicz/Raczky 1984, 131–132; Kalicz et al 2011, 14.
59  Pavúk 1965; Pavúk 1981; Němejcová-Pavúková 1986; Pavúk 1994.
60  Kadrow 2006.
61  Zápotocká 2004; Kaczanowska/Kozłowski 2006.
62  Kovács 2013a, 185-191.
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As we have seen, the cultures appearing in the region played a significant role in the 
Late Neolithic development of the Bodrog Valley. Both Slovakian and Hungarian scholars agree 
on the course of processes; yet, the appearance of unprecedented ceramic types connecting to 
varying Late Neolithic cultures was ascribed to migration from the regions of these cultures.63 
The presence of the different cultures and the observed settlement concentration in the area 
can be explained by several reasons, out of which obsidian can be one. 33% of stone tools from 
Bodrogzsadány are made from obsidian, and the other settlements in the Bodrog Valley also yield 
a similarly high, 40-50% proportion of obsidian (Pl. 4). When examining the distribution of the 
stone raw material of the wider region, one can see that apart from one or two exceptions, the 
sites around the Zemplén and in South-east Slovakia show the highest proportion of obsidian. 
This indicates that the sites around the Zemplén Mountain and in Eastern Slovakia controlled 
the exploitation and exchange of obsidian, which was transported from there to Little Poland, 
to the Berettyó Region and to the sites around Polgár. The system of connections reconstructed 
from the distribution of obsidian may explain the strong Lengyel cultural influences in the 
ceramic material of Bodrogzsadány and the close analogies with the Herpály culture and the 
sites around Polgár.

Conclusion
Research has identified three Late Neolithic sites at the Bodrogzsadány settlement 

up until now, out of which two belong to the same settlement. Out of the two settlements 
Sárazsadány-Akasztószer was first occupied when the influences of other cultures had already 
appeared in the Bodrog Valley besides the Tisza culture. On the basis of the enormous size of the 
site, extending over an area of 23 ha, the settlement must have played a leading role during this 
time-span. Bodrogzsadány-Templomdomb was settled somewhat later, at the second half of the 
Late Neolithic, but still during the lifetime of the Sárazsadány settlement. The Tisza component is 
completely missing from the ceramic assemblage of this site, which demonstrates that the Tisza 
culture had disappeared from the Bodrog Valley by that time. On the basis of the high ratio of 
obsidian at Bodrogzsadány, the settlement must have played an important role in the mining and 
exchange of obsidian. The system of connections reconstructed from the distribution of obsidian 
may explain the strong Lengyel cultural influences in the ceramic material of Bodrogzsadány 
and the close analogies with the Herpály culture and the sites around Polgár. Based on the close 
parallels with the Lengyel culture, it can be assumed that it migrated to the Bodrog Valley. From 
the influences of the different cultures a local pottery style developed in the Bodrog Valley, the 
closest analogies of which can be found in South-east Slovakia and at the sites around Polgár; 
however, similarities can be demonstrated with the Herpály culture as well.
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Plate 1: 1. The geographical location of Bodrogzsadány; 2. The position of th+e sites of Bodrogzsadány.
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Plate 2: Bodrogzsadány-Templomdomb. 1. Trenches opened during the excavations; 2. The cross section 
of trench 3; 3. The cross section of the south trench opened in 1941 (Hand made drawing without scale); 

4. Map of the excavations.
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Plate 4: Distribution map of obsidian.
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Plate 5: Bodrogzadány-Templomdomb. Pottery finds.
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Plate 6: Bodrogzadány-Templomdomb. Pottery finds.
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Plate 7: Bodrogzadány-Templomdomb. Pottery finds.
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Plate 8: Bodrogzadány-Templomdomb. Pottery finds.



 

Considerations Regarding the Absolute Chronological Position of the 
Prehistoric Cemeteries from Iclod1*

Dragoş DIACONESCU

Key words: Iclod group, Late Neolithic, Transylvania, AMS data, Bayesian approach

Abstract: The Iclod group is considered one of the most representative cultural groups of the Late 
Neolithic from Transylvania. In this paper are discussed the absolute chronological position of the 
Neolithic cemeteries from the eponymous site and also that one of the Iclod group. The absolute 
chronological frame established through a Bayesian approach, is between cca. 5000-4450 cal BC. 
Therewith are discussed certain connections and chronological synchronisms of the Iclod group 
with other two Late Neolithic cultural groups from Banat and Transylvania: Foeni and Turdaş.

Introduction
The archaeological site from Iclod has become one of the Romanian prehistoric 

archaeology’s milestones due to the intensive researches carried out here by Gh. Lazarovici and 
his team, starting from the seventh decade of the XX-th century2. The results were a solid base 
in defining the Iclod cultural group3, situated chronologically at the level of the Vinča B2/C, C1 
and the beginning of C2 phases, reported to the chronological system for Vinča culture as it was 
drawn by Gheorghe Lazarovici4. More recently, the Iclod group was integrated, together with 
other cultural groups (e.g. Suplacu, Cluj, Cheile Turzii, Lumea Nouă), into the Zau culture, more 
precisely into the third and the fourth phases of this phenomenon5. 

The intensive researches, in successive campaigns, led to the discovery of a complex 
system of ditches (interpreted as fortifications)6 (see Plan 1), of a several using and living structures7 
and of two areas with inhumation graves labeled generically as cemetery A and cemetery B (see 
Plan 2 where the funerary discoveries are marked with red dots). These two cemeteries, together 
with other discoveries of funerary type assigned to the Iclod group, are the main topic of this paper, 
all the typological, chronological or eventually cultural referrals being directly related with them.

1 * The Romanian version of this paper, with minor differences, was published together with Gheorghe Lazarovici 
and Sorin Tincu in Acta Musei Porolissensis, XXXV, 2013 (see Diaconescu et alii 2013).
2  For a detailed research history of this site see Lazarovici 1991, 5-7.
3  Lazarovici 1977a, 227.
4  Lazarovici 1977a, 222, fig. 10. As long as stage B2/C (Lazarovici system) is paralleled by Schier (1995) with the 
end of C1 and beginning of C2, it is clear that phase C1 at Lazarovici is synchronous with what W. Schier defined 
as Vinča C2.
5  Lazarovici 2010, 122-125. Because our intention here is to present a brief history regarding the research from 
Iclod, we do not wish to discuss any aspects concerning the defining process and the chronological connections of 
this new defined culture (or those of the CCTLNI cultural complex – see Maxim 1999, 69), all these aspects being 
already published (see Lazarovici 2010, Lazarovici 2012, Lazarovici 2014). 
6  See Lazarovici 1991, 6-7, Lazarovici/Maxim 1989-1993, 352, fig. 2 or Lazarovici/Lazarovici 2006, 633-639. 
The magnetometrical prospection conducted here have shown that, in the B and D areas, the presence of three 
concentric ditches system, of „rondel” type, systems quite common in Lengyel culture’s area (see Mischka 2012, 
157, fig. 5, 6 and also Plan 1 from this paper). 
7  Lazarovici/Lazarovici 2006, 626-633.
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Relative and absolute chronology aspects
From the point of view of relative chronology the funerary discoveries from Iclod are 

framed into the following time span: end of Vinča B2/C – beginning of Vinča C2 (Lazarovici’s 
chronological system)8, which corresponds to end of Vinča C1-beginning of Vinča C3 (Schier’s 
chronological system)9. 

If these chronological horizons are compared to what is known from Tisza Plain, the 
parallelism to Tisza I/II, II and III and also to Herpály I-III10 must be underlined. Simultaneously, 
the contemporaneity already established of the Iclod group with the Transdanubian Lengyel 
culture (phases I and II) should be mentioned here11.

Based on the absolute chronology data established for Vinča-Belo Brdo site, taking 
into account the results obtained by Wolfram Schier for the phases 6, 7 and 8a (phases which 
cover the relative chronological frame end of Vinča C1-beginning of Vinča C3) it is possible 
to assert that the prehistoric cemeteries from Iclod could be framed between ca. 5000 – 4700 
cal BC12. The time span for phases Vinča C1 and C2 is confirmed also by the modeled dates 
presented by F. Draşovean13. Another proposal for the absolute chronological position of the 
Iclod group (and implicitly of Iclod cemeteries) could be found at Carsten Miscka (also here the 
Iclod group is embedded in the Zau culture) who offers the range (ca.) 5000 – 4500 cal BC14.

Methodological ground and the results of the current approach
Our analysis is targeting all the funerary discoveries published until now and 

assigned to the Iclod group15. Two other unpublished graves from the cemetery B from Iclod 
were also included here16. 

From a total of 109 graves unearthed in Iclod (40 in cemetery A17 
and 69 in cemetery B18) only 29 were published properly to be reevaluated using 
correspondence analysis (CA) (graves no. 1, 2, 3, 4, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 
21, 27 from cemetery A19 and no. 520, 2421, 3222, 35, 36, 37, 4023, 4324, 5125, 52, 5326, 

8  Lazarovici 1977a, 222, fig. 10.
9  We are discussing here about the chronological systems proposed for the Vinča culture. See for this the 
comparative view from Lazarovici/Lazarovici 2006, 119 regarding Schier 1995, 318, Abb. 146.
10  Raczky 1991, 340. fig. 8.
11  Raczky 1991, 340. fig. 8.
12  Schier 1995, 330, Abb. 149.
13  Draşovean 2013, 34, Grafic 1
14  Mischka 2012, 154, fig. 2.
15  The existing results are part of the post-doctoral project „The Late Neolithic of the Carpathian Basin”, holder 
Dragoş Diaconescu (2011-2013, Institut für Prähistorische Archäologie, Freie Universität Berlin), project supported 
by Alexander von Humboldt Foundation (Bonn, Germania). 
16  We are talking about graves no. 67 and 68. The unpublished inventory figures of these two graves were offered, 
kindly, by Ms. Zoia Maxim and Mr. Gheorghe Lazarovici.
17  Lazarovici 1991, 8.
18  Lazarovici 1991, 8 mentioned 47 graves, but the already referred graves (see n. 15 supra) is indicated that in 
cemetery B were discovered actually 68 graves. Grave number 69 was found, also in B area, during the German-
Romanian researches from this site (see Mischka 2012, 157, fig. 10).
19  Lazarovici 1977a, fig. 5-9; Colesniuc 2008, fig. 143b (for grave no. 1).
20  Colesniuc 2008, fig. 150b.
21  Colesniuc 2008, fig. 150a.
22  Lazarovici/Kalmar 1986, 32, n. 4, fig. 5; Lichter 2001, Abb. 97C.
23  Lazarovici/Kalmar 1988, 37, fig. 21; 24/4; Lichter 2001, Abb. 97D (for grave no. 36).
24  Lazarovici/Maxim 1989-1993, fig. 19/1, 3; Lichter 2001, Abb. 98A.
25  Lazarovici et alii 1995, fig. 3 şi fig. 4/1; Lichter 2001, Abb. 98B.
26  Lazarovici et alii 1996, fig. 8/1, 2, 6, 7 (for grave no. 52); fig. 7/4, 5 (for grave no. 53). At Lichter 2001, Abb. 102 
we found all the quoted vessels from graves no. 52 and 53 assigned to grave no. 53. This error is taken over from 
Lazarovici et alii 1996, where at the explanation of fig. 8 the vessels from positions 1, 2, 6, 7 are attributed to grave 
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5727, 67, 6828 from cemetery B). In addition to the graves from Iclod site another four graves 
assigned to the Iclod group were included into field analysis: graves no. 1 and 2 from Halmeu-
Vamă29 and the graves from Cluj-Arhive and Cluj-Piaţa Victoriei30. 

Into the present study were taken into account only the morphological aspects of 
the pottery from the already mentioned 33 graves belonging to the Iclod group. The complete 
vessels, beside their attribution to a certain type of form, were divided in more variables, as it 
follows: upper part (rim) types, lower part (bottom/pedestal) types, lug/knob types, ornament 
types31 (clustered according to ornamentation technique – painting, incision, notches, cutting, 
stitches, alveolar, burnishing, perforation, application and also according to their position on 
each component part of the vessel: on the upper part – inner or outer, on the vessel’s body - inner 
or outer, on the lower part – inner or outer, on the lug/knob). The ornaments’ codes were labeled 
like this: PB – painting on the outer side of the upper part of the vessel, PBI – painting on the 
inner side of the upper part of the vessel, PC – painting on the outer side of the vessel’s body, PCI 
– painting on the inner side of the vessel’s body, PF – painting on the outer side of the vessel’s 
lower part, PFI – painting on the inner side of the vessel’s lower part, PT – painting of the lug/
knob. The codes for the other ornamentation’s technique are I for incision, PE for perforation, L 
for burnishing, C for notches, cutting, stitches, alveolar, A for application, BT for black-topped. 
The combination for the various parts of the vessel where the ornaments are situated was done 
similar to the example presented above for the painted ornaments. For painting, even if the 
ornament was similar and situated on the same part of the vessel but the color used was different, 
a new type of ornament was created. 

All these variables were employed in performing correspondence analysis using as 
software WINBASP version 5.4332. The analysis’ type is absence/presence33.

The results, presented in Diagram 1, are build on 33 units (graves) and 44 variables (as 
were described above) and show a typical graph (horse-shoe like) for correspondence analysis. 

In order to check the presumptive chronological value of these results were taken 
human bones samples from 19 skeletons (from 19 graves) from cemeteries A and B from Iclod34. 
The anatomical determination was performed by dr. Beatrice Kelemen. The obtained values for 
the 14C dates and the observations of the Poznań laboratory (Poland) are presented in Table 1 
(for conformity, the structure and the content of the table are identical, with the exception of the 
calibrated values, with the report from Poznan laboratory). 

For the cemetery from A zone is noticeable, without exception, the lack of collagen 
from bones, consequently it was impossible to obtain AMS dates from these seven samples. This 
situation could be explained by the fact that the A zone of the Iclod site was repeatedly flooded 

no. 53. But into the text at Lazarovici et alii 1996, 288 the vessels from fig. 8 are assigned clearly to grave no. 52. 
27  Colesniuc 2008, fig. 150c.
28  Unpublished materials. Hereby we express our gratitude to Ms. Zoia Maxim for her kindness in offering us these 
informations.
29  Astaloş/Virag 2006-2007, pl. IV-VII.
30  Lazarovici 1977, fig. 1, 2.
31  A similar approach for Tiszapolgár culture’s graves see at Diaconescu 2013.
32  See http://www.uni-koeln.de/~al001/.
33  For the reason in choosing this type of analysis see Diaconescu 2013, 36, n. 13.
34  The sampling was done by dr. Sorin Tincu by permission of dr. Gheorghe Lazarovici and dr. Zoia Maxim. Two 
of the graves (no. 27 and 28 - the last two lines from Table 1) are not assigned to any of the A or B zones of Iclod 
site. Unfortunately the notes found together with these two skeletons do not contain any references to any area of 
the site. But due to the fact that all the seven samples which are surely coming from A cemetery (see the first seven 
rows from Table 1) shows a lack of collagen, most probably these two graves 27 and 28 are from B cemetery. Also we 
should mention here the fact that grave no. 27 from cemetery A is present into the CA results and belongs to phase 
Ib and the 14C date from grave 27 is one of the youngest ones. This could be another conjectural argument for the 
attribution of graves no. 27 and 28 to the B cemetery.
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(a very conclusive example is that one illustrated in Plan 2 where is shown the Someş river 
position in 1976, clearly overlapping the area of cemetery A). 

For cemetery B, only the sample from grave no. 30 was not suitable due to the small 
size of the sample. Thereby from 19 samples sent just 11 offered results. All the obtained dates 
are of AMS type. 

Sample name Lab. no. Age BP cal BC (2sigma) Remarks

Iclod A, M2 Poz-0 >0 BP 0.2%N 3.6%C not suitable

Iclod A, M14 Poz-0 >0 BP 0.1%N 2.8%C not suitable

Iclod A, M18 Poz-0 >0 BP 0.3%N 3.6%C not suitable

Iclod A, M20 Poz-0 >0 BP <0.1%N 2.8%C not suitable

Iclod A, M35 Poz-0 >0 BP <0.1%N 2.7%C not suitable

Iclod A, M37 Poz-0 >0 BP <0.1%N 2.8%C not suitable

Iclod A, M38 Poz-0 >0 BP <0.1%N 2.9%C not suitable

Iclod B, M8 Poz-53754 5815 ± 30 BP 4729-4580 calBC small 3.8%N 10.8%

Iclod B, M9 Poz-53755 5860 ± 30 BP 4800-4679 calBC 1.1%N 4.7%C REST

Iclod B, M20 Poz-53756 5890 ± 35 BP 4840-4692 calBC 4.5%N 11.3%C

Iclod B, M30 Poz-0 >0 BP small! 0.3%N 2.7%C not 
suitable

Iclod B, M31 Poz-53758 5735 ± 30 BP 4685-4499 calBC 3.4%N 9.6%C

Iclod B, M32 Poz-53759 5850 ± 50 BP 4836-4591 calBC 1.8%N 6.6%C

Iclod B, M34 Poz-53760 5900 ± 35 BP 4846-4695 calBC 3.9%N 10.7%C REST

Iclod B, M43 Poz-53761 5800 ± 30 BP 4721-4552 calBC 1.2%N 4.9%C REST

Iclod B, M67 Poz-53762 6015 ± 35 BP 5001-4826 calBC 3.5%N 9.9%C

Iclod B, M68 Poz-53763 5885 ± 35 BP 4837-4690 calBC 2.9%N 8.9%C

Iclod, M27 Poz-53764 5785 ± 35 BP 4716-4546 calBC 2.2%N 7.6%C REST

Iclod, M28 Poz-53765 5965 ± 35 BP 4945-4766 calBC 3.6%N 10.1%C REST

Table 1

Four of the graves introduced in correspondence analysis (CA) are absolute dated 
and the disposal of the calibrated values of the 14C dates into the obtained graphic shows also 
a chronological value of the results, the time factor working from upper right corner towards 
upper left one (see Diagram 2). 

This fact, together with the units’ disposal allows us to propose a tripartite evolution 
(phases I-III)35 of the funerary discoveries’ chronology of the Iclod group (see Diagram 3). 

35  We do not intend to create any misunderstanding that is why we will keep the denominatives for every stage of 
Iclod group.
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Noteworthy is an earlier disposal of the cemetery A36 (see Diagram 5) and also of the two graves 
from Halmeu37.

The existing 14C dates, together with the CA results, are showing clearly that the 
earliest stage of funerary discoveries belonging to the Iclod group is lacking of absolute dates. 
This stage, labeled as Ia, includes the grave no. 1 from Halmeu and also the graves no. 3 and 1 
from Iclod A38. In phase Ib are framed the graves no. 13 from Iclod A, no. 24 from Iclod B, no. 
2 from Halmeu, no. 9, 11, 17, 57 from Iclod B, no. 21, 27, 14, 15, 2, 20 from Iclod A, no. 67, 68 
from Iclod B, no. 18 from Iclod A, no. 68 from B and the grave from Cluj-Piaţa Victoriei. Phase 
II comprises graves no. 10 from Iclod A, no. 37 from Iclod B, no. 4 from Iclod A, no. 35, 32 from 
Iclod B, the grave from Cluj-Arhive and graves no. 43, 36, 51 from Iclod B. The third phase (III) 
includes graves no. 52, 5, 53 and 40 from Iclod B.

All the eleven AMS dates were used for Bayesian approach39. The model starts with 
stage Ib (as we already mentioned the phase Ia has no radiocarbon dates). The dates which are 
provided by graves whose inventory was not included in the CA, are disposed according to 
their numerical value, in close contact with the dates from the four graves introduced in our 
analysis. Practically, the model’s prior-estimates are very strong related with the results of the 
correspondence analysis. 

The obtained model (see Image 1) shows an agreement of 105%, value which proves 
a strong consistency. Thereby, we can assert that the beginning of stage Ib is framed between 
4997-4777 cal BC (mean 4866 cal BC – see Image 2)40 values that are a terminus ante quem for 
the elements of Iclod Ia type, whose beginning should be situated at ca. 5000 cal BC . The end 
of the phase III, according to the Bayesian model, is placed between 4697-4431 cal BC (mean 
4581 cal BC – see Image 5). These last values should not be seen as the end of the cemeteries 
of Iclod, the hollow-pedestal vessels which are showing triangular perforation of the pedestals, 
from the Iclod B cemetery (considered as Iclod III)41, pointing most probably a later horizon, 
of Tiszapolgár tendency or influence (phase A and/or beginning of B1)42, an horizon tending 
towards ca. 4450 cal BC. 

Conclusions
Applying CA on the morphological aspects of the pottery from the graves of Iclod 

type enable us to show that in the earliest phases (I and II) the incised ornaments (including here 
the incised-dotted ones) prevail and during the latest phase (III) the black painting becomes the 
defining element of the ornamentation’s techniques (see Diagram 7 –here are presented also the 
typical forms of vessels for the funerary aspect of Iclod group). 

It can be asserted that the A cemetery starts earlier than the B one and the B cemetery 

36  This aspect was already mentioned: see Lazarovici 1991, 8, 12-13; Maxim 1999, 88; Lazarovici/Lazarovici 2006, 626.
37  According to Astaloş/Virag 2006-2007, 78, these two features belong to Iclod I phase. The present results are 
rising an interesting aspect regarding the territorial distribution of the Iclod sites (see, for the Iclod group area, 
Maxim 1999, 87, fig. 99). The Halmeu site is eccentric from territorial point of view comparing to the Iclod group 
area (for comparison with the quotation from above see Map 1 from this paper). The main question should be: what 
is happening between the Iclod group territory and the Halmeu-Vamă site? According to the Romanian literature 
there are situated sites of Suplacu de Barcău group and Herpály culture. Perhaps is the right moment to start to 
discuss about cultural tendencies or pottery styles instead of cultural groups and archaeological cultures. 
38  The order of mentioning the units position into the Iclod group phases was done accordingly to their position 
into the CA results graphic (read from the upper left towards upper right) and also into the CA seriation results 
(see Diagrame 4). 
39  The calibration curve used is IntCal09 (see Reimer et alii 2009) using the OxCal 4.2.2 version (see Bronk 
Ramsey 2009).
40  All the 14C dates from this paper are calibrated 2σ (95,4% probability).
41  See Lazarovici 1983, 6 şi fig. 1/6, Lazarovici 1986, fig. 9/2 or Colesniuc 2014, fig. 182b.
42  For Tiszapolgár culture’s chronology, see Diaconescu 2013.
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last longer (see Diagram 5 for the position of the graves from A cemetery and Diagram 6 for 
those belonging to B cemetery), thus being reconfirmed earlier opinions regarding a territorial 
shifting of the funerary deposits from A zone of the Iclod site towards the B area43. 

Into the paper from 1977, analyzing two Neolithic graves from Cluj-Napoca, Gheorghe 
Lazarovici asserts that the grave from Arhive area belongs to the earliest phase (or phase I) of Iclod 
group and the grave from Piaţa Victoriei belongs to the middle phase (phase II) mentioning also 
that the main criteria of the chronological differentiation was the technological structure of the 
pottery from these two graves44. The CA results published here show a different situation: the 
grave from Piaţa Victoriei is part of the Ib phase, and that one from Arhive of phase II. 

Regarding the absolute chronology, based on the presented Bayesian model, it can 
be stated that the Iclod group is framed between ca. 4900-4550 cal BC (see Image 6), with the 
amendments from above concerning the lack of 14C dates for phase Ia and probably from the 
end of phase III. Thereby, it is possible to claim that the ca. 5000-4450 cal BC chronological span 
is the most appropriate for the Iclod group. These values reconfirmed other proposals for the 
relative and the absolute chronological position of this cultural group45.

Constructing the bounded sums for each stage of the Iclod group, according to the 
model from Image 1, offers us the opportunity to estimate that phase Ib is situated between 
ca. 4900-4720 cal BC, phase II between ca. 4780-4630 cal BC, and finally phase III between ca. 
4700-4540 cal BC (see Image 6).

In the end, willing to underline once more the importance of the methodology used, 
we will compare the results presented above for Iclod group, with those obtained by Bayesian 
modeling of the 14C dates belonging to Foeni and Turdaş groups and, in the same time we will 
reconsidere the cultural synchronism of these three cultural groups. 

The Romanian archaeological literature asserts that the beginning of the Iclod 
group is strongly connected and caused by the dislocation of some Turdaş communities from 
the Middle Mureş valley towards Someş area, by the arrival in southern Transylvania of the 
Foeni group46. In other words, Turdaş and Foeni groups start earlier than the beginning of the 
Iclod group. 

Admitting as correct the existence of phase I of the Turdaş culture, relied with the 
discoveries from Banat (allegation supported also by the radiocarbon date from feature 370 
from Uivar47), a repartition of the existing dates for Turdaş culture was created and here were 
used the bounded sums for phases I and II48. For the Foeni group we preferred to separate the 
data set in two different regional groups, which seems to be also chronological (Foeni Banat49 
and Foeni Transylvania50). Afterwards these chronological and cultural stages were compared 
(see Images 7, 8, 9).

43  See upper n. 35.
44  Lazarovici 1977, 24-25.
45  See upper n. 8, 11, 12, 13.
46  Draşovean 1996, 99; Luca 2001, 128; Luca 2006, 356; Luca 2008, 31 (the last author consider that the beginning 
of the Iclod group is situated on the Vinča C2 horizon, „the contribution of the Turdaş culture at the origin of Iclod 
group” being regarded as „undeniable” – see Luca 2001, 128). A different opinion at Maxim 1999, 87 who sees the 
origin of the Iclod group as coming from „the local background of Cluj-Cheile Turzii group, from Turdaş phase I 
elements and southern impulses of Vinča C type”.
47  Draşovean 2013, 16 and fig. 8 with the whole discussion about the lack of a typological stage Turdaş I in 
Transylvania; see also Diaconescu 2014.
48  The phase Turdaş III does not benefit any 14C date even though Luca 2006, Luca 2008, Luca 2009, Luca-Urian 
2012 assert this aspect. Draşovean 2013 or Diaconescu et alii 2013 used uncritically this information. For a detailed, 
censorious discussion about the 14C date from Cerişor-Cauce Cave see Diaconescu 2014.
49  For this regional group were used the absolute dates from Draşovean 2013, 20, Tabel 1.
50  For the AMS dates of Foeni group from Transylvania see Gligor 2009, 141 and Gligor 2012, 286.



Considerations Regarding the Absolute Chronological Position of the Prehistoric Cemeteries from Iclod

255

As long as Foeni group is, according to the theory described briefly above, the 
triggering element of the Iclod group genesis, the first comparison of the bounded sums of the 
phases will be done among Iclod phase and the stages Foeni Banat and Foeni Transylvania. It is 
extremely clear in Image 7 that phase Iclod Ib is earlier than the Foeni Banat stage. Thus, it can 
be stated that the Foeni group from Banat does not have any connection with the beginning 
of the Iclod group, because is starting actually on the horizon contemporary with Iclod II, 
the Transylvanian stage being even a little bit later than Iclod III phase51. The chronological 
parallelisms could be presented as the end of Iclod Ib = the very beginning of Foeni Banat, 
Iclod II = the first half of Foeni Banat, Iclod III = the second half of Foeni Banat, the very 
beginning of Foeni Transylvania. 

Image 8 allows us to propose the following synchronisms: Turdaş I (Banat) = Iclod 
Ib, Turdaş II = Iclod II, the beginning of Iclod III. Here we draw attention tot the fact that, 
theoretically, the stage Ia of the Iclod group must be earlier than Turdaş I52. What is certain is 
that the contribution of Turdaş culture to the genesis of Iclod group is very hard to support53. 

The last chronological parallelisms underlined here are those about the relations 
Turdaş-Foeni, which shows according to Image 9 as it follows: the end of Turdaş I (Banat) = the 
very beginning of Foeni Banat, Turdaş II = first half of Foeni Banat. 
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Plan 1: The plan of the Iclod site showing the surrounding ditches (adapted after Mischka 2012, fig. 3 şi 5)

Plan 2: The plan of the Iclod site showing the position of the A and B areas of cemeteries (processed after 
Mischka 2012, fig. 3 and Lazarovici-Kalmar 1987, fig. 1 and fig. 2)
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Diagram 1: The results of the correspondence analysis (CA) 
showing the position of the units and their variables

Diagram 2: The results of CA showing the position of the units with AMS dates
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Diagram 3: Proposal for the phases of the Iclod group based on the CA results.

Diagram 4: The CA seriation results with the proposal of the Iclod group phases.
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Diagram 5: The position of the graves from cemetery A into the CA results.

Diagram 6: The position of the graves from cemetery B into the CA results.



Dragoş Diaconescu

262

Diagram 7: The distribution of the vessels forms and ornaments types as variable of CA.

Image 1: The Bayesian model of the Iclod group, using as prior-estimates the CA results.
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Image 2: The beginning of stage Ib. Image 3: The boundary between stages Ib and II.

Image 4: The boundary between stages II and III. Image 5: The end of the stage III.

Image 6: The bounded sums of the phases of Iclod group according to the Bayesian model.
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Image 7: Chronological synchronisms of the bounded sums for Iclod and Foeni stages.

Image 8: Chronological synchronisms of the bounded sums for Iclod and Turdaş phases.
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Image 9: Chronological synchronisms of the bounded sums for Turdaş and Foeni stages.

Map 1: The map of the funerary sites of Iclod group (1. Iclod, 2. Cluj-Napoca, 3. Halmeu).





“Board Games” Of Early Farmers In South-Eastern Europe:
Artifacts And Problems

Liudmyla SHATILO
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Abstract: The article considers the hypothesis that some groups of artifacts (astragalus, tokens 
and objects with a system of holes) dating to early agricultural period (Neolithic and Chalcolithic) 
from the territory of South-Eastern Europe could have been used as equipment for playing ancient 
“games” or divination practices. The analysis led to several conclusions: 1) the objects from South-
Eastern Europe are similar in shape to the artifacts that most researchers consider game equipment 
(Ancient World, ethnography); 2) these objects appear in agricultural societies, where significant 
changes in the outlook and self-consciousness of the population could be observed; 3) astragalus, 
tokens and boards with holes appear in the early Neolithic in the Near East and in the SEE region, 
they could have reached South-Eastern Europe during the Neolithic transition period; 4) the name 
“games” for such items can only be used conventionally.

On the territory of South-Eastern Europe (hereinafter SEE) there is a group of 
artefacts that date to the early agricultural period (Neolithic and Chalcolithic), the determination 
of functioning of which is difficult. They are the so-called “astragalus”1, “tokens”2, and objects 
with holes that are slightly similar to the boards for games3. Some researchers believe that 
they could have been used as sets for the ancient “board games”4. However the authors do not 
always offer arguments for such a claim, neither they consider all these categories of objects 
together. On the other hand, there is literature on ancient games – their origin, evolution, etc5. 
But most of the “board game” authors are not familiar with the archeological finds from SEE. 
In their works there is little analysis of all the things that could have been used in “games”. 
They mostly focus on the origin and description of “boards” or surfaces for playing games, and 
there is practically no analysis of “astragalus” (or other type dices) and “counters”. On the other 
hand, there are a number of works dedicated to “cones”, and similar objects that come under 
different names, depending on their interpretation6, but the possible usage of them for game 
purpose is not considered. This article is an attempt to analyze the hypotheses that these groups 
1  “Astragalus” - the bone in the ankle that articulates with the leg bones to form the ankle joint. This bone of 
domestic or wild even-toed ungulates (Artiodactyla or hoofed animals) has a specific shape with four different 
“faces”, and when falling on a horizontal surface it lands on one of them. Due to this peculiarity, astragalus has long 
been used for games or divination purposes being a prototype of dice (Стрельник/Хомчик 2009, 34). The best 
ones were small sheep’s or goats’ bones.
2  In special literature there are different names for them: “cones”, “small clay cones”, “miniature clay objects (figures)”, 
“conical clay seals on a round base”, “bread”, “disk-shaped objects”, “balls”, “hemispheres”, “lenticular discs”, “little 
discs”, “buttons”, “decorative and other objects”, “cylinders”, “tokens”, “ear studs”, “nose plugs”, “vessel-vide objects”, 
“rectangular objects of unknown purpose” (Budja 1998, 222; Видейко 1987, 32-33; Видейко 2004, 469-471). 
3  Chokadziev 1995, 141-147; Круц/Корвин-Пиотровский 2005, 16-17, 41, 44; Чохаджиев 2007, 124-125, 291-
293; Shatilo 2011, 112-116.
4  Бибиков 1953, 201; Маркевич 1981, 170-171; Chokadziev 1995, 141-147; Чохаджиев 2007, 124-125; Shatilo 
2011, 112-116.
5  Bell 1980; Тайлор 1989, 66–73; Binsbergen 1996, 105-125; and others.
6  Budja 1992, 95-110; Budja 1998, 115 – 130; Prijatelj 2007, 231-256; and others
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of artifacts could be used for playing “board games”. Also it is proposed to consider the objects 
for these “games” in one complex (together). So, what do these findings from the territory of SEE 
represent and what is the area of their distribution?

Artifacts from South-Eastern Europe 
Astragali are known from the territory of modern Romania, Bulgaria and Ukraine7. 

S. Bibikov proposed to add bulls’ phalanx with a hole in the middle to this find group as a kind of 
dice like astragalus. Such things were found in Luka Vrublivetska and Sabatynivka II, Tripolye, 
and in Ruse Madera, Bulgaria8.

Small clay objects (cones, tokens etc.) are frequently found everywhere on the 
territory of SEE (Fig. 1). They appeared in the Early Neolithic and, with some interruptions, 
were used till Late Chalcolithic: Nea Nicomedia, Karanovo I, II, Starčevo, Körös and Criş, 
Linear Pottery, Vinča, Cucuteni-Tripolye and others9. In addition to counters and astragali, 
there is one more category of artifacts from the territory of SEE, the interpretation of which 
is quite controversial. They are the objects of various sizes and shapes with a system of holes 
or cells on top of them. 

Among them is an object of an unusual shape which was found in 2003 at Talyanky, 
Tripolye culture10. There are two fragments left of it (13 cm and 6.5 cm long, 8 cm wide), the 
original shape of the object was an oval (Fig. 2). The artifact was deformed as a result of secondary 
firing11. On its upper surface there were three rows of rounded holes. The holes were made with 
a pointed object (0.7 cm in diameter). This finding is not unique in the Tripolye culture. Some 
fragments of similar objects were found in the 30’s of the 20th century at Kostisha and Kadievka. 
They were interpreted by T.S. Passek as pedestals for figurines12.

“Objects with dimples” were relatively common findings at Early Chalcolithic sites in 
the Struma River basin13. This category of things is represented by small square boards (with the 
sides of 10 to 15 cm) with 16 impressions made in four rows (Fig 3). They are divided into four 
types. These artifacts are quite numerous (75 ones were found at Slatino only) and widespread. 
Outside Slatino they are known from Sitagroi, Strumsko, Bylgarchevo14, and possibly Pernik and 
Kolárovo15. Boards were decorated with combinations of straight and broken lines; meander or 
rhombus elements, and sometimes with spirals16.

As we can see, there are a number of items that can be considered (as one of the 
versions) as “game accessories”. Before analyzing this hypothesis it should be made clear that the 
term “game” can be used to refer to such items only conventionally as it does not fully reflect 
the functionality of them. It should be noted that most of the ancient “games” were linked with 
predictive and divinatory practices, which some researchers consider to be primary. However, 
the use expression for such artifacts as “objects for divination” does not seem correct, because 
these actions in prehistoric societies were conducted not only by using such things. Besides, 
astragali, chips and boards could be used for different purposes or be multifunctional. These 
things combined into one category of “board games” because in later times these types of objects 
were used for “real games” that are documented in written sources.

7   Бибиков 1953, 201; Маркевич 1981, 170-171.
8   Бибиков 1953, с. 201.
9   Бибиков 1953, 201; Маркевич 1981, 170-171; Budja 2003, 115 – 130; Prijatelj 2007, 231-256.
10  Круц/Корвин-Пиотровский 2005, 16-17, 41, 44.
11  Shatilo 2011, 112-116.
12  Пассек 1949, 95, 117.
13  Chokadziev 1995, 141-147; Чохаджиев 2007, 124-125, 291-293.
14  Elster/Renfrew 2003, Pl.11. 27.
15  Радунчева 1981, 14, Fig 3, 1; Перничева 2001, 125 board 43. 13.
16  Chokadziev 1995, p. 141–147 Чохаджиев 2007, c. 124–125, 291–293.
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Analogies
Things that are very similar to the artifacts from SEE, have been known from the 

Neolithic period. “Cones” appear at the end of the 9th millennium BC in PPN in Southwest 
Anatolia (Çayönü, Hritil, Canhasan), Levant (Ain Ghazal, Jericho, Beisamoun, Beidha, Megiddo) 
and in Northern Mesopotamia17.

The first “boards” also date back to Neolithic. One of the earliest comes from the 
site of Ain Ghazal, Jordan, 6th millenium BC (Fig. 4a). Two other boards and one fragment were 
found in Beidha. One more board was found in the Neolithic layer in the Chagha Sefid area in 
Western Iran18.

During the Bronze Age the artifacts of this type were common on the territory of 
Middle East and Egypt (Fig. 4, 5). Later board games appear in many civilizations of the Old 
and New World19. Some names of such games have survived - Senet, Go, etc.20. When the rules 
of the game are not known, researchers call each specific finding in its own way – “game of 58 
holes,” “game of 30 squares,” etc., that is, in a conventionally descriptive way21. Sometimes the 
games are called by the place of the discovery – “Royal Game of Ur” or by the characteristic 
feature - “dogs and jackals”22. As for the boards for the game, they were different in shape (circle, 
square, rectangle, bird, frog, scorpion, etc.), made of various material (wood, bone, clay), and 
the “fields” for counters varied too. Such “games” did not always have a special “board” – thus, 
in ancient Egypt they were found on the roofs of some sanctuaries23. Similar systems of carved 
holes have been found right on the rocky ground in ancient Petra, the Nabataean culture24. 

Classification
Considering the available artifacts it seems appropriate to distinguish three main 

types of boards (or surfaces to play a game): 
1) With small narrow holes (Fig. 4), 
2) With large holes that have flat edges (or dimples) (Fig. 5b), 
3) With a flat surface the layout of which is divided into squares (Fig. 5a). 
This differentiation is essential, since the three types need different kinds of 

“counters”. On the first type boards only one (elongated and thin) chip-like counter can be put 
into a hole, the second type boards provide for the possibility of filling the holes with several 
items. For the third type of boards the best choice would be “cones” or “hemispheres” with a 
flat bottom. In this respect, an object from Iran (Jiroft culture burial) might be of interest25, 
where one can see the process of transformation of narrow holes for chips (type 1) into outlined 
squares (type 3) (Fig. 4b). 

It is quite problematic and difficult to identify actual chips or counters during the 
excavation. When it comes to the board with small holes, the chips must have been little sticks 
which often had heads of animals on top - cat, horse, monkey, dog, jackal, etc. (Fig. 6). Such 
things were found in Egypt26. Often they were made of wood which is a perishable material (it 
may explain why they are almost never found in other regions), and less frequently of bone. 

17 Березкин 2000, 334–338
18  Rollefson 1992, 1-5.
19  Murray 1952; Bell 1980; Schädler/Dunn-Vaturi 2009.
20  Smith 1908; Rothöhler 1999; Romain 2000, 11-38, 10-23.
21  Dunn-Vaturi 2010.
22  Dunn-Vaturi 2000, 107 – 111.
23  Ancient Board Games 2003.
24  Ancient Board Games 2003.
25  Schädler/Dunn-Vaturi 2009.
26  Dunn-Vaturi 2000, 107 – 111.
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Bone counters or chips can often be interpreted by archeologists as pins or toys27. For games 
with large holes, a variety of material – grains, stones, seeds, etc. was used, according to what we 
know from ethnographic data28. As to the third type of boards (with flat surface), people could 
have used small objects in the shape of cones, hemispheres, etc. to play, and now they are the 
best represented reaching quite a significant amount (Fig. 7). 

Ethnographic parallels
As to the ethnographic parallels to similar games, mancala is studied best of all. 

In the world there are about 280 names of the game, or to be more precise, the mancala group 
of games29. The “boards” of today look very similar to the artifacts of first civilizations. On 
the board (which can be a proper board or a layout on the ground, that, due to ethnographic 
sources, sometimes even more popular than boards) a system of wide holes with sloping walls 
is applied30. These “boards” for mancala can be attributed to the second type of the proposed 
classification. Usually on the boards for such games there are special holes for counters, the 
so-called “baskets” on edges (Fig. 8). A variety of materials (usually the one that is at hand) – 
grains, sticks, shells, stones, and so on are used as counters31. Sometimes this group of games 
includes Neolithic artifacts from Jordan, some findings from Egypt and the “boards” incised 
into the rock from Petra32. Of course, this assumption about the artifacts being pieces of games 
is rather theoretical since the first documented written evidence of mancala relates to the 
Medieval times, when it was spread along with Islam33. 

As we can see, the shape of board “game” assemblages is quite different. Therefore, 
the division into the three types according to the surfaces for playing makes sense. This will 
make the terminology a little more precise (then the objects with narrow holes can hardly be 
attributed to the mancala type of games), and facilitate the classification of the material. For 
example, if you take objects from SEE, they can also be divided into three types – the Tripolyan 
“boards” could be attributed to type 1, the “objects with dimples” to type 2, and many pieces that 
could be used on a flat surface, to type 3 (or for all other purposes). So this division confirms 
multivariance, and it lets us assume that such artifacts existed at the same time. And there is 
something that unites all of these things into one category, for the “game” itself requires surface 
for playing, counters and sometimes dices are needed too34. In most cases, the entire “game” set 
is not found at one site35. In addition, the holes on the surface are placed not chaotically, but 
they form a system, and they are usually made in a parallel way. These features are common for 
all board “games”, which, according to W. Binsbergen were a widespread phenomenon in the 
ancient world, and despite their distinctions, were very similar36.

Discussion
So, these “board game” assemblages have common characteristics, both between 

themselves and with the Neolithic objects. SEE Neolithic “boards” also represent a system of 
holes, and “counters” are identical as to their shape too. But to what extent is it correctly to 
analyze these things in the context of gaming equipment? A similar interpretation for early 
civilizations items is attested by written sources, as well as by ethnographic analogies described 

27  Dunn-Vaturi 2000, 107 – 111.
28  Ancient Board Games 2003.
29  Voogt 1999, 104-116.
30  Voogt 1999.
31  Voogt 2000, 91 - 102.
32  Ancient Board Games 2003.
33  Binsbergen 1996, 105-125; Biki/Vukovi 2010, 183-209.
34  Dice are not a necessary element for some games, for example in mankala (Biki/Vukovi 2010, 183-209). 
35  Dunn-Vaturi 2000, 107 – 111.
36  Binsbergen 1996, 105-125.
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by researchers. The artifacts from Neolithic times are completely “silent”, in addition, they are 
less expressive (especially the “Tripolyan boards”). The fact that these things can be attributed 
to gaming equipment remains quite controversial, not all the researchers share this statement37, 
and so their detailed analysis should be carried out. In order not to be tempted to look for game 
pieces in certain collections, it is necessary to understand whether the Neolithic and Eneolithic 
objects from SEE could potentially have been used for “playing a game”.

One of the leading scholars on the origin of board games, W. Binsbergen, describes 
three kinds of contexts that allow to identify a particular object as a “gaming” piece38. It can 
be a unique context in which the artifact was found among artifacts contemporary to it, or a 
repetitive (systematic) context when there are earlier analogies that the scholarly community 
have agreed to define as game ones (and that are associated with the artifact in question in the 
space-temporal relation). And, at last, an interpretative context when a specialist has a very 
detailed knowledge of actual practices (games) or there are textual evidences of artifacts or 
similar objects. 

The author also warns that archeology and cultural anthropology “discovered games 
as a fertile topic. Any artefact now risks to be interpreted in ludic terms, just like a generation ago 
the classification as ‘magic object’ or ‘ritual object’ was so standard that one could wonder how, 
with all this magic and ritual, people in the past still found the time to produce and consume their 
food.”39. If the artifacts do not “fit” in one of W. Binsbergen’s contexts, and we cannot be certain 
that we are dealing with board games, a more detailed analysis should be carried out. It would 
be desirable to see how often the objects are found within a certain historic period and try to 
consider their use as gaming equipment.

The number of artifacts of the three categories that are found on the territory of 
Europe is different. If the counters are rather numerous40, the “boards” are few. The reasons of 
such a situation may be: 

1) poor preservation of archaeological material, 
2) a “game” does not necessarily need a specially made board (portable and of 

certain material like wood, stone, clay etc.), any surface would do, often “boards” were drawn 
on the ground41, 

3) archaeologists often cannot interpret the finds, having no idea about analogues. As 
a consequence, these things are seldom included into catalogs where they can be seen by a wider 
scientific community. The number and variety of these things is likely to be more numerous. 

The time of existence of these categories is also different. If the “counters” were 
known from the early Neolithic through the Chalcolithic, “boards” and astragali are found 
mainly on Chalcolithic sites. All the three categories of the items appear in SEE later than in 
the Near East. Given that the process of the neolithization of SEE, as the number of studies 
shows, could have taken place with the direct influence of Near East region42, then the “gaming 
objects” could have spread there together with the groups of people. This earlier stuff from the 
Near East is likely to have had the same usage as the findings from SEE. To see whether these 
things could be “gaming” pieces, one shall refer to the origin of board games. 

37  Budja 2003, 115 – 130; Видейко 2004, 469-471.
38  Binsbergen 1997, 23.
39  Binsbergen 1997, 23.
40  Budja 1998.
41  This is confirmed by numerous ethnographic examples (Voogt 2000, 91 - 102) (Fig. 9, 10).
42  e.g. Тодорова/Вайсов 1993; Todorova 1995, 79–98; Титов 1996; Őzdoğan 1999, 203 - 223; Perlés 2001; 
Perlés 2003.
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The origin of “board games” 
It is almost impossible to follow “board games” origin (time and place), so if we try 

to come closer to understanding the causes of the origin, it will be easier to understand when 
it happened as well. For that matter, there are several points of view. The first one is that games 
originated from purely entertainment purpose, i.e., as a form of entertainment. The second one 
is that the modern game is a relic of primitive divination. 

The first concept was most widely introduced by H. Murray, who is considered to 
be a classic historian on the origin of games, and dedicated his work to collect information 
about games on different continents beginning from ancient times; he also worked out their 
classification and bibliography43. He believed that games come into being as a result of the 
availability of free time. Also H. Murray argued that there was no connection between games 
and divination practices.

Another historian of the games, whose views were quite opposite, was the American 
anthropologist S. Сulin, who studied game practices of American tribes north of Mexico. 
He was convinced that the origin of games should be looked for in the divination practices. 
Comparing the games in the “civilized” societies and in the “barbaric” ones, he came to the 
conclusion that in spite of similarities between them, there was a fundamental difference: 
“civilized” people play for fun and to fill the spare time, and “barbarians” – for telling fortune 
and holding sacred action. As one of the examples to support his views he considered cards, 
which are still used for divination. S. Сulin therefore did not link the emergence of games 
with a conscious invention, but argued that they were a relic of ancient times and survival 
conditions when they were practiced in magical rites, mainly as a means of divination. These 
“games”, being based on certain fundamental concepts of the Universe, were characterized by 
certain uniformity as well44.

In the late XX century, W. Binsbergen debated H. Murray’s views in his articles where 
he draws numerous parallels between board games and geomancy (divination on the ground). 
The author suggests looking for the emergence of board games in the Neolithic, and not earlier45. 

With the transition to agriculture ancient people underwent tremendous changes in 
their lifestyle. There were changes in the self-consciousness of people itself. In the course of the 
process of the development of agricultural system, the concepts of space and time became more 
significant, and a kind of redefinition of these concepts by man can be observed46.

While domesticating plants and animals, people began to change the nature to fit 
their needs. During this process a particular part of the environmental space had to be delimited 
(where the activities of other people or communities could not be expanded). This was necessary 
in order to go in for farming, and to define the ownership of both the land and the harvest. This 
space or properly speaking “field” had, in turn, its internal division as well47. 

As for the concept of time, seasonality (which had already been known to Palaeolithic 
hunters / gatherers) became very important in the Neolithic. Being dependent on changes in 
annual cycles, a farmer had to pre-plan works on his field, sowing and harvesting during the 
periods which were the most appropriate (i.e., in this case one can see calculated expectations 
aimed at farmer’s timely actions aimed at soil preparation, planting, weeding and harvesting in 
designated time, etc.).

It was exactly this analysis of formal manipulation with space and time that allowed 
van Binsbergen to make assumptions about the origin of both geomancy and board games in the 

43  Murray 1952.
44  Culin 1907, 1-840.
45  Binsbergen 1997.
46  Binsbergen 1997.
47  Binsbergen 1997.
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Neolithic. Describing specific imagery of mancala and geomancy, he draws attention to the fact 
that it was primarily observed during the Neolithic in the context of animal husbandry, farming, 
hunting, proto-astronomy and cult of earth48.

Both in game and geomancy the relations between man and his natural environment, 
as well as between man and his social environment (together with their confrontation and 
competition) were schematized and transferred to the board for “playing”, where there were 
established rules, partners, enemies or witches49. They were represented by material objects 
(chips or counters), often anthropomorphic ones, that moved about in the replacement in time 
and space - usually by interacting with other individuals represented in the same way.

The fundamental scheme on the surface for playing mancala is a series of several 
parallel lines, often drawn on the ground, with a number of holes made along each line. This 
net-like scheme, which was typical for mancala (“go” and other board games), as well as for 
geomancy, apparently resembled delimited fields50.

For carrying out farming works successfully, some form of social organization was 
to be developed, with an established system of rules and values. This system of regulating 
relations through rules (“rules of game”) penetrates into all aspects of social behavior of any 
human culture – ritual, language, art, family, public relations, etc. One of the main features 
of board “games” is also the existence of rules and development strategies. Statistical cross-
cultural comparisons showed that strategy games such as mancala are usually characteristic of 
societies with a certain level of complexity. Simpson and van Binsbergen believe that there is 
some connection between the formal rules of games and more complex communities arising 
in the course of Neolithization51. 

Finally, van Binsbergen suggests that there may have been a parallel rather than 
sequential development of geomancy and mancala games and that both activities originated 
from the same things and probably developed side by side using the same tools against a 
background of Neolithic changes52. 

Ethnographic sources
To confirm the arguments on the Neolithic (agricultural) context of the origin of 

board games, researchers turn to ethnographic sources and, above all, to the data about mancala 
family of games because they 1) may be among the most archaic games that have survived, 
2) still are extremely popular, particularly among the relatively “isolated” from the “globalized 
world” nations.

Agricultural symbolism of mancala is recorded primarily in the vocabulary used 
while playing the “game.” In all versions of the game throughout its distribution area, one move 
is usually called a “sowing”, while players can get into the so-called “hunger” (which happens 
when all the holes of one player are empty). Some versions of the name of the game can be 
translated as “magical sowing”. The holes on the board or made on the ground are often called 
“houses”53, “fields”54 or “animal kraals” (enclosures).

The observations also revealed a number of limitations associated with the game. So, 
in traditional communities not everyone and not always was allowed to play mancala. Playing 
the game was often limited on the basis of not only gender, age and status, but also in space and 
time. In some areas of Africa mancala was mainly played by adult males. Women, in general, 

48  Binsbergen 1997.
49  Binsbergen 1997.
50  Smith 1956; Binsbergen 1997.
51  Binsbergen 1997.
52  Binsbergen 1997.
53  Culin 1894, 597.
54  Driedger 2000.
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were not allowed to play55. In Asia, the situation was somewhat different: in India56 and the 
Maldives there are some variations of mancala which are played only by women and children57, 
and in the Java Island only by young girls of noble origin.

Mancala is usually associated with celebrations, ceremonies and rituals. In many 
tribes the best time for playing the game of mancala is a funeral, a wedding, or isolation period, 
which precedes the initiation of boys58. Of interest is the connection between the game and 
funeral ceremony. In Indonesia, taboos were imposed on playing mancala in all cases, except for 
the period of mourning after the death of someone’s dear during wake period and ceremonies 
associated with burials59, etc. Mancala is also often played in order to call for rain or stimulate 
growth of vegetation, so the best time for playing is during a drought but during rainy season it 
was forbidden to use seed counters60.

Another important feature of both mancala and geomancy is dualism. They are 
characterized not only by the existence of formal rules, but also by the fact that these rules are 
saturated with fundamental structural topics (e.g., such main opposites as even / odd, male / 
female, life / death, white / black) that are essential for the rich pattern and dynamics of the 
session (in geomancy or game)61. 

As we can see, ethnographic sources confirm deep sacralisation of games such as 
mancala, their important social role and their relationship with geomancy. 

The analysis of the context of origin of board games confirms the potential probability 
of the existence of such artifacts in early agricultural cultures on the territory of SEE. Therefore, 
the interpretation of several groups of artifacts from the region as ancient games equipment has 
the right to exist. In particular this concerns astragals and “boards”. As for “cones” and “tokens”, 
the question is much more difficult and requires a separate study.

Tokens 
Today authors practically do not examine their probable relationship with the 

ancient “games”. They are seen as seals for applying paint on the body, dishes, textile or even to 
decorate bread, or seals used for concluding contracts of exchange, etc62. Among the speculations 
on their usage one of the most popular is the hypothesis that they were used as counting objects 
for different categories of things (grains, textiles, etc.)63. 

D. Schmandt-Besserat suggested the hypothes, according to which all tokens of the 
ancient world were used for mnemonic purposes and in the Uruk period (4th millennium. BC), 
these chips have begun sealed in clay envelopes, on which were made imprints of this chips. 
After some time on clay envelopes-tablets, were made only prints chips and then they were 
just painted. Thus, according to the author conceived the idea of   writing (when the envelope 
was replaced by a flat plate or tablet). In her book, D. Schmandt-Besserat shows a comparative 
table with about fifty tokens and the oldest signs of hieroglyphic writing. They include terms 
such as sheep, cow, dog, bread, butter, honey, beer, various kinds of garments, metal and others. 
However, this hypothesis is not shared by all64, but most researchers agree that Mesopotamian 
chips from the 4th millennium. BC represented a complex sign system.

55  Popova 1976, 440.
56  Claus 1987.
57  Voogt 1999, 108.
58  Townshend 1979, 794-796.
59  Binsbergen 1997.
60  Popova 1976, 440.
61  Binsbergen 1997.
62  Budja 1998, 115 – 130; Perlés 2001; Prijatelj 2007, 231-256.
63  Schmandt-Besserat 1996.
64  Березкин 2000.
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It should be noted that this concept is based on the material from Precivilization 
period in Mesopotamia. The question whether Neolithic economy needed a complex system 
of counting remains open. In order to consider Neolithic “tokens” only in this way, we need 
additional reasoning. On the other hand, these small objects could have been multifunctional65. 
The shape of “counters” for board games in the ancient world is identical to “cones” and 
“hemispheres” (Fig. 7)66. For better understanding of these small finds from the SEE we should 
not exclude the possibility of their use (or at least of some of them) as items for playing games.

Conclusions
The article considers the hypothesis that some groups of artifacts (astragali, tokens 

and objects with a system of holes) dating to the early agricultural period (Neolithic and 
Chalcolithic) from the territory of SEE could have been used as equipment for playing ancient 
“games” or divination practices. Originally these objects appeared in the early Neolithic in the 
Near East and later in the SEE region. So they could have reached SEE during the Neolithic 
transition period. Objects from SEE (as well as Near Eastern things) are similar in shape to 
the artifacts that most researchers consider as game equipment. Astragalus, tokens and boards 
with holes appear in agricultural societies, where significant changes in the outlook and self-
consciousness of the population could be observed. So the assumption that these artifacts could 
be used for the ancient “games” finds some arguments. But it must be emphasized that the term 
“game” for such items can only be used conventionally.

So, on the one hand these objects are rather “ambiguous” artifacts that cannot be 
attributed easily but on the other hand they open up opportunities for exploring some aspects 
of early agricultural communities from the territories of SEE. 

Firstly, when researchers look at these things as gaming pieces, they try to 
understand the people who might have used them. V. Markevitch investigated “games in 
Tripolye” to understand the level of players’ intelligence, he came to the conclusion that the 
process of playing games required skills of analytical thinking, ability to count and good 
proficiency67. S. Chohadzhyev believes that “objects with dimples” were used for playing 
games for entertainment, and this, in turn, according to the author, can be an indicator of the 
availability of certain amount of free time, and may also indicate “heterogeneous social structure, 
which was formed in the early Chalcolithic”68. However, if we do not adhere to the position that 
the appearance of these objects had purely entertainment reasons, the reconstruction could be 
somewhat different.

Secondly, the artifacts from SEE discussed in this paper, could be an important 
argument in working out various models of both the Neolithization process and the origin of 
the Chalcolithic. Some researchers consider “cones” and “tokens” as one of the components of 
the “Neolithic package”69 and analyzing the chronology of layers with similar findings, try to 
trace possible routes of movement in the region70. Thus, for C. Perlés “stamps” and “ear plugs” 
is an argument (among others) in favor of “colonization process by small pioneer groups”71. 
The migrants consisted of people from different settlements, that is evidenced by the findings 
of “cones” in Greece, that probably originated from various parts of the Near East. Thus the 
“cones” are actively involved in solving various aspects of history of SEE during the early 
agricultural period.

65  Perlés 2001; Prijatelj 2007, 231-256.
66  Romain 1999, 16.
67  Маркевич 1981, 170-171.
68  Чохаджиев 2007, 125.
69  Cilingiroğlu 2005.
70  Budja 1998.
71  Perlés 2001; Perlés 2003.
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Finally, astragals, “counters” and boards from SEE, having analogues with earlier finds 
from the Near East, add new data to the general history of board games (or to the development of 
such objects, if they were not “games”). Unfortunately, these findings are still not “included” in the 
general “databases” neither in the “game” block of literature nor in the “tokens” one.
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Fig. 2. Artifact from Talyanky (Tripolye Culture).
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Fig. 4. a. “Board” from
 Ain G

hazal (after Rollefson 1992); b. board w
ith 3x12 perforated squares from

 Susa (after  D
unn-Vaturi 2009): 

c. “G
am

es of 58 holes”, Tepe Sialk (after D
unn-Vaturi 2010).
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Fig. 5. a. “Royal game of Ur” (after Romain 2000); b. Mankala board from Belgrade Fortress 
(after Biki and Vukovi 2010).
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Fig. 6. “Palm Tree Game”, Thebes, Egypt 
(drawing Caroline Florimont, Musée du Louvre; after Dunn-Vaturi 2000).  
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Fig. 8. Mankala boards from Olinda Keliya (after A. J. Vooght 2000).
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Fig. 10. M
ancala gam

e: Katra. Location: M
ahajanga, M

adagascar (after A
. J. Voogt 1999).



Linear Pottery Culture in the Upper Dniester Region and its relation to the 
Neolithic of Central Europe and Carpathian Basin. On the basis of settlement 

materials from the site of Bilshivtsi

Taras TKACHUK

Keywords: Upper Dniester region, Neolithic, Linear Pottery Culture, Tiszadob group, pottery 
imports

Abstract: The study of the layer represented by the late (‘musical’) phase of the Linear Pottery 
Culture at the multilayer settlement of Bilshivtsi (Halych district, Ukraine) brought to light new 
materials testifying the contacts between the Neolithic population of the Upper Dniester area with 
the Tiszadob group. In addition, the ornamentation present on some of the vessels preserves a 
tradition linked to the Körös culture. Ornamentation patterns of other cultures are observed at 
other settlements of the Linear Pottery Culture in the Upper Dniester region. Some ornamentation 
motifs originates from the Vinča culture. At Yezupil I ceramics of both the ‘musical note’ phase and 
ceramics with Želiezovske ornamentation were found together. This indicates the coexistence of the 
two recent phases of the Linear Pottery Culture (the ‘musical note’ and the Želiezovce phases) in the 
Upper Dniester region.

Neolithisation of the Upper Dniester region is associated with the arrival of 
populations bearing the ‘musical notes’ traditions of the Linear Pottery Culture1; the majority 
of known Neolithic settlements in the Upper Dniester region (Fig. 1) belongs to this phase. It is 
believed that this culture came here from the territory of Lesser Poland.2 

One such settlement is Bilshivtsi (Halych district), situated on the left bank of the 
Gnila Lypa river, a left tributary of the Dniester. The excavated area revealed several pits with 
Linear Pottery Culture artifacts (Fig. 2, 3). One of the features, which was long in form, can be 
interpreted as a habitation area – it contained traces of an oven and several millstones (Fig. 4). 
Another pit had a ground ladder. Other pits were rounded and were densely filled with material 
culture of the Linear Pottery Culture .

The vast majority of the Neolithic material found belongs to ‘table ware’ and ‘cooking’ 
ceramics categories. Most ‘table ware’ ceramics are gray, smoothed, and sometimes polished. 
The vessels were often dishes of spherical shape. The most common ornamental patterns are 
chevrons, arcs, spirals, and horizontal lines (Fig. 5, 6).

In the habitation pit were found two spherical vessels with red high straight necks. 
One of them had two small handles with vertical holes located on the largest expansion of the 
body. It is ornamented with wavy ribbons and crosses (Fig. 7: 1). A second similar vessel had no 
ornamentation. On its sides are just small handles with vertical holes and rounded bosses under 
high necks (Fig. 7: 2).

Among the ‘table ware’ found in the pit their was a piece decorated with 
incised arranged rows of small triangles (Fig. 8). More fragments of vessels with similar 

1  Tkachuk/Kochkin 2012, 307-309.
2  Ларина 1999, 98.
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ornamentation were found in a large pit. Their dimensions make it possible to reconstruct 
it as a vessel with a spherical shape with two vertical oblong lugs located just above the 
maximum extension of the body. Under the rim, the vessel is filled with thick horizontal 
ribbons and vertical rows of triangles. The lugs consist of vertical empty ribbons, which 
were separated into two ornamental metopes, which were filled with thick horizontal rows 
of small triangles (Fig. 9: 1-5).

If the shape of this vessel is typical for the Linear Pottery Culture’s ceramics, its 
decoration echoes ornamentation style of the Tiszadob group; the division of the ornamental 
field into metopes and the dense arrangement of small triangles within are very typical for the 
tradition of the latter culture.3 This ‘import’ occurred among sherds of the ‘musical note’ phase 
of the Linear Pottery Culture.4

Three radiocarbon dates for the Linear Pottery Culture ‘musical note’ phase at 
Bilshivtsi were generated at the Kyiv laboratory:

1 Bilshivtsi II Ki-8077 6450 ± 80 BP

2 Bilshivtsi II Ki-8076 6330 ± 70 BP

3 Bilshivtsi II Ki-8078 6280 ± 80 BP

They coincide with the dating for the Tiszadob group 5 :
1 Korlát Bln-119 6440 ± 100 BP

2 Tiszavasvári-Keresztfal Bln-505 6305 ± 100 BP

3 Tarnabod Bln-123 6280 ± 100 BP

Another possible connection between the settlements of the Linear Pottery Culture 
of the Upper Dniester region and those in the territory of present-day Slovakia and Hungary 
comes from finds of obsidian. In particular, at the settlement of Bilshivtsi were found three 
small obsidian chips, which likely originated from Slovakia or Hungary. 

The ‘cooking’ ware from the Neolithic layer at Bilshivtsi mostly consists of spherical 
vessels. They are made of clay with vegetable organic impurities, and sometimes crushed stone. 
Ornaments mainly consist of rounded or oval prints under the rims of the vessels. Sometimes 
they have lugs.

Among the ‘cooking’ pottery, there was also a small piece of a vessel with pinched 
decoration (Fig. 9: 6). Researchers typically associated this type of ornamentation with the 
traditions of the Körös culture;6 its use can be observed also on the ‘cooking’ pots of the 
Precucuteni/Tripolye A culture.7

It is worth mentioning that ornamentation patterns of other cultures are observed 
at other settlements of the Linear Pottery Culture in the Upper Dniester region. These include 
short incised lines inside the bands on a jar from the Vinniki site.8 This motive originates from 
the Vinča culture.

On the right bank of the Dniester, the Neolithic settlement of Yezupil I has ceramics 
of both the ‘musical note’ phase and ceramics with Želiezovske ornamentation.9 This indicates 

3  Śiśka 1989. 88. 96.
4  Титов 1980. 205.
5  Гимбутас 2006. 503.
6  Ларина 1999.101.
7  Збенович 1989. 178.
8  Ленартович 2013. Рис. Ж. 103.
9  Ленартович 2010. 224 – 242.
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the coexistence of the ‘musical note’ and the Želiezovce phases of the Linear Pottery Culture in 
the region of the Upper Dniester.
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Fig. 1. Sites of the Linear Pottery Culture in the Upper Dnister region.
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Fig. 2. Bilchivtsy. The excavated area of the site with pits and the cultural layer 
of the Linear Pottery Culture.
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Fig. 3. Bilchivtsy. The habitation pit of the Linear Pottery Culture.
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Fig. 5. Bilchivtsy. Pottery of the Linear Pottery Culture.
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Fig. 6. Bilchivtsy. Pottery of the Linear Pottery Culture.
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Fig. 7. Bilchivtsy. Vessels of the Linear Pottery Culture discovered in the habitation pit.
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Fig. 9. Bilchivtsy. 1-5: Fragm
ents of the pot w

ith ornam
entation of the Tiszadob culture origin; 6: the piece of the pot w

ith pinched decoration. 
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